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In Cheltenham District we propose that the 10 County Councillors are split between the 20 Cheltenham Borough Council Divisions, as they are
proposed (with each County Councillor covering two Cheltenham Borough Council seats). (See APPENDIX A). The Boundary Commission re-
drew the Cheltenham proposed new boundaries in 2023, therefore do not have figures available to make predictions for 2029 populations.
However, we are assuming that the 20 Cheltenham Divisions are within tolerance of being equal in population size, and therefore that pairing
them up would keep them within that tolerance (this is an inexact science, but in absence of numbers is best we can do!). Please see APPENDIX
B for full reasons on this.

In Cotswold District we would only make one change (see APPENDIX C). To keep things simple, we are proposing that parishes from the
overpopulated Stow Division (17% over the target 2029 figure) be transferred to the Campden Vale division as follows: move Cutsdean, Temple
Guiting, Guiting Power and Naunton from Stow Division to the Campden-Vale Division. That is a move of 977 voters (on 2029 figures). This would
put Campden Division and Stow Division slightly above 10% over variance – however, it would also mean all other Divisions were perfectly sized.
We believe the villages which we are proposing to move are linked via geography to the North Cotswolds more than to Stow – for example
Cutsdean and the Guitings will look to the existing Campden Vale division for schools (Chipping Campden Secondary School) and the leisure
centre rather than to Moreton or Stow.

Tewkesbury District is the most complicated (see APPENDIX D). This is due to the large increase in population AND the addition of a new County
Council Division being added into the District (to reflect the population increase). We have broken down the numbers fully in APPENDIX E, and a



narrative on why the neighbourhoods are natural communities in APPENDIX F. We propose that:
• A new Division is created (we have called it “Severn Vale”) to take on the northern, rural parts of the old Highnam and Haw Bridge seat, and
other rural areas and villages that complement the nature of the parts of the old Division
• “Highnam and Hawbridge” is made much smaller (to reflect the huge growth in housing) to include Highnam, Maisemore, Minsterworth,
Innsworth, Twigworth, Longford and a few other villages
• “Brockworth” is made much smaller by losing the outlying areas of Shurdington and Badgeworth (which will join “Severn Vale”).
• “Churchdown” is left as it is, adding a small section from the “Brockworth” seat (which brings both Divisions in to line with the population guides).
The bit of the “Brockworth” Division to be added is HCC2
• “Winchcombe” remains the same
• “Tewkesbury” remains largely the same (but gains Tewkesbury Newtown from “Tewkesbury East”)
• “Tewkesbury East” remains largely the same (but gains Oxenton from “Bishops Cleeve” and loses Tewkesbury Newtown to “Tewkesbury”)
• Bishops Cleeve to be ONLY Cleeve West, Cleeve Grange and Cleeve St Michael (losing Stoke Orchard and Tredington, part of Bishops Cleeve
Grange, and Gotherington to “Severn Vale”, and Oxenton to “Tewkesbury East”). This is due to the huge growth in housing in the area.

Stroud is also complex. We have based our proposal (APPENDIX G for maps, with numbers in APPENDIX H) which would bring all the divisions
within a 10% tolerance. Wootton Under Edge (WUE) covers a large geographical area already and we would be loathe to add to that, but purely
to put it within 10% tolerance we would add CUC (“Owlpen”). Although a small number it puts Wootton within 10% for the District. Of all the
neighbouring polling districts, adding “BVB” is too large and would tilt numbers the wrong way; adding “BVE” would create “BVB” as an island for
a neighbouring Division; “CWA” is too large and adding it would make WUE too large; “DA”, “DB” and “DC” are all part of the Town of Dursley
(and also too large); adding “CUD” along would make an Island of “CUC”.
Starting from this position, we would leave Cam Valley, Nailsworth, Minchinhampton, Stroud Central and Rodborough, and Dursley as they are,
both within tolerance. Hardwicke and Severn would also remain largely the same, with “HF” and “HE” moving into the newly created “Stroud
North” Division.
“Stroud North” is the newly created Division, taking from Hardwicke and Severn, Painswick and Bisley, and Stonehouse. This then allows all of
these areas to be within tolerance and have boundaries that are neat geographically.

In Gloucester we propose a tidying up exercise based on the current 10 county council divisions within the City of Gloucester boundaries. There is
no wholesale change, but we have reduced the number of city wards to just 3 that are subdivided. There were a total of 8 city council wards that
were subdivided in the last boundary review.

The current county boundaries have only 10 intact city council wards out of a total of 18 wards. These city council wards are 1) Abbeymead, 2)
Barton & Tredworth, 3) Coney Hill, 4) Grange, 5) Hucclecote, 6) Kingsholm & Wotton, 7) Kingsway, 8) Longlevens, 9) Quedgeley Severn Vale
and 10) Tuffley.



Our proposed county divisions allow for 15 intact city council wards out of a total of 18 wards. This will help the city and county councillors work
more effectively together and assist the public in finding out who to approach for a local problem.

These city council wards that remain undivided in our proposals are 1) Abbeydale, 2) Abbeymead, 3) Barnwood, 4) Barton & Tredworth, 5) Coney
Hill, 6) Grange, 7) Hucclecote, 8) Kingsholm & Wotton, 9) Kingsway, 10) Longlevens, 11) Matson, Robinswood & White City, 12) Podsmead, 13)
Quedgeley Fieldcourt, 14) Quedgeley Severn Vale and 15) Tuffley

Sub-divided city council wards

Due to the different sizes of city council wards it’s inevitable that some city wards have to be subdivided.

Moreland city ward – Moreland ward is currently divided between 3 county divisions. Our proposal divides between 2 county divisions. It also now
ensures that the long-established community of Linden is not divided and together it will form part of a new county division of Linden and Tuffley.

The other part of Moreland remains in the unchanged Barton and Tredworth county division.

Westgate city ward – Westgate ward remains divided as it is now with polling district W3 in Kingsholm county division using the railway line as a
natural divider.

Elmbridge city ward – Elmbridge now keeps a much larger proportion of its electorate than it does at present. Around 1,000 electors will remain
part of the Longlevens county division. To balance the electorate, we have subdivided polling district E1 into 2 to be split between the new
Longlevens and Kingsholm county divisions. E1 was once 2 polling districts.

Under the new proposed boundaries all 10 county divisions are within the 10% variation from the required 9,504 voting population for 2029, with
seven of the County divisions within the + or - 5% range.

Attached Documents:

APPENDIX A - Cheltenham Map.pdf
APPENDIX B - Cheltenham narrative.docx
APPENDIX C - Cotswold Map.pdf
APPENDIX D - Tewkesbury Map.pdf
APPENDIX E - Tewkesbury population numbers.xlsx
APPENDIX F - Tewkesbury Communities narrative.docx



APPENDIX G - Stroud Map.pdf
APPENDIX H - Stroud population numbers.xlsx
APPENDIX I - Gloucester Map.JPG
APPENDIX J - Gloucester Numbers.xlsx



APPENDIX F – Tewkesbury Neighbourhoods 

 

Churchdown – the proposed Churchdown Division is the defined village area plus a small area of a neighbouring suburb 

of Gloucester (Hucclecote) to make it an equitable size to other Divisions. It is bound geographically by Gloucestershire 

airport to the North; the M5 to the East; the A471 to the South; and the IMJIN barracks to the West.  It has three 

primary schools and two secondary schools within its boundaries.  Everyone within the proposed boundary (apart from 

the HCC2 section) lives within the village and/or shops, socialises or goes to school there. Bus links throughout the area 

mean people can go from one end of the proposed Division to the other within minutes, apart from HCC2 which is linked 

by a major A road and can be accessed within a 3 minute drive. 

The District Council wards St Johns 1, 2, 3 and 4 and Churchdown Brookfield with Hucclecote make up Churchdown 

village at District level; at Parish level the majority of proposed Division is covered by Churchdown Parish Council.  The 

Parish Council has made representation to LGBCE asking that the village of Churchdown remains covered by one County 

Councillor as it currently is.   

The key issue for us is that we want the village of Churchdown to be respected, and therefore to be represented as one 

Division by one County Councillor.  To split the village up in any way would mean that there would be two Councillors 

covering the village.  We believe this would lead to poorer representation of residents, less ability to work with the large 

Parish Council, and a loss of focus on what is a natural and historic community. 

 

Brockworth – the proposed Brockworth Division is the defined area of Brockworth plus an area of relatively new housing 

that is in Coopers Edge (Hucclecote), plus the small village of Great Witcombe, to make it equitable in size to other 

Divisions.  Brockworth is an historic yet growing village, and that and the Hucclecote area are covered by one 

(Brockworth) Parish Council.  The main shops for the entire area are based in Brockworth (Court Road) and the Tesco 

development; the secondary school is attended by children from across the piece; and the two community centres in 

Brockworth and Coopers Edge are the hubs of the community.  The whole community is bound together by the old 

Roman Road (Ermin Street) which has buses every ten minutes linking one end to the other. 

We propose that the outlying areas of Shurdington and Badgeworth are removed from the existing Brockworth seat.  

These rural villages have little to do with the large, suburban village that is Brockworth.  They are different in character 

and have no cross over in terms of geography, schooling, community facilities or transport links. 

 

Highnam – we propose that the Division of Highnam is drastically reduced in geographical size to account for the vast 

amount of house building taking place in the area. Innsworth, Longford and Twigworth are clearly one community, the 

new housing bleeding from one area into the next in a seamless link.  The roads lead from one to the other without any 

obvious distinction. The sheer number of houses being built mean that this is, in effect, on very large village/suburb of 

Gloucester. 

It seems logical to match these three with Highnam, Maismore and Minsterworth for geographical reasons.  They are 

linked by the A40 road and are all in the very south west of Tewkesbury Borough.  They also share an interest in flooding 

and the river Severn due to the proximity of all these places to it.  Grouping together Innsworth, Longford, Twigworth, 

Maisemore, Minsterworth and Highnam would give a manageable geographical area and would make the previously-

vast Highnam and Hawbridge Division much more manageable. 

 

Severn Vale – however, there is a price to pay for Highnam becoming a smaller geographical size, as it will mean that a 

lot of the rural areas and little villages that we in it will need to be picked up.  We are proposing a new Division of Severn 

Vale to do just this.  It incorporates a lot of the old area that was covered by Highnam and Hawbridge, but due to losing 

the areas in the new Highnam Division it picks up more areas that are directly linked – Shurdington, Badgeworth, Stoke 

Orchard and Gotherington.   

The proposed Division borders Cheltenham along its Eastern boundary and stretches across the Severn Valley as far as 

the Forest of Dean.  It is a large geographical area but it has a lot in common in that it covers rural areas and small 



villages throughout. The Eastern side is associated with Cheltenham, the western reaches were already part of the 

Highnam and Hawbridge Division. 

 

Bishops Cleeve – we are proposing that the village of Bishops Cleeve is kept together as one Division. We propose 

removing outlying villages such as Stoke Orchard and Gotherington but keeping the village intact as one. Bishops Cleeve 

is a natural, historic and clear community that would be best served as a single Division with a single Councillor (as per 

our proposal for Brockworth and Churchdown).  As with these other large villages it would be much preferable to have 

one Councillor working with the community, the Parish Council and District Councillors rather than artificially split up the 

seat. 

The reason Bishops Cleeve should be kept together in one Division and served by one Councillor is that it is a clear 

community.  It has a “centre” that includes secondary school, pubs, shops, Parish Council officers, supermarket and 

church.  It is growing extremely fast, and that is why we are proposing that outlying villages (such as Stoke Orchard) are 

placed elsewhere. 

We appreciate that this will make Bishops Cleeve larger than desired in terms of percentage difference to the norm.  

However, we believe that the very clear community case for keeping the village intact and under one Councillor 

outweighs the need for mathematical perfection. 

 

Tewkesbury, Tewkesbury East and Winchcombe – we have suggested minor changes to take into account new housing 

and moving populations.  We do not believe any of these to be major in nature and all respect the current and natural 

communities that they cover. 

 

 



In Cheltenham it happens to be the case the LGBCE have completed their recommendations for the 
Borough Council boundary to be enacted in 2024, one year before the GCC boundary review in 2025. 
It’s also the case that the present reality is that there are 20 Borough Council seats which are 
combined in pairs to equate to the existing 10 GCC seats. The future Borough Council review 
anticipates that there will still be 20 Borough Council seats, albeit on different boundaries, though 
with substantially the same names.  Clearly, as a result of their review, these new seats will already 
be of similar sizes. 
  
Against this background it is our recommendation that the 10 new GCC seats be formed by 
combining the new Borough Council seats in pairs. We would see this as advantageous in terms of 
the quality of representation, as County members will be dealing with Borough members on the 
basis of co-terminous boundaries. The pairing of seats with co-terminous ward boundaries has 
proved beneficial in enabling councillors to work together in teams across the two authorities, and 
to have common contacts with schools, PCSOs and many such examples. This has even been proven 
to work when the Councillors represent different political parties. 
  
We have considered whether there would be advantages in community terms as to whether the 
‘pairings’ should be changed, but our general view is that changing the pairings from the existing 
ones would create as many problems as it solves. So we recommend retaining the existing pairings, 
but on the new Borough Council boundaries, as shown in the Cheltenham map.  
  
We recognise that that both the Borough wards of Charlton Park and College are forecast to be 10% 
lower in electorate size, compared to the Cheltenham norm in 2028; potentially this means that the 
combined Charlton Park and College division could be more than 10% lower in electorate size, 
compared to the County norm in 2029. However, this anomaly is unavoidable to avoid the chaos of 
splitting up Borough Wards across County Divisions.   
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Lib Dem Group- Cheltenham PrroposalsCheltenham proposals
All Saints and Oakley ED

Battledown and Charlton Kings ED

Benhall and Up Hatherley ED

Charlton Park and College ED

Hesters Way and Springbank ED

Lansdown and Park ED

Leckhampton and Warden Hill ED

Pittville and Prestbury ED

St. Mark's and St. Peter's ED

St. Paul's and Swindon ED
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Lib Dem Group Proposals - Costwold

Cotswold Proposed Divisions
Bourton-on-the-Water and Northleach ED

Campden-Vale ED

Cirencester Beeches ED

Cirencester Park ED

Fairford and Lechlade on Thames ED

South Cerney ED

Stow-on-the-Wold ED

Tetbury ED

Electoral Divisions (database)

You are not permitted to copy, sub-license, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form



© Crown Copyright and database rights 2023, Ordnance Survey 100019134.
You are not permitted to copy, sub-license, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any formData and Analysis Team - 01/06/2023

Lib Dem Group Proposal - Version 5
Tewkesbury Proposal Version 5

Bishop's Cleeve

Brockworth

Churchdown

Highnam

Severn Vale

Tewkesbury

Tewkesbury East

Winchcombe and Woodmancote
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Proposed Electoral Divisions - Stroud
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