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City of Bristol
Personal Details:
Name:

Mark Wright

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Cabot ward councillors

Comment text:
The task for the Boundary Commission in “old” Cabot ward is to effectively add an extra singlemember ward to balance population numbers. The Commission proposes to add a new “Hotwells
and Harbourside” single member ward, and leave the remainder (plus a bit of Redcliffe) as a
new "Central" ward. We believe that the way the Commission has proposed to do this is not the
best way: the proposed boundary unnecessarily divides two communities, and doesn't reflect
facts on the ground. 1. The proposal divides the Kingsdown community into three, by chopping
off the western and southern bits of Kingsdown. Kingsdown, centred on Kingsdown parade, has
always been tightly linked to St Michaels Hill - St Michaels Hill is the local shopping area for
Kingsdown. The Highbury and High Kingsdown Residents Associations have long cooperated with
their joint interests in St Michaels, and this would both of divide them. It would also divide the
Dove Street area (colloquially known as Lower Kingsdown) from Kingsdown. The Dove Street
area is historically part of Kingsdown; the community still very strongly feels like it is part of
Kingsdown, and the boundaries used by Kingsdown Conservation Group include it. 2. The
proposal divides the Hotwells community from Cliftonwood. The local amenity group, the “Clifton
and Hotwells Improvement Society” is so named because of the historic unity as a community
in that location. 3. We believe there is a strong desire to create a single-member Redcliffe ward
on the very clear and well defined Redcliffe community centred on St Mary Redcliffe church. The
south-east half of the proposed “Central” ward has little in common with the north-west half of
Tyndalls Park and St Michaels Hill. The community divisions are unnecessary, and can be
avoided by not splitting old Cabot ward into Central and “Hotwells and Harbourside”, but
instead splitting it along a perpendicular axis into a new Cabot ward and a Redcliffe ward. This
involves leaving the north, west, and south-west boundaries of old Cabot ward - with: Clifton,
Clifton East, and Cotham wards - largely as they are now (with some minor movement of the
north-eastern boundary with Cotham to balance numbers), and instead resolving the central
area by adding a new single-member Redcliffe Ward and leaving the remaining bulk of old
Cabot ward as a 2-member new Cabot ward. So the new Cabot ward would be the
Commission's proposed “Hotwells and Harbourside” ward, minus Hotwells (which would stay with
Clifton), plus Kingsdown and the north-western half of proposed "Central". Community links
across the city centre are weak, for obvious reasons of lack of permeability of the central dual
carriageway roads. Until the recent conversion of old offices into student flats there was little
population in the central areas to form any community, and a new central community hasn't
formed there yet. This means that the best place to draw a new boundary in Cabot ward is
along the city-centre itself, on or near the route of the old “Inner circuit road” (St Augustines
Parade, Colston Avenue, Lewins Mead/Rupert St). Finally, should the Boundary Commission
choose not to implement these suggestions, then we at least recommend that the south-east
boundary of Hotwells and Harbourside move to Bathurst basin so that Spike Island is not
truncated, and so that there is a water boundary. In addition, the name “Hotwells and
Harbourside” should be reduced to ideally, “Hotwells”. Less ideally, but still better than the
proposal, is just “Harbourside” (the double-barrelling is unwelcome). The “Central” ward should
remain called “Cabot”.Cllr Mark Wright (Cabot ward) Cllr Alex Woodman (Cabot ward)
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Proposed new 2-member Cabot ward, from Cllrs Mark Wright and Alex Woodman (Cabot ward)

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
16 February 2015 10:30
Pascoe, Mark
FW: boundary review of bristol - Frome Vale Ward

From: Lesley Alexander
Sent: 16 February 2015 08:27
To: Reviews@
Subject: boundary review of bristol - Frome Vale Ward

I would like to advise that the new boundary proposed of adding the Duchess Park Estate and Brinkworthy Road and
the roads off it to Frome Vale are an excellent idea. These roads are part of the community for the Begbrook area,
they are part of the same church parish and they join in the community activities of this part of Bristol. They also look
towards Fishponds for their day to day needs, ie shops, doctors surgery, banks etc.
I hope you will amend the boundary accordingly.
Lesley Alexander
Resident in Fishponds

Council services online: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/service
Keep up to date with the latest council news and sign up to our monthly email newsletter:
http://www.bristol.gov.uk/ournews
Have your say on consultations and view our webcasts: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/consult
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City of Bristol
Personal Details:
Name:

Mark Bailey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The proposed changes to Windmill Hill ward are sensible adjustments to the ward boundaries
that I fully support.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Response to the Boundary Commission draft recommendations for Bristol
I write as one of the two councillors for the current Henleaze ward to express my concern about the
proposed changes to this and the Westbury-on-Trym ward.
The effective reduction of the two month consultation period by the Christmas/New Year break,
combined with the pressures of the council budget cycle mean that I have not had the resource or
facility to pursue a detailed numerical analysis. I therefore offer my comments and some alternative
suggestions for your consideration.
I recognise that this is an area of the city that is over-represented in terms of the elector/councillor
ratio and that change is inevitable. In particular I note that both the Avonmouth and Stoke Bishop
wards have been extended in size to exceed the current quota.
I also note that no wards in your proposal for the city cross existing constituency boundaries,
although at a briefing for Neighbourhoods your representative stated that this would not be a
constraint you included in your proposals. This is particularly relevant to the southern part of
Henleaze ward.
As a result of the above, the current four members in the area Henleaze and W-o-T have been
squeezed down to three, which seems a disproportionate reduction.
In your draft recommendations it is stated that “This ward contains the community of Henleaze”. In
local eyes it contains three communities: Westbury-on-Trym (part), Henleaze and Westbury Park
(part)!
I do not believe that including the shopping centre of Westbury village, with its parish church and
school makes sense. I suggest that it would be a more coherent solution for the local community to
take in the area to the north-west of Southmead Road and to the south of Badock’s Wood. This is
the area around Henleaze Lake, the name of which implies the attachment of that area to Henleaze.
Badock’s Wood forms a natural barrier and the residents of this area look more naturally to
Henleaze for schooling. There are good public transport links to Henleaze and the shops there. In
addition, I would point out that while this area has been incorporated into Southmead ward there is
no vehicular access between the north end of Lake Road and Doncaster Road, so there is no direct
connection with the centre of Southmead.
I am aware that the Westbury community association are proposing the combination of WT and HZ
into a 3 member ward. In the draft it is said that “In formulating our draft recommendations we also
considered joining this ward with Westbury-on-Trym (see below) to form a three-member ward. On
balance, we have taken the view that two separate wards provide an accurate reflection of
community identity in this area.”
I think that your initial view is correct, as there would be little connection between the northern part
of Westbury and the area that is Westbury Park. The names might tally but the Westbury Park
community more naturally gathers around Coldharbour Road and North View.
Are there then other ways in which the electoral equality criteria in the north of the city could be
met?

I make the following observations:
1. Coombe Dingle, which has been put in Avonmouth & Lawrence Weston, is a distinct area,
separated from the rest of the ward by the ridge of Kings Weston Hill;
2. There are well used east-west links in the area along Canford Lane/Sylvan Way and Stoke
Lane, both of which provide a direct route to Westbury village;
3. As mentioned above, the Lake Road area looks southward towards Henleaze or Westbury
rather than Southmead;
4. Westbury Park is divided between Henleaze and Redland wards, although there is a
flourishing Community Association in the area (see maps attached);
Please consider and examine the following suggestions:
1. A single member ‘Trymside’ ward following the river Trym from Westbury village in the east
to Sea Mills in the west;
2. Adding some of the western part of your Westbury proposal to Stoke Bishop instead of Sea
Mills;
3. Adding some of the southern part of your Westbury ward, e.g. south and east of Great
Brockeridge and Reedley Road, as well as the Henleaze Lake area, to a 2 member Henleaze
ward;
4. Creating a single member Westbury Park ward from parts of Henleaze and Redland,
recognising that this would have ‘knock-on effects in Redland and Bishopston.
Some of these suggestions may be mutually exclusive but do, I hope, provide a different perspective
aligned more closely with local communities.
Clare Campion-Smith
Councillor for Henleaze ward

Map of Westbury Park community

Illustrative map of alternatives for Henleaze and Westbury-on-Trym
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City of Bristol
Personal Details:
Name:

John Goulandris

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sirs, I am a Bristol City councilor for Stoke Bishop ward. Having reviewed your proposals
for my ward I confirm that I am supportive of your proposals. The proposed changes for Stoke
Bishop ward will allow for the right number of voters and will unite the community of Sea Mills
into the ward, which is a natural fit. People to whom I have spoken in my ward echo my views.
You have invited views regarding your proposals for the adjoining wards of Westbury on Trym
and Henleaze. Your current proposals have not gone down well with local residents and key
stakeholders. I am also very surprised by your proposals, which will divide the community of
Westbury on Trym. As they stand, your proposals will actually remove Westbury on Trym village
and the shopping centre from your proposed Westbury on Trym ward. That would be crazy. I
do understand that you are trying to make the numbers fit. To do that, but at the same time
to keep communities together, I think the right solution will be to create a 3 member ward with
the title of Westbury on Trym and Henleaze ward. Otherwise the boundaries will be very
artificial and divisive to local communities. Yours faithfully John Goulandris Bristol City
Councillor Stoke Bishop ward

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Bristol
Personal Details:
Name:

Wayne Harvey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sir/Madam Re: Boundary Review Consultation and a three-member Avonmouth & Lawrence
Weston Ward Regretfully, I consider the above recommendation to be neither satisfactory from
a community identify point of view nor sustainable in terms of electoral equality. Such a merger
crudely throws three quite distinct communities (Avonmouth; Shirehampton; Lawrence Weston)
together in a completely arbitrary and haphazard fashion. This is just too big a territory to form
a council constituency. Residents have their own shops and community facilities and meeting
places. We almost always vote differently. I have no desire to live in what would effectively
become under your proposals a one-Party state. In addition, the projected population figure
(9%) means that it won't be too long before you have to re-draw the boundaries yet again to
meet your voter equality targets. Please re-visit this proposal and leave Avonmouth just as it is
with two serving councillors. Yours faithfully Cllr Wayne Harvey.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
13 February 2015 15:40
Porter, Johanna
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes in Bristol

From: Gary Hopkins
Sent: 13 February 2015 12:33
To: Reviews@
Subject: Boundary changes in Bristol

I am writing in my capacity as ward Cllr for Knowle ward and as a local resident.I have been a ward Cllr here for over 12
years and previous to that a long term campaigner in Filwood.
Whilst the majority of you recommendations for Southy Bristol are logical and balanced the proposals for our
Neighbourhood partnership of Knowle Filwood and Windmill hill ward are quite frankly very badly conceived from a
community point of view. Let me also say that my ward colleague and I have discussed the matter with the Cllrs and
residents in Filwood as well as our own ward and whilst we may be from different parties our views on this matter are
fully together.
Fortunately the remedy to this proposal is comparatively simple.
1 We fully agree that Beckington and Winfield rd belong in Knowle and not Filwood.
2 The few rds below Crowndale Rd on that side of Wells Rd down to but ironically not including Knowle Rd are part of
Knowle and should be placed there. This recognises the very strong Totterdown residents association boundary.
3 The area enclosed by Redcatch Rd and St johns Lane are also part of Knowle and should be there. Many of these
people come to shop and access other services at Knowle shopping centre and look to Perrets park not across St John’s
lane. We are talking of Tyning/Ravenhill rds Etc in the triangle.
4 The area separated off from Knowle by the recreation ground at Salcombe rd and starting at Salcombe Rd belongs in
Filwood. It is part of the Knowle west regeneration area and just a short time speaking to local people would have
confirmed that clear barrier.There is considerable anger from residents on both sides of the boundary about this
proposal and 5.
5 The proposal to include further parts of Filwood/Knowle West into Knowle ward are quite frankly unbelievable. You
are removing the parish church and the regeneration centre (the Park) out of a deprived ward. We have high regard for
the work done by the park but it would be peripheral to Knowle ward and potentially get devalued.
6 Filwood needs to retain these vital areas outlined above but quite frankly trying to tag on bits of Bedminster
(Marksbury Rd Etc)that lie at the foot of a very steep escarpment and are completely separate to the estate beggars
belief. These areas need to be put back to Windmill hill.
Flearly there is no problem on numbers by rectifying these problems and we would continue with 3 2 member wards
but ones that have far better community coherence.
1

Council services online: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/service
Keep up to date with the latest council news and sign up to our monthly email newsletter:
http://www.bristol.gov.uk/ournews
Have your say on consultations and view our webcasts: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/consult
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Submission to the Local Government Boundary Review for Bristol
From: Cllr Tim Kent, Whitchurch Park Ward

Firstly I write to generally support the proposals for my ward by the Boundary Review. The ward
is currently made up of part of the communities of Whitchurch and Hartcliffe and the reviews
proposals would go a long way to uniting these communities.
I understand the point made by the review about Hengrove and Whitchurch Park becoming a 3
member ward with the Hartcliffe part of Whitchurch Park joining a new 3 member Hartcliffe ward.
This suggestion mostly meets with the communities that exist.
Suggestion 1:
That the 3 member Hengrove and Whitchurch Park ward be named Hengrove and Whitchurch.
The addition of Park is not necessary and the vast majority of the people refer to the area as
Whitchurch. This also reduced the length of the ward name.
But in trying to achieve electoral parity some of Hartcliffe is proposed to be in the new 3 member
Hengrove and Whitchurch Park ward. This locates a few important community buildings that
predominantly serve the Hartcliffe estate in the Whitchurch ward.
Bridge Learning Campus (formerly Hartcliffe Secondary school), Hartcliffe Community Farm and
the Church would all be politically and administratively severed from Hartcliffe. With the
importance of ward working and neighbourhood partnerships it is very possible that Bishopsworth
Avenue could form a new Neighbourhood Partnership Boundary. This would make for very poor
administrative and community representation.
In planning for future the figures used by the electoral commission for 2020 projections seem
broadly accurate and reasonable assumptions. But the core strategy clearly shows that in the period
2020-2026 substantial development is planned within the Hengrove and Whitchurch Park ward. Up
to 1000 houses on Hengrove Park, around 200 houses off New FosseWay Road and around 500
houses opposite Bridge Learning Campus off William Jessop Way. Development in this area could
easily add 2000-3000 people onto the electoral role by 2026.
Future development within the new Hartcliffe estate is also likely although far short of this scale.
Suggestion 2:
That Hartcliffe as a community be wholly represented by one ward with three councillors. This can
be achieved by ensuring all the electors of polling district WPC are included in the new Hartcliffe
ward - based on the current electorate transferring 950 electors.
This would mean based on current figures Hartcliffe would have 13,994 electors and Hengrove and
Whitchurch Park would have 12,860 electors in 2013. For 2020.
Although this would create some disparity for 2020 figures it would ensure the wards are more
equal in future elections and help avoid the need for future reviews. In addition they would be far
better at representing real communities as well as for administrative purposes.
A map with figures is attached on the following page.

950 electors to
be in Hartcliffe
Ward

Suggested new boundary for the Hartcliffe and Hengrove and
Whitchurch Wards moving all of WPC polling district into the
Hartcliffe ward and transferring 950 electors.
Ward

Review Proposal Review Proposal Suggestion 2013
2013
2020

Suggestion 2020

Ward size
variance

Hartcliffe
(3 members)

13044

13446

13993

14410

-2%

Hengrove and
Whitchurch
(3 members)

13808

14015

12857

13050

-11%

The Review proposes variances of -4% for Hengrove and Whitchurch and -8% for Hartcliffe. As the
suggested change only involves two wards the total variance has not changed. But electoral parity is
more likely to be achieved with the suggestion as growth for the Hengrove and Whitchurch area
will far outstrip that of Hartcliffe according the councils own core strategy between 2020 - 2026.
These proposals also better reflect communities and will be more robust for local administrative
purposes.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

FW: Proposed boundary changes to Westbury village
12 January 2015 08:55:21

From: Gillian Kirk [mailto:
Sent: 10 January 2015 12:44
To: Reviews@
Subject: Proposed boundary changes to Westbury village

I am writing both as a resident of Westbury-on-Trym village and a Bristol City
Councillor for Lockleaze ward. I am very concerned at the proposals to redraw the ward
boundaries to move the central part of the historic Westbury village into Henleaze ward.
Whilst I understand the need to have a more even number of residents in each ward, and
that Henleaze has a lower number of residents currently, I also believe that the boundary
changes should reflect natural geographic, cultural and historic boundaries and should
respect communities with a strong identity based upon these boundaries.
For this reason I think the proposed boundary change bringing Westbury into Henleaze is
unworkable and should be reviewed. Local residents do not find it acceptable and want to
feel connected to their heritage by remaining within Westbury ward.
I have another concern and that is the moving of ‘Clover Ground estate’ (off Eastfield
Road, Westbury-on-Trym) into Southmead ward. The roads concerned include Clover
Ground, Home ground, Comb Paddock.
I have received comments and complaints in this area about the difficulty the residents
would have in accessing polling stations in Southmead, due to the geographical barrier of
Badocks wood, meaning for those who have to walk it would be an extremely long walk
round up Southmead rd and Doncaster road to get to their proposed polling station. I
believe this would compromise their democratic rights by making it difficult to access
their polling station on foot and for this reason should be urgently reconsidered. I would
prefer to see this area come back within Westbury-on-Trym boundary.
Thank you for considering my comments, if it is helpful to respond to my council address
at any time that email is
My home address is
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City of Bristol
Personal Details:
Name:

Tim Leaman

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Wth regard to the current ward boundary of Kingsweston and having been one of two Cllrs
there since May 2010 i would suggest the new boundary change should bring together the Sea
Mills and Coombe dingle area as a single community. A single member ward seems to me
approporopriate and representative of the area. It Brings together the already connected and
cohesive community and i am opposed to its being broken up by placing it as an addition to
Avonmouth and L/Weston. It has no close geographical or community relationship with this area
Cllr Tim Leaman

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Response to the Boundary Commission – Cllr Glenise Morgan
Since 2009, I have been one of the two Henleaze ward councillors and have lived in the ward since
1992, moving just outside the boundary last summer. I was very surprised to see the Boundary
Commission’s initial proposal to form a two member Henleaze ward which included Westbury village
centre and a one member Westbury ward. I felt that it did not reflect our local communities. Given
population increases in the central part of the city, we have been expecting changes to the north
where there is a much lower ratio of elector to councillor. However, I would like to make the
following comments:
Distinct communities











Henleaze and Westbury-on-Trym have two very distinct retail centres: one centred on the
Henleaze road and one around the central roundabout in Westbury-on-Trym.
They have two distinct local societies: the Westbury-on-Trym Society and the Henleaze
Society. There is also a sustainable environmental society, called SusWoT that covers
Westbury-on-Trym.
They each have their own library and post office
They each have their own festivals, eg the Henleaze Christmas Fair.
There is no direct bus link between a very large proportion of Henleaze and the centre of
Westbury-on-Trym
Westbury Park, in the south, has no connection with Westbury-on-Trym village. It is already
split between Redland and Henleaze wards but people gravitate to the shops in Coldharbour
Road and North View, to St Albans’ church for both services and community activities and
children attend the Westbury Park school, next to the church. Fallodon Way surgery, on the
border of Henleaze and Westbury Park is the nearest medical centre. There is an active
Westbury Park Community Association that covers Westbury Park, but does not extend into
Henleaze, let alone Westbury-on-Trym. It is quite different in style to either the Henleaze
Society or the Westbury-on-Trym Society.
It is clear from local publicity that the Westbury-on-Trym Society strongly object to the
current proposal.
The Henleaze Society have not held their own meeting so their members have not had the
opportunity to discuss your draft proposals and any subsequent ideas from other groups.

Alternative Suggestions








I would, however, support increasing the size of the Henleaze ward by including the area to
the north-west of Southmead Road and to the south of Badock’s Wood. Badock’s Wood is
adjacent to Henleaze Lake.
There is a natural physical barrier formed by the lake and wood.
No vehicles can access Southmead (the ward in which this area lies) with the result that the
community here feels quite isolated. Lake Road is physically cut off from Doncaster Road
(major route in Southmead).
There is already a connection with Henleaze in the name of the lake and usage.
Residents in this area seek school places at Henleaze Infant and Junior schools.




There are local shops that currently lie in Henleaze ward (on Wellington Hill West).
Transport connections from Henleaze to this area are good.



There are good and well-used east/west links between Canford Lane/Sylvan Way and Stoke
Lane into Westbury-on-Trym village. These might be incorporated into Westbury-on-Trym
A further area could be added to Henleaze: south and east of Great Brockeridge and Reedley
Road (currently in Westbury-on-Trym ward).





The three communities of Henleaze, Westbury Park and Westbury-on-Trym are so distinct
that ideally all three would be separated, with Westbury Park comprising a one-member
ward, although this could have repercussions on Redland and Bishopston wards.



However, the next best option would be for Henleaze to be enlarged as suggested above
and comprise a 2-member ward. This, I suggest, would best provide a balance of
representation of distinct communities with number of electors.

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
06 February 2015 08:44
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Bristol City Council Boundary Review - Bishopsworth Ward

From: Kevin Quartley
Sent: 05 February 2015 21:51
To: Reviews@
Subject: Bristol City Council Boundary Review – Bishopsworth Ward

The Review Officer (Bristol)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
Dear Sir
Re: Bristol City Council Boundary Review – Bishopsworth Ward
As one of the Councillors for the above ward, I write to formally endorse the Boundary Commission’s
draft recommendations in respect of it. These largely reflect my Group’s initial submission as part of
the first stage in your consultation process on redrawing the City’s political boundaries.
The proposed inclusion of the Headley Park district into the new Bishopsworth division is a very
welcome move which rectifies an historical anomaly. This is an area which has clear geographical,
social and community links which will be better served by this development.
Similarly, I agree with the transfer of Withywood into an enlarged, three-Member Hartcliffe
Ward. There is a huge degree of consensus between the political parties and local people that such
a step will create a more cohesive and congruent entity than is presently the case.
I would also just like to lend my support to the Conservative response document (February 2015)
which contains a number of minor ‘tweaks’ to Bishopsworth’s southern border with Hartcliffe. There
is a lot of backing from residents in Chapel Road, Gullon’s Close, all of Church Road and Grange
Road, as well as part of Queen’s Road, for them to be added into the new Bishopsworth Ward.
Those changes or modifications aside, I thank the Commissioners’ for all of their hard work and look
forward to seeing their final conclusions in due course.
Yours faithfully
Cllr Kevin Quartley
Bishopsworth Ward Councillor
1
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City of Bristol
Personal Details:
Name:

Daniella Radice

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am submitting the comments put together by the Bishopston and Cotham and Redland
Neighbourhood Partnership. I am submitting them on my own behalf because I fully endorse
them as a local ward councillor and feel that it is vital that our high streets are not ward
boundaries. I am also a Director of the Gloucester Road Traders Association, and know it is
easier to have good links with traders if the streets is not divided up. Gloucester road is
beloved by local people (look up the TRASH campaign if you are in any doubt!). I also fully
endorse the comments about ward naming. 1 Submission to the Local Government Boundaries
Commission by the Bishopston, Cotham and Redland Neighbourhood Partnership 12 February
2015 Nick Clark (Chair) Email:
Neighbourhood
Partnership status This submission on the proposed City of Bristol ward boundary changes is
made by the Bishopston, Cotham and Redland Neighbourhood Partnership. We are one of 14
Neighbourhood Partnerships within the City of Bristol, and cover the three current electoral
wards of Bishopston, Cotham and Redland. The membership of the Partnership includes all
Bristol City Councillors from these wards as well as representatives of local community groups
and advocates for local topics of concern. However, this submission is made independently from
that of any political party. As part of the devolution of local authority powers to a local level,
we have responsibility for a small devolved budget from Bristol City Council but also for
decisions on matters such as minor road schemes, management of parks and street scene,
including local services, amenities, appearance and accessibility. We were not made aware of
the current boundary consultation until shortly before the initial submission deadline. We have
also not been given access to computer software to allow us to measure the effects of different
boundary choices on electoral representation. We wish more had been done at an earlier stage
to involve Neighbourhood Partnerships in providing their contributions to the current boundary
changes. We therefore make the following submission, in reaction to the new boundary
proposals, primarily on matters of principle. We give concrete examples of how we believe these
principles have been met, or could be better met, in the current proposals. Boundaries and local
government efficiency Relevant to the need to deliver effective and convenient local government
Principle 1: The effectiveness and convenience of our local government responsibilities are
improved when major amenities, such as local centres and parks are not split across
Neighbourhood Partnership boundaries. We understand that the grouping of wards into
Neighbourhood Partnership areas is not part of your remit, but if ward boundaries are drawn
through the middle of local centres and parks, it exacerbates the problem; even more so when
a boundary divides one side of a shopping street from the other along its length. The Bristol
Development Framework identifies town, district and local centres as concentrations of services
and community facilities. In our area, the 'town centres' are Whiteladies Road and Gloucester
Road. With the current ward boundaries, Whiteladies Road is split along its length between two
Neighbourhood Partnerships, leading to divided responsibilities and so less effective action. On
the other hand, both sides of Gloucester Road are either within the Bishopston or in the
Redland ward (and still within a single Partnership) so can be more efficiently administered.
With the proposed boundaries, both sides of Whiteladies Road will largely be within a single
ward, and so more effective to administer. However, Gloucester Road will be split, along much
of the length of the road, between three wards (Bishopston, Redland, Ashley & Stokes Croft).
This would make it unlikely it could be managed within the same Neighbourhood Partnership,

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4816
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leading to less 2 coherence and less effective administration for this local centre. A similar, but
smaller, problem exists along Coldharbour Road, which will remain split along its length
between Redland and Henleaze wards (currently in different Neighbourhood Partnerships).
Concerning the major local parks under the proposed changes, we are pleased to note that
Redland Green and St Andrews Park remain coherent and Cotham Gardens remains in Cotham.
However it would be better not to split Horfield Common (currently across three different
wards) and, given its name, it might be more appropriate if was all in Horfield ward.
Boundaries and community identity Relevant to the need to consider identifiable boundaries
which are either natural or constructed Principle 2: Use natural barriers as boundaries whenever
possible, such as railway lines, allotments and green spaces. The proposed boundary between
Cotham and Redland has been better aligned with the railway line near Redland Station, though
this could have been extended all the way to Clifton Down to better match the traditional
boundary between Cotham and Redland. The traditional area of St Andrews should be
recognised by using the railway line as its south boundary as far as Ashley Hill. St Andrews as
a community is much more closely associated with Gloucester Road and Bishopston than it is
with Montpelier or the proposed Ashley & Stokes Croft ward because of this physical barrier. It
should be a separate one-councillor ward or be included in a larger Bishopston ward.
Boundaries and the naming of wards Relevant to the need to reflect community interests and
identities Principle 3: Traditional area names should not be applied to new wards when they
stray far beyond their original well-understood areas. If the boundaries of the wards remain
largely as in the current proposals, the ward names become misleading for residents who are
familiar with the traditional area names – such as shown in the road and building names and
the existing names used on maps of the area. The proposed Clifton East ward extends across
Whiteladies Road into part of the area well known as Redland. We suggest instead it is called
the Whiteladies Ward – reflecting its position astride Whiteladies Road. The proposed Redland
ward extends as far as Bishop Road, traditionally the centre of Bishopston. We suggest instead
it is called the Bishopston South & Redland Ward and the proposed Bishopston ward is called
the Bishopston North Ward (though if, as suggested above, it included St Andrews, it could be
the Bishopston North & St Andrews Ward). Examples of traditional area names can be seen on
maps produced for other purposes by local community groups such as Window Wanderland
(Bishopston area) or Sustainable Redland (combined Redland and Cotham area). We suggest
that the Commission also takes note of the submissions from the two local amenity societies
(the Redland and Cotham Amenities Society and the Bishopston Society) whose concerns
overlap those of the Partnership.
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Comment text:
Councillors Christian Martin and Simon Cook Clifton East Ward c/o Liberal Democrat Office
Council House College Green Bristol The Review Officer (Bristol) Local Government Boundary
Commission for England Layden House 76-86 Turnmill Street London EC1M 5LG Dear Sir or
Madam: I write in support of the Liberal Democrat Amended Proposal and in support of the
resident association known as RARA and have the following comments to make: 1) In the
current proposal from the BC an active and vital community from within the Clifton East ward
will become subsumed into a new ward called Clifton West. This community is represented by a
vibrant and participatory resident association known as RARA. The reach of the community and
ties with other long established resident associations in the Clifton East ward would be lost
under the current BC proposal. 2) It should be noted that these relationships and representation
of the communities extend to their presence and significant contributory role on the
Neighbourhood Partnership – an instrument of localism that has fostered and secured an
enduring working relationship with ourselves as their elected representatives on Bristol City
Council. 3) The Amended Proposal from the Liberal Democrat group would seek to retain all of
the community that falls under the aegis of RARA thus avoiding the dissolution of established
relationships. We have worked closely with RARA and were present at their AGM where they
unanimously voted in favour of making a submission in support of the Amended Proposal. 4) In
the Amended Proposal care and consideration has been given to ensure a balance of numbers
and a fair distribution of electors into the proposed boundaries. Accordingly where parts of
Cotham ward were attributed to Clifton East in the BC proposal we have returned them to their
original boundary in part because no pre-existing community has been established across the
natural boundary provided by Whiteladies Road. 5) To balance this we have extended the west
side boundary along College Road to incorporate residents with whom Clifton East has a natural
relationship not least of which is represented in the Neighbourhood Forum that quarterly meets
in the High School situated in that part of Clifton and where long established working
relationships have been established and communities cross over and co-exist. 6) This would
establish Pembroke Road as the ‘backbone’ of Clifton East ward. This is a road that unites
communities to either side and it is not an appropriate boundary line. It includes two major
places of worship (the Catholic Cathedral and All Saints Anglican Church), the largest GP
surgery and health centre in the Clifton area, and other local amenities such as a language
school, gym and wellbeing centre. Accordingly we therefore both support the Amended Proposal
and by extension support our residents in the RARA area being retained within the ward. The
map is attached as an uploaded file. Yours faithfully, Christian Martin and Simon Cook Liberal
Democrat Councillors for Clifton East
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From: Rob Telford
Sent: 13 February 2015 18:20
To: Reviews
Subject: Comments on draft recommendations for Bristol City Council

Dear Local Government Boundary Commission for England
As the local councillors for Ashley ward, we would like to make one incredibly important comment on the draft
recommendations.
We implore you to not rename “Ashley” as “Ashley & Stokes Croft”. This would be hugely problematic for the
communities that make up Ashley ward.
Here are the three reasons for our objection to the renaming:
1) The road Stokes Croft is not completely within our ward, so it will be very confusing.
Stokes Croft is a road that is currently the boundary line between Ashley and Cabot wards. In the draft
recommendations, this is still the case.
It makes no sense to single out “Stokes Croft” as an addition to the ward name for this simple reason.
It also adds confusion to many people who live on the western side of the road Stokes Croft, who will not be
living in the “Ashley & Stokes Croft” ward at all!
This will lead to many people approaching the “Ashley & Stokes Croft” councillors, when in fact they will not be
their representatives. This is not clear and accountable democracy, it will potentially be a shambolic mess.
2) Stokes Croft is not seen as a distinct community by many people within Ashley or Cabot wards.
Many people in St Pauls (the area directly to the east of Stokes Croft) have pointed out to us that Stokes Croft is
not considered a community by many people who live there.
It is very unclear where (if anywhere) the Stokes Croft community boundaries would be drawn, as the name is
simply the name of a road, not an acknowledged boundaried area.
We do not want to get into an argument about whether Stokes Croft is a community or not, but we do want to
point out that this would be an extremely unpopular move with some people in the community. The alternative
of just keeping the name “Ashley” will offend or annoy no one.
3) Why would Stokes Croft be the only area to have its name used?
1

It seems bizarre and arbitrary to many residents that you would choose to rename the ward with this added
name, when there are much larger and more distinctive communities within the ward boundaries.
Why not “Ashley & St Pauls”?
Why not “Ashley & St Werburghs”?
Why not “Ashley & Montpelier”?
Why not “Ashley & St Andrews”?
All of these are clearly defined, distinct and acknowledged communities within our ward. “Stokes Croft” may be
distinct as a community, but it is not clearly defined and not clearly acknowledged by many residents of the
ward. We want our community to be united behind the community’s name, not divided.
In conclusion, we would like the ward to remain as “Ashley ward”. If you change the name, it will needlessly upset and
alienate people in our communities further, and we will not use to use the “Stokes Croft” part in any formal
communications if we are re‐elected in 2015 and/or 2016.
We are otherwise supportive of the changes to the boundaries of the ward and the move to a three‐councillor ward.
Rob Telford and Gus Hoyt
Councillors for Ashley ward
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Comment text:
This response deals specifically with your proposals for Hotwells & Harbourside and Central
wards. In my opinion, in their current form the plans are unsatisfactory for the following
reasons: Your proposal to split the Kingsdown area in two is unfortunate, and merely completes
the destruction of the community here which began in the 1960s. There is a clear identification
by local residents of “Kingsdown” as a distinct community, covering the area around Dove
Street, Somerset Street, Kingsdown Parade and St Matthews Road. The current boundary
between Cotham ward and Cabot ward delineates those two communities quite effectively. The
physical destruction of Kingsdown was attempted by the City Council in the 1960s with the
demolition of vast swathes of the area for replacement with high rise accommodation. This
prompted the formation of the Kingsdown Conservation Group, which has fought fiercely ever
since to safeguard threats to Kingsdown and its character as a Bristol neighbourhood.
Redrawing the ward boundaries in the war you propose would split this community in half, and
would mean that the northern part is subsumed into a Cotham ward with which it has little
community relationship. The proposal divides the Hotwells community from Cliftonwood. The
local amenity group, the “Clifton and Hotwells Improvement Society” is so named because of
the historic unity as a community in that location. Finally, there is a deep seated desire by the
community in Redcliffe to have a single-member Redcliffe ward on the very clear and well
defined Redcliffe community centred on St Mary Redcliffe church. The south-east half of the
proposed “Central” ward has nothing in common with the north-west half of Tyndalls Park and
St Michaels Hill; this review should be an opportunity to resolve the fact that the current Cabot
ward represents a number of disparate communities with no commonality between them. At
present, the Redcliffe community is split along Redcliffe Hill by the boundary between the
current Lawrence Hill and Cabot wards, and simply including the wider Redcliffe area in a much
larger ward would be no better than the current situation. These community divisions in your
current proposals can be avoided by not splitting old Cabot ward into Central and “Hotwells and
Harbourside”, but instead splitting it along a perpendicular axis into a ‘new’ Cabot ward
representing the majority of the current ward, with a separate Redcliffe ward. This would
involve leaving the north, west, and south-west boundaries of old Cabot ward - with: Clifton,
Clifton East, and Cotham wards - largely as they are now (with some minor movement of the
north-eastern boundary with Cotham to ensure electoral equality), and instead resolving the
central area by adding a new single-member Redcliffe Ward and leaving the remaining bulk of
old Cabot ward as a 2-member new Cabot ward. So the new Cabot ward would be the
Commission's proposed “Hotwells and Harbourside” ward, minus Hotwells (which would stay with
Clifton), plus Kingsdown and the north-western half of proposed "Central". Community links
across the city centre are weak, for obvious reasons of lack of permeability of the central dual
carriageway roads. Until the recent conversion of old offices into student flats there was little
population in the central areas to form any community, and a new central community hasn't
formed there yet. This means that the best place to draw a new boundary in Cabot ward is
along the city-centre itself, on or near the St Augustines Parade, Colston Avenue, Lewins
Mead/Rupert St. Should the Commission not be willing to adopt this revised proposal, I would
at least urge that the south-east boundary of Hotwells & Harbourside move to Bathurst basin so
that Spike Island is not truncated, and so that there is a water boundary. In addition, the name
“Hotwells & Harbourside” should be reduced to just “Hotwells”. “Harbourside” is not the name of
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a historical neighbourhood in Bristol, but is instead a marketing moniker by the developers of
the new flats in the Canons Marsh area. Surely it is not appropriate to create a ward name on
that basis? Similarly, the name of “Central” ward is bland and lacks identification with any
specific community. Retaining the current ”Cabot” ward name would seem far more appropriate
That name has been in used for decades to describe the community living in the centre of
Bristol and would help to retain some character for that community.
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