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Dear Sirs, 


 


Second consultation period – South West Region 


 


We have much pleasure in enclosing our response to the representations received during 


the first consultation period on the initial proposals for the South West Region. 
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SOUTH WEST REGION 
 


Submission of the Conservative Party regarding the responses to the initial proposals for 


the South West Region 


 


 


1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1 We note although there is some concern in certain constituencies there is overall a 


lot of general support for the Commission’s proposals in the South West. 


1.2 We note the general support for the combination of counties proposed by the 


Commission. We are not aware of any realistic alternative to these combinations. 


1.3 We also note little opposition to the places in which the counties are crossed 


although there may be some alternative suggestions for the composition of these 


cross-county constituencies. 


1.4 In examining alternative proposals to those of the Commission we will assess them 


in the light of Rule 5 of the Rules for Redistribution of Seats – Schedule 2 to the 


Act. 


1.5 We will particularly assess the impact on local government boundaries, existing 


constituencies and local ties. 


1.6 We will now look at the responses in detail by county combinations. 
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2. DEVON AND CORNWALL 


2.1 We note there is some concern about the need to cross the border between Devon 


and Cornwall. 


2.2 In particular we acknowledge that a number of comments from Cornwall are 


unhappy that there has to be a cross-county constituency. 


2.3 However there is also an understanding that there is no alternative to this position. 


2.4 There is general agreement that the least worst option in terms of crossing the 


Cornwall-Devon border is in the North of both counties and there is no realistic 


alternative to the proposal of the Commission as to where the border is crossed. 


2.5 We note there is little concern about the proposals in West Cornwall and East 


Devon but there are some alternatives in Central Cornwall and South and West 


Devon and Plymouth which we will address. 


2.6 We propose some minor changes in order to move fewer electors, better respect 


local government boundaries and break fewer local ties. 


2.7 We note there is very little opposition to the proposals in West Cornwall for the St 


Ives and Falmouth and Camborne constituencies and we support them. 


2.8 We note there is opposition and support for the proposed constituencies of Truro 


and St Austell and Newquay and Bodmin. 


2.9 We believe our proposals for a Truro and Newquay and Bodmin and St Austell 


alternative are less disruptive moving 17,432 fewer electors than the Commission. 


2.10 We also believe we break fewer ties particularly noting the very long and awkward 


shape of the proposed Bodmin and Newquay constituency. 
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2.11 We particularly note concern about this constituency from Mount Hawke and St 


Agnes. St Agnes Parish Council (Representation 010900) say that these areas look 


to Truro rather than Bodmin and Wadebridge. 


2.12 St Newlyn Parish Council (Representation 011509) points out the stronger links to 


Truro. 


2.13 We cite in support of our alternative the evidence of Bob Davidson (Day One, 


Truro hearing, 2.17pm, Pages 32-35). 


2.14 We note that there is general agreement regarding the composition of the proposed 


Liskeard constituency. 


2.15 We note however that there is widespread support that the constituency should 


retain the current name of South East Cornwall. 


2.16 We note this support as well as from ourselves and the Member of Parliament for 


South East Cornwall, Sheryll Murray (Day Two, Truro hearing, 3.44pm, Pages 40-


41 and Representation 020858) comes from the Liberal Democrats. 


2.17 We also note a large number of Town and Parish Councils within the constituency 


call for this name change (Representations 006436, 007271, 007654, 008289, 


010179, 011744, 018870 and 020316). 


2.18 We also note this is the position of Cornwall Council (Representation 019442). 


2.19 In respect of the cross-county constituency of Bideford and Bude we note that 


although there is concern about crossing the county this is the preferred place to do so. 


2.20 We therefore support as do the Liberal Democrats and Labour Party the principle of 


a Bideford and Bude constituency. 
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2.21 We would include the two Torridge wards of Broadheath and Forest in this 


constituency. All of the 2,784 electors are therefore retained in their existing 


constituency. 


2.22 There are ties between these wards and Holsworthy as shown in Representation 


003760 which talks about the links from Halwill within the Forest ward to 


Holsworthy. 


2.23 We also note that the Ashwater Parish Council within the Forest ward objects to the 


proposal to be included in the Tavistock and Plympton constituency 


(Representation 011614). 


2.24 We note that the Cornish Social and Economic Research Group produce a counter-


proposal and although we reject it because it splits wards in Cornwall and does not 


deal with the knock-on effects in Devon, it does include the wards of Forest and 


Broadheath in the cross-border constituency (Representation 003149). 


2.25 This proposal means Torridge Council is divided between two constituencies rather 


than three under the proposal and that the Tavistock and Plympton seat comprises 


three local authorities rather than four under the proposals. 


2.26 The modest proposal of adding two wards to the Bideford and Bude seat therefore 


improves the position in respect of Rule 5 (1) b, c and d. 


2.27 We note there is some concern regarding the name of the seat for example 


Launceston Town Council (Representation 003772) points out that it is a larger 


town than Bude. 


2.28 We think our generic name of Upper Tamar is probably the most acceptable 


alternative. 







5 


 


2.29 In Plymouth we note that the Liberal Democrats and ourselves support the 


proposals in full for the Plymouth Devonport and Plymouth Sutton seats and note 


some support for the proposals. 


2.30 We note the Labour Party propose radical alternatives to the Plymouth seats. 


2.31 We totally reject these as they are considerably worse under Rule 5 (1) b, c and d. 


2.32 The figures provided by the Labour Party in their final submission show that in the 


case of Plymouth Devonport the Commission retain 59,299 electors representing 


86.5% of the current constituency. The Commission retain six of the seven wards in 


the constituency. 


2.33 Under the Labour Party’s proposal this falls to 39,231 electors or 57.2% of the 


current constituency. 


2.34 In the case of Plymouth Sutton the Commission retain six of the eight wards which 


is 52,661 electors or 73.4% of the electorate. 


2.35 In the Labour alternative this falls 37,587 electors or 52.8% of the electorate. 


2.36 In addition important ties are broken between the Southway and Budshead wards 


and between Compton, Peverell and Drake wards. 


2.37 So within their two Plymouth constituencies, the Labour proposals are much worse 


under Rules 5 (1) c and d. 


2.38 The consequential changes including the four Plymouth wards not included in these 


constituencies makes the position even worse. 


2.39 The two Plymstock wards are divided breaking very significant ties between the 


two wards as evidenced by Gary Streeter MP (Representation 024813) who 


represents both these wards. 
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2.40 One Plymstock ward is then included in a constituency which also includes wards 


from the other Unitary Authority of Torbay so this unwieldy constituency consists 


of two Unitary Authorities with South Hams sandwiched in between. 


2.41 The other three Plymouth wards (the Plympton wards) are then still included in a 


Tavistock and Plympton seat which they rename West Devon and consists of four 


local authorities. 


2.42 As a consequence of this their Central Devon seat, which is already large and 


consists of four local authorities, now consists of five local authorities. 


2.43 This is unprecedented. Only two constituencies in England currently consist of four 


local authorities; Central Devon is one of them, Arundel and South Downs being 


the other. 


2.44 No proposal from the Commission anywhere in England proposes a five local 


authority seat. 


2.45 We note that Cllr. Tudor Evans the Labour Leader in Plymouth complained of the 


number of local authorities the Tavistock and Plympton seat consisted of (Day One, 


Exeter hearing, 5.02pm, Pages 21-27). 


2.46 We agree with him as we would reduce this from four to three. 


2.47 We note in the Labour Party submission they say they have only one seat 


containing part of Plymouth and part of the county of Devon. This is incorrect as 


both their proposed Totnes and West Devon seats contain part of Devon and part of 


Plymouth, with Totnes containing part of Devon, part of Plymouth and part of 


Torbay. 
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2.48 So under Rule 5 (1) b the proposal is much worse with Central Devon comprising 


part of five local authorities rather than four and Totnes comprises part of three 


local authorities including two unitary authorities, rather than two. The City of 


Plymouth would include four constituencies rather than three under these proposals. 


2.49 We appreciate that the reason Labour have proposed all these changes is in order to 


include the Moor View ward in a wholly Plymouth constituency. 


2.50 Here we agree with the Liberal Democrats when they say that addressing the issue 


of the Moor View ward creates greater problems elsewhere in West and South 


Devon. 


2.51 We acknowledge the strength of feeling in Moor View but do believe some of the 


concern has been based on misunderstanding. 


2.52 We append to this submission a copy of a full page advertisement which was taken 


out in the Plymouth Herald. 


2.53 We believe this shows great distortion. Clearly Derriford Hospital and Plymouth 


City Airport are still in Plymouth and not in Okehampton. The advertisement we 


believe to be totally misleading. 


2.54 We also note in the advertisement and in the evidence given by Cllr. Evans referred 


to earlier the suggestion that Conservative councillors agree with the Labour Party 


about Plymouth. This is not the case and the motion put down in Council by Cllr. 


Evans had to be withdrawn as it did not have cross-party support. 


2.55 A lot of the concern has been generated by the inclusion of Okehampton in the 


constituency but this would form a small part of the constituency with the Plymouth 


element being well over 40% of the electorate. 
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2.56 If the Commission feels that Okehampton is a problem, we would urge that serious 


consideration is given to the Ivybridge Town Council proposal presented by Ms. 


Lesley Hughes (Day One, Exeter hearing, 11.20am, Pages 7-9 and Representation 


020487). 


2.57 This proposal shows the links between Ivybridge and Plymouth and would return 


Okehampton to its existing constituency of Central Devon. 


2.58 We note the Labour Party would link Ivybridge with Plympton but still with 


Okehampton. 


2.59 We appreciate this has knock-on consequences in terms of the Ashburton and 


Buckfastleigh ward but this has been included with Totnes in the past. 


2.60 We note the support of Gary Streeter for this alternative proposal (Representation 


024813). 


2.61 We note the only other alternative is that of Cllr. Hart who suggests the inclusion of 


the Plymstock wards in the Tavistock seat with the Plympton wards in Plymouth 


Sutton. 


2.62 We note the considerable support for this alternative from the Wembury and 


Brixton ward but believe it would be a less satisfactory outcome with poorly shaped 


seats and a tenuous link between Plympton and the rest of the Sutton seat. 


2.63 We also feel Moor View might be more isolated in this seat as opposed to being 


included with its three neighbouring Plympton wards. 


2.64 We therefore believe the Commission is correct with its two Plymouth seats best 


meeting Rules 5 (1) b, c and d and that it is also right that four Plymouth wards 


should go together in a seat with other wards from Devon. 
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2.65 We commend either our minor alteration to the make-up of the Tavistock and 


Plympton seat ensuring it consists of three local authorities rather than four, or the 


Ivybridge Town Council alternative which also means it consists of three local 


authorities rather than four. 


2.66 We note the concern relating to the name of the Totnes and Ivybridge seat. We 


have suggested South Devon which we think would be suitable under either 


alternative. 


2.67 In respect of Central Devon, North Devon, East Devon, Torbay, Newton Abbot, 


Exeter and Tiverton and Honiton we note little concern as these are unchanged or 


relatively minimum change constituencies. 


2.68 We therefore commend our plans for Devon and Cornwall and cite the evidence of 


Richard Stephens (Representation 025240) which outlines our position. 


2.69 We would be happy with the alternative of Ivybridge Town Council but believe the 


alternative plans of the Labour Party to be far too disruptive, moving extra electors 


and breaking local ties and in particular worsening the local government links, so 


that they are worse under Rule 5 (1) b, c and d. 
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3. DORSET AND WILTSHIRE 


3.1 We note there is some opposition to the proposed cross-county constituency of 


Warminster and Shaftesbury, however there is some support and no real alternative 


way to cross the county boundary. 


3.2 We note any other alternative would involve the West Dorset constituency which is 


sensibly unchanged and is supported by the Labour and Liberal Democrat parties 


and ourselves. 


3.3 There is very little opposition to West Dorset remaining unchanged and we fully 


support this. 


3.4 We note that there are a number of suggestions that Wareham is added to the South 


Dorset constituency and we support them. 


3.5 We note that both the Liberal Democrats and ourselves have proposed this and it is 


supported by the Conservative Member of Parliament for South Dorset 


(Representation 021538) and the Liberal Democrat Member of Parliament who 


currently represents Wareham, Annette Brooke, albeit that she would regret it not 


being included in a Mid Dorset seat (Day Two, Bournemouth hearing, 9.02am, 


Pages 2-4). 


3.6 We also cite the evidence of Jane Thomas at the Exeter hearing (Day One, 2.15pm, 


Pages 15-16) showing the ward’s links with South Dorset. 


3.7 We fully support the proposed Christchurch and Bournemouth East constituencies 


and note the support of the Labour Party for the composition of these 


constituencies. 
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3.8 Christchurch is sensibly expanded to include Verwood which was included in 


Christchurch prior to 2010. 


3.9 Bournemouth East is the existing constituency plus one ward. 


3.10 We note the support of the two Members of Parliament for these proposed 


constituencies, Christopher Chope MP for Christchurch (Day One, Bournemouth 


hearing, 11.52am, Pages 13-15) and Tobias Ellwood MP for Bournemouth East 


(Representation 020973). 


3.11 We note these two constituencies would be amalgamated under the Liberal 


Democrat alternative we note no support for this alternative and some opposition, 


for example Representation 017315. 


3.12 We support the proposed Bournemouth West constituency with the alternative of 


including the Merley and Bearwood ward rather than the Newtown ward. 


3.13 We note some support for this suggestion both in written submissions, e.g. 


Representations 014181, 025432 and 025465, and at the hearings at Bournemouth 


and Exeter. 


3.14 In terms of Merley and Bearwood we note that the Member of Parliament in her 


evidence at the Bournemouth Public Hearing admitted Bearwood had ties to 


Bournemouth. Cllr. David Brown the Liberal Democrat councillor for the ward 


spoke (Day Two, Bournemouth hearing, 11.15am, Pages 13-14) about the ties of 


the Bearwood part of the ward and Bournemouth. We also cite the evidence of Jane 


Thomas at the Exeter Public Hearing. 


3.15 In respect of Bournemouth West we note support for the concept of a Bournemouth 


West constituency including from a number of residents in Talbot and Branksome 
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Woods ward. We cite for example the evidence of the Talbot and Branksome 


Woods Residents Association (Representation 024228). 


3.16 We note there are a number of comments that the name does not reflect the Poole 


wards and we therefore support the name of Bournemouth West and Bourne 


Valley. 


3.17 In respect of Bournemouth West we would refer to the evidence of John Major 


(Day One, Bournemouth hearing, 11.21am, Pages 7-9 and Representation 020475) 


and Conor Burns the Member of Parliament (Representation 022347). 


3.18 We would include the Newtown ward in Poole and note the strong ties to the 


Oakdale, Parkstone and Penn Hill wards. 


3.19 We note the evidence of the Liberal Democrat councillor for Newtown ward, Cllr. 


Brian Clements at the Bournemouth Public Hearing (Day Two, 11.00am, Pages 9-


11) who asked for the ward to be with Poole and spoke about ties between 


Newtown and Canford Heath, Oakdale, Parkstone and Penn Hill. 


3.20 We would not agree with Cllr. Clements that Canford Cliffs should be taken out of 


Poole as it has strong ties to Penn Hill ward. 


3.21 We would refer to the evidence of the Member of Parliament for Poole, Robert 


Syms (Day One, Bristol hearing, 11.54am, Pages 29-30) and Philip Gamble 


(Representation 021999). 


3.22 We would include the Broadstone ward in Blandford and Wimborne rather than 


Merley and Bearwood. 
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3.23 We note the evidence of Annette Brooke, the Liberal Democrat Member of 


Parliament for Mid Dorset and North Poole about the very strong ties between 


Broadstone and Corfe Mullen at the Bournemouth Public Hearing. 


3.24 We have said why we would not include Wareham so this three-way ward swap 


would mean the constituency of Blandford and Wimborne is of the right electorate 


size. 


3.25 However we would also include the wards of Bulbarrow and Hill Forts which have 


ties to Blandford Forum in this constituency and cite the evidence of Robert Walter 


Member of Parliament for North Dorset on this (Representation 019655). 


3.26 In the five constituencies totally within Dorset not including West and South Dorset 


we note the Liberal Democrats have proposed major changes some of which we 


have referred to earlier. 


3.27 We completely reject these changes which are much more disruptive, break a 


number of local ties and are no better than the Commission in terms of Local 


Government links. 


3.28 We note representation 010826 outlines the Liberal Democrat position and we 


respectfully disagree with many of the conclusions in this submission. 


3.29 We note that in this representation they suggest examining their proposal in terms 


of Rules 5 (1) a, b, c and d, so let us do so. 


3.30 In terms of Rule 5 (1) a we do not think this rule particularly applies in respect of 


Dorset but in terms of the points they make, Purbeck and Blandford are linked by 


the A350 and like them we would not include Wareham. In terms of Verwood and 


Christchurch they were in a constituency together as recently as 2010. 
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3.31 In terms of Rule 5 (1) b we admit the main advantage of the Liberal Democrat 


proposals is that they do not have a constituency comprising of four local 


authorities. However under their proposals only one constituency is within just one 


local authority (Bournemouth Central) as opposed to two under the Commission’s 


proposals (Bournemouth East and Poole). Additionally Bournemouth Council is 


included in two constituencies under the Commission’s proposals and three under 


the Liberal Democrats. So at best this is even between the two submissions. 


3.32 It is under Rule 5 (1) c that there is a substantial difference and although they admit 


they are more disruptive than the proposals in Bournemouth, they suggest (Page 1, 


paragraph c) in the whole of Dorset they are similar as there is no substantial 


difference. This is just not true as the table below illustrates: 


Number of electors retained in their existing constituency 


Proposed seat/Liberal Democrat 


alternative 


Commission Conservative Liberal 


Democrat 


Bournemouth East/Bournemouth 


Central 


72,961 72,961 37,564** 


Bournemouth West/Mid Dorset and 


North Poole 


65,350 65,350 48,787* 


Poole/Poole 58,047 67,264 50,761 


Christchurch/Christchurch and 


Bournemouth East 


61,180 61,180 38,984 


Blandford and Wimborne/East Dorset 45,346* 41,059 38,417*** 


Total 302,884 307,814 214,513 


Representing % of electorate 77.5 78.7 54.9 


 


* electors from Mid Dorset and North Poole 


** electors from Bournemouth West 


*** electors from North Dorset 
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3.33 This table is compiled in the same way as Labour’s table in their overall 


submission, i.e. the largest number of electors from an existing constituency are 


allocated to a successor constituency. Even in Mid Dorset and North Poole, only 


3,441 more electors are retained in their existing constituency compared with the 


Commission’s proposals. 


3.34 So 88,371 more electors which is 22.6% of the electorate are retained under the 


Commission’s proposals than the Liberal Democrat proposals; hardly “no 


substantial difference”. 


3.35 In terms of Rule 5 (1) d they mention a few of the ties they claim to restore but fail 


to deal with all the ties they break. Just to mention some of these, the ties between 


East Cliff and Springbourne and Boscombe West, the ties between Wallisdown and 


Winton West with both Kinson South and Redhill and Northbourne, the ties 


between Branksome East and Alderney. We also restore ties between Newtown and 


Oakdale and Parkstone that they break. So on local ties they may restore a few but 


because they are much more disruptive they are almost certain to break more. 


3.36 We hope we have demonstrated how under the Rules the Liberal Democrat 


proposals are worse they are much more disruptive and do not appear to have much 


local support. 


3.37 We note there are some suggestions that Blandford and Wimborne has a different 


name and we would not oppose an alternative if it found greater favour. 


3.38 Although as we have noted there is some opposition to the cross-county seat there 


is no real alternative. 
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3.39 We support the seat of Warminster and Shaftesbury as proposed less the wards of 


Bulbarrow and Hill Forts which we note has the support of both Members of 


Parliament on either side of the border Robert Walter (Representation 019655) and 


Andrew Murrison (Representation 017882). 


3.40 However we do note the considerable concern in the Lavingtons and Erlestoke 


ward and the Till and Wylye Valley ward asking that they be included respectively 


in Devizes and Salisbury. 


3.41 We note that these two wards suggest that the Tisbury ward moves from Salisbury 


to Warminster and Shaftesbury (for example Representation 009906). 


3.42 Although we note that there is some support for Tisbury in Salisbury if the 


Commission were minded to make this three-ward swap we accept that you could 


not exclude Hill Forts and Bulbarrow from this constituency despite their strong 


ties to Blandford Forum. 


3.43 We strongly support the composition of the Trowbridge constituency and do not 


believe there is any need to make any changes to it, as there is support for, and little 


opposition to, it. We note that in addition to ourselves the Labour party support this 


constituency. 


3.44 With regard to Ethandune, which we note from the Wiltshire Council submission 


(Representations 020258 and 020374) is wrongly spelt in the map and annex, we 


believe as do Wiltshire Council that this should be included with Trowbridge. It 


clearly has ties to the County Town. We note very little objection to this proposal. 


3.45 In respect of Summerham and Seend, again along with Wiltshire Council we 


support its inclusion in the Trowbridge constituency. 
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3.46 We note the support for the inclusion of this ward in the Trowbridge constituency 


including the councillor for the ward (Representation 015763) along with Steeple 


Ashton Parish Council (Representation 012163), Semington Parish Council 


(Representation 012475) and Great Hinton Parish Council (Representation 


013119). 


3.47 With regard to Corsham we agree with Wiltshire Council that whilst it might be 


desirable to include all of Corsham it would produce too many undesirable knock-


on effects. 


3.48 We note that both Trowbridge Town Council (Representation 002282) and 


Melksham Town Council (Representation 013673) have commented on the name 


but have not objected to the composition of the seat. 


3.49 We note that Trowbridge perhaps not unsurprisingly support the name, that 


Melksham want that name added, that Wiltshire Council support West Wiltshire 


and that Andrew Murrison MP strongly supports Trowbridge. 


3.50 We will accept whatever the Commission decide but have a slight preference for 


Trowbridge being the name of the County Town. 


3.51 In respect of Salisbury the main comments have related to the Till and Wylye 


Valley ward on which we have already commented. 


3.52 In respect of Devizes again the main comments relate to the Lavingtons and 


Erlestoke ward on which we have commented. 


3.53 We support the return of Calne to the Devizes constituency and that includes all of 


Calne including the Calne Rural ward. We note support for this in Representation 


024222. 







18 


 


3.54 We note there is a proposal which appears to have little local support that the Calne 


Rural ward should not be included in Devizes. 


3.55 We would strongly oppose this. Calne Rural has strong ties to Calne which would 


be broken if it was detached. 


3.56 As the Calne Rural ward wraps round the whole of Calne and that you go through 


Calne to get from villages in the South of the ward to get to villages in the North it 


would create strange shaped seats for both Devizes and Chippenham/North 


Wiltshire. 


3.57 In respect of the Lyneham ward that is a totally different matter as we believe this 


should be included in the proposed Chippenham seat. 


3.58 We note the proposal to include Lyneham has widespread approval including James 


Gray the Member of Parliament for North Wiltshire (Day One, Bristol hearing, 


11.37am, Pages 24-25 and Representation 000075). Wiltshire County Council 


(Representation 020258 and 020374) together with the Liberal Democrats in their 


overall submission. 


3.59 We also note the support for this move includes Lyneham and Bradenstoke Parish 


Council (Representation 013428) and Clyffe Parish Council within the Lyneham 


ward (Representation 004659). 


3.60 We think the case for including Lyneham is overwhelming restoring the ties 


between Lyneham and Royal Wootton Bassett. 


3.61 There is also widespread support for a name change to North Wiltshire including 


from the Liberal Democrats, ourselves and the Member of Parliament. We note 
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Wiltshire Council also supports the name change along with a number of Parish 


Councils (Representations 002537, 004556, 004659 and 013428) 


3.62 We therefore support a constituency of North Wiltshire comprising the proposed 


Chippenham constituency plus the Lyneham ward. 


3.63 We note that both Swindon constituencies remained unchanged and there appears 


to be no opposition to this. 


3.64 We therefore broadly support the proposals for Dorset and Wiltshire and would 


make only minor changes to reduce the number of electors moving constituency 


and to break fewer local ties.  
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4. SOMERSET, BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET AND SOUTH 


GLOUCESTERSHIRE 


4.1 We support the combination of the county of Somerset with the two Unitary 


authorities of Bath and North East Somerset and South Gloucestershire. 


4.2 This approach seems to meet with general approval and there are no alternative 


combinations of counties suggested. 


4.3 In respect of the way of linking Somerset to Bath and North East Somerset, and 


Bath and North East Somerset to South Gloucestershire, there are alternative ways 


of doing this which we will examine. 


4.4 We note that the Labour Party, the Liberal Democrats and ourselves support the 


proposed constituencies of Bridgwater and West Somerset and Taunton and we 


note little opposition to these constituencies. 


4.5 In respect of Yeovil we would retain the ward of Ilminster in this constituency and 


note there is some support for this such as Representations 020790 and 021673. 


4.6 We note the evidence of the Chair of Governors of Wadham Church of England 


Secondary School which takes pupils from Ilminster and Crewkerne who thinks 


they should be in the same constituency (Representation 020969). 


4.7 In respect of the proposed Wells and Glastonbury and Wincanton constituencies we 


note there is some concern but this is relatively limited. 


4.8 We note that all three parties have got different solutions to these proposals. 


4.9 We do not accept the Liberal Democrat alternatives in Somerset which do not 


appear to have gained much local support. 
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4.10 In particular we reject the Central Somerset proposal as it comprises three local 


authorities as opposed to the Commission, Labour and ourselves who all only have 


each constituency in this part of Somerset comprising of no more than two local 


authorities. The Liberal Democrat proposal is therefore worse under Rule 5 (1) b. 


4.11 In respect of the Labour Party proposals we agree with them that Shepton Mallet 


should be included with a Wells constituency to which it has strong ties which are 


broken by the Commission and the Liberal Democrats. 


4.12 We note the evidence of Cllr. John Parham, a Councillor for Shepton Mallet, at the 


Bristol Public Hearing (Day Two, 1.43pm, Pages 25-27). 


4.13 We agree with the Labour Party about Shepton Mallet and also with them that 


Chewton Mendip and Ston Easton ward should be included in the North East 


Somerset constituency. However we believe that the Chewton Mendip and Ston 


Easton ward also has ties to Wells. 


4.14 We believe therefore our proposals that Wells, Shepton Mallet and Chewton 


Mendip and Ston Easton should be together with Midsomer Norton and the Chew 


Valley in a combined Wells and North East Somerset seat is a better proposal. 


4.15 We note the detailed evidence of the councillor for Chewton Mendip and Ston 


Easton Cllr Tom Killen (Representation 017153) supports this alternative proposal. 


4.16 We also note the evidence of a Midsomer Norton Independent councillor Cllr. Paul 


Meyers (Day Two, Bristol hearing, 9.02am, Pages 2-3) who noted that the view of 


Midsomer Norton was that links were far better with Wells than with Frome. 


4.17 We also note the evidence at the Bristol Public Hearing of Mr. Charles Wood from 


Frome (Day Two, 10.55am, Pages 17-18) who was against a link with Frome. We 







22 


 


also note the evidence of a Mendip ward councillor Cllr. Tim Warren (Day Two, 


Bristol hearing, 12.30pm, Pages 23-24) who showed that the Chew Valley should 


be linked with Wells and North East Somerset rather than Kingswood and 


Keynsham. 


4.18 We therefore support our alternative of retaining the Somerton and Frome seat and 


linking Burnham and Glastonbury. 


4.19 We note that both the Labour Party and ourselves believe that the Chew Valley and 


Mendip wards should be included in the cross Somerset/Bath and North East 


Somerset seat rather than with Kingswood and Keynsham. 


4.20 We also include the Clutton ward which has strong ties to the Chew Valley in this 


constituency. 


4.21 We note there is a considerable amount of concern from residents of the Chew 


Valley wards about being linked with Kingswood and Keynsham. See for some 


examples Representations 012645, 013609, 020367, and from the Councillor for 


Chew Valley North, Representation 009581. 


4.22 In respect of the proposal relating to our alternative to the proposed North East 


Somerset seat we would cite the evidence of Jacob Rees-Mogg the Member of 


Parliament for North East Somerset given at the Exeter Public Hearing (Day Two, 


1.03pm, Pages 14-16). 


4.23 We note that there is very little opposition to the proposed Bath constituency. 


4.24 We note there is general support for a constituency combining Kingswood and 


Keynsham albeit there are some slight alterations at the south and north ends of the 


constituency. 
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4.25 We have stated how we broadly support the Labour Party at the south end. 


4.26 However in the North we would include the Rodway ward whilst the Labour Party 


would include the Staple Hill ward. 


4.27 We do not believe you can separate Downend and Staple Hill which are currently 


together in the same constituency of Filton and Bradley Stoke with very strong ties 


between them. 


4.28 In contrast Rodway is currently in the Kingswood constituency and has strong ties 


to the Kings Chase ward which we would restore under our proposals retaining the 


8,701 electors within the existing Kingswood constituency. 


4.29 In respect of the proposed constituencies of Yate and Thornbury and Filton we note 


there have been a large number of representations. 


4.30 We broadly support the Commission’s proposals although we would not include the 


Rodway ward in the Yate constituency as mentioned above. 


4.31 We would include the Frampton Cotterell ward in Yate rather than Thornbury and 


Filton. 


4.32 We note there is both opposition and support for the Commission proposals. 


4.33 We note that in his representation Steve Webb the Liberal Democrat Member of 


Parliament for Thornbury and Yate makes great play of uniting the Parish of Iron 


Acton saying it does seem pretty odd to draw Westminster boundaries through a 


parish (Representation 022304). 


4.34 We agree with him and in fact we would unite the Iron Acton Parish in one 


constituency by including Frampton Cotterell ward in the Yate constituency. 
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4.35 However the Liberal Democrat proposals which he supports manage to split two 


other parishes which are united under the Commission proposals which we support. 


4.36 The Almondsbury parish is split between the Almondsbury and Patchway wards 


which the Liberal Democrats and Labour would have in different constituencies. 


4.37 We note the evidence of Cllr. Sheila Cook the Chair of Almondsbury Parish 


Council who shows the support of the Parish to continue links with Patchway and 


Bradley Stoke (Day One, Bristol hearing, 5.09pm, Pages 61-64). 


4.38 The Winterbourne Parish Council is split between the wards of Winterbourne and 


Frenchay and Stoke Park which are united under the Commission’s proposals and 


separated under the Liberal Democrat proposals. 


4.39 Winterbourne Parish Council make clear their support to remain with Bradley 


Stoke in the Thornbury and Filton constituency and that they do not want the Parish 


split between constituencies (Representation 021308 – the wards to which they 


refer are the Parish wards). 


4.40 We note the evidence of Cllr. Robert Griffin the Councillor for the Pilning and 


Severn Beach ward who want to remain with Filton and Bradley Stoke in the 


proposed Thornbury and Filton constituency (Representation 21569). 


4.41 We would refer to the evidence of Jack Lopresti the Member of Parliament for 


Filton and Bradley Stoke (Day One, Bristol hearing, 2.01pm, Pages 41-43). 


4.42 We believe the proposals of the Commission are logical by having an East-West 


divide and that other proposals would have two awkwardly shaped seats with very 


little commonality from the Severn Estuary to the Wiltshire border. 
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4.43 In respect of names we have suggested South Gloucestershire East and South 


Gloucestershire West but will accept  whatever the Commission thinks has most 


widespread support. 


4.44 In respect of the submission for Somerset, Bath and North East Somerset and South 


Gloucestershire our position is encapsulated in the submission of Anthony Lee 


(Representation 024831). 
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5. BRISTOL AND NORTH SOMERSET 


5.1 We note there is little if any opposition to the proposals for the four constituencies 


in Bristol and the two constituencies in North Somerset. 


5.2 We note this involves four constituencies that are unchanged and the swap of one 


ward between Bristol West and Bristol East which has some support. 


5.3 We therefore fully support these six constituencies. 
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6. GLOUCESTERSHIRE 


6.1 We note the general agreement to review the county of Gloucestershire on its own 


and we fully support this. 


6.2 We note that there is a minor change between Stroud and The Cotswolds involving 


just nine electors and there is little if any objection to the proposals which we fully 


support. 


6.3 We also support the widely welcomed decision to make no change to the 


Cheltenham constituency. 


6.4 We note that the largest number of representations in the South West are in respect 


of the proposed transfer of the Westgate ward between the Gloucester and Forest of 


Dean constituencies. 


6.5 We appreciate that there are many representations coming from many distinguished 


individuals and organisations offering sincerely held views with regard to the 


inclusion of Gloucester City Centre in the Forest of Dean constituency. 


6.6 We appreciate the difficulties the Commission have in addressing this concern. 


6.7 The Gloucester Conservative Association and the Liberal Democrats have 


suggested the splitting of the Westgate and Coombe Hill wards to address this 


problem. 


6.8 We ask the Commission to look at this special case and if they feel they are able in 


these exceptional and compelling circumstances to split these two wards then we 


would not object. 
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6.9 We would not support the suggestion that the Quedgeley Severn Vale ward is 


included in the Forest of Dean as there is no link between the two and ties in 


Quedgeley would be broken. 


6.10 We do not support the Labour Party proposal to exclude the ward of Hucclecote 


from Gloucester and note the representation of the Liberal Democrat Councilor for 


Hucclecote (Representation 021583). 


6.11 In particular we reject the proposal of the Labour Party to split the town of 


Tewkesbury in order to solve this problem. 


6.12 This is major change when Tewkesbury is proposed as an unchanged constituency 


and would break important local ties between the Northway and Ashchurch with 


Walton Cardiff wards and Tewkesbury. 


6.13 We note that Twyning Parish Council support being in the Tewkesbury 


constituency and would oppose any inclusion in the Forest of Dean constituency 


(Representation 008500). 


6.14 We also note there would be no direct access between the Forest of Dean wards and 


Tewkesbury. 


6.15 Whatever happens we note that there is general agreement from all parties and the 


Member of Parliament for the Forest of Dean that the constituency should be 


renamed West Gloucestershire. 


6.16 We therefore support the proposal of the Commission in Gloucestershire but ask 


that serious consideration is given to solving the Gloucester concerns without 


creating a further problem in Tewkesbury. 
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7. CONCLUSION 


7.1 We broadly support the Commission’s proposals but suggest some alterations to 


improve them in respect of Rule 5 of the Rules for Redistribution of Seats – 


Schedule 2 to the Act. 


7.2 We note the proposals of the Labour Party are more disruptive than the 


Commission particularly in Plymouth and their local government links are worse. 


7.3 We note the proposals of the Liberal Democrats are more disruptive then the 


Commission particularly in Dorset and that overall their local government links are 


slightly worse. 


7.4 As opposed to this our proposals are less disruptive than the Commission and our 


local government links are better. 


7.5 We believe our proposals are an improvement on the Commission’s in terms of 


Rule 5 (1) b, c and d and we commend them to the Commission as outlined in our 


final submission (Representation 025292). 
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SOUTH WEST REGION 
 
Submission of the Conservative Party regarding the responses to the initial proposals for 
the South West Region 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 We note although there is some concern in certain constituencies there is overall a 

lot of general support for the Commission’s proposals in the South West. 

1.2 We note the general support for the combination of counties proposed by the 

Commission. We are not aware of any realistic alternative to these combinations. 

1.3 We also note little opposition to the places in which the counties are crossed 

although there may be some alternative suggestions for the composition of these 

cross-county constituencies. 

1.4 In examining alternative proposals to those of the Commission we will assess them 

in the light of Rule 5 of the Rules for Redistribution of Seats – Schedule 2 to the 

Act. 

1.5 We will particularly assess the impact on local government boundaries, existing 

constituencies and local ties. 

1.6 We will now look at the responses in detail by county combinations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 
 

2. DEVON AND CORNWALL 

2.1 We note there is some concern about the need to cross the border between Devon 

and Cornwall. 

2.2 In particular we acknowledge that a number of comments from Cornwall are 

unhappy that there has to be a cross-county constituency. 

2.3 However there is also an understanding that there is no alternative to this position. 

2.4 There is general agreement that the least worst option in terms of crossing the 

Cornwall-Devon border is in the North of both counties and there is no realistic 

alternative to the proposal of the Commission as to where the border is crossed. 

2.5 We note there is little concern about the proposals in West Cornwall and East 

Devon but there are some alternatives in Central Cornwall and South and West 

Devon and Plymouth which we will address. 

2.6 We propose some minor changes in order to move fewer electors, better respect 

local government boundaries and break fewer local ties. 

2.7 We note there is very little opposition to the proposals in West Cornwall for the St 

Ives and Falmouth and Camborne constituencies and we support them. 

2.8 We note there is opposition and support for the proposed constituencies of Truro 

and St Austell and Newquay and Bodmin. 

2.9 We believe our proposals for a Truro and Newquay and Bodmin and St Austell 

alternative are less disruptive moving 17,432 fewer electors than the Commission. 

2.10 We also believe we break fewer ties particularly noting the very long and awkward 

shape of the proposed Bodmin and Newquay constituency. 
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2.11 We particularly note concern about this constituency from Mount Hawke and St 

Agnes. St Agnes Parish Council (Representation 010900) say that these areas look 

to Truro rather than Bodmin and Wadebridge. 

2.12 St Newlyn Parish Council (Representation 011509) points out the stronger links to 

Truro. 

2.13 We cite in support of our alternative the evidence of Bob Davidson (Day One, 

Truro hearing, 2.17pm, Pages 32-35). 

2.14 We note that there is general agreement regarding the composition of the proposed 

Liskeard constituency. 

2.15 We note however that there is widespread support that the constituency should 

retain the current name of South East Cornwall. 

2.16 We note this support as well as from ourselves and the Member of Parliament for 

South East Cornwall, Sheryll Murray (Day Two, Truro hearing, 3.44pm, Pages 40-

41 and Representation 020858) comes from the Liberal Democrats. 

2.17 We also note a large number of Town and Parish Councils within the constituency 

call for this name change (Representations 006436, 007271, 007654, 008289, 

010179, 011744, 018870 and 020316). 

2.18 We also note this is the position of Cornwall Council (Representation 019442). 

2.19 In respect of the cross-county constituency of Bideford and Bude we note that 

although there is concern about crossing the county this is the preferred place to do so. 

2.20 We therefore support as do the Liberal Democrats and Labour Party the principle of 

a Bideford and Bude constituency. 
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2.21 We would include the two Torridge wards of Broadheath and Forest in this 

constituency. All of the 2,784 electors are therefore retained in their existing 

constituency. 

2.22 There are ties between these wards and Holsworthy as shown in Representation 

003760 which talks about the links from Halwill within the Forest ward to 

Holsworthy. 

2.23 We also note that the Ashwater Parish Council within the Forest ward objects to the 

proposal to be included in the Tavistock and Plympton constituency 

(Representation 011614). 

2.24 We note that the Cornish Social and Economic Research Group produce a counter-

proposal and although we reject it because it splits wards in Cornwall and does not 

deal with the knock-on effects in Devon, it does include the wards of Forest and 

Broadheath in the cross-border constituency (Representation 003149). 

2.25 This proposal means Torridge Council is divided between two constituencies rather 

than three under the proposal and that the Tavistock and Plympton seat comprises 

three local authorities rather than four under the proposals. 

2.26 The modest proposal of adding two wards to the Bideford and Bude seat therefore 

improves the position in respect of Rule 5 (1) b, c and d. 

2.27 We note there is some concern regarding the name of the seat for example 

Launceston Town Council (Representation 003772) points out that it is a larger 

town than Bude. 

2.28 We think our generic name of Upper Tamar is probably the most acceptable 

alternative. 
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2.29 In Plymouth we note that the Liberal Democrats and ourselves support the 

proposals in full for the Plymouth Devonport and Plymouth Sutton seats and note 

some support for the proposals. 

2.30 We note the Labour Party propose radical alternatives to the Plymouth seats. 

2.31 We totally reject these as they are considerably worse under Rule 5 (1) b, c and d. 

2.32 The figures provided by the Labour Party in their final submission show that in the 

case of Plymouth Devonport the Commission retain 59,299 electors representing 

86.5% of the current constituency. The Commission retain six of the seven wards in 

the constituency. 

2.33 Under the Labour Party’s proposal this falls to 39,231 electors or 57.2% of the 

current constituency. 

2.34 In the case of Plymouth Sutton the Commission retain six of the eight wards which 

is 52,661 electors or 73.4% of the electorate. 

2.35 In the Labour alternative this falls 37,587 electors or 52.8% of the electorate. 

2.36 In addition important ties are broken between the Southway and Budshead wards 

and between Compton, Peverell and Drake wards. 

2.37 So within their two Plymouth constituencies, the Labour proposals are much worse 

under Rules 5 (1) c and d. 

2.38 The consequential changes including the four Plymouth wards not included in these 

constituencies makes the position even worse. 

2.39 The two Plymstock wards are divided breaking very significant ties between the 

two wards as evidenced by Gary Streeter MP (Representation 024813) who 

represents both these wards. 
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2.40 One Plymstock ward is then included in a constituency which also includes wards 

from the other Unitary Authority of Torbay so this unwieldy constituency consists 

of two Unitary Authorities with South Hams sandwiched in between. 

2.41 The other three Plymouth wards (the Plympton wards) are then still included in a 

Tavistock and Plympton seat which they rename West Devon and consists of four 

local authorities. 

2.42 As a consequence of this their Central Devon seat, which is already large and 

consists of four local authorities, now consists of five local authorities. 

2.43 This is unprecedented. Only two constituencies in England currently consist of four 

local authorities; Central Devon is one of them, Arundel and South Downs being 

the other. 

2.44 No proposal from the Commission anywhere in England proposes a five local 

authority seat. 

2.45 We note that Cllr. Tudor Evans the Labour Leader in Plymouth complained of the 

number of local authorities the Tavistock and Plympton seat consisted of (Day One, 

Exeter hearing, 5.02pm, Pages 21-27). 

2.46 We agree with him as we would reduce this from four to three. 

2.47 We note in the Labour Party submission they say they have only one seat 

containing part of Plymouth and part of the county of Devon. This is incorrect as 

both their proposed Totnes and West Devon seats contain part of Devon and part of 

Plymouth, with Totnes containing part of Devon, part of Plymouth and part of 

Torbay. 
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2.48 So under Rule 5 (1) b the proposal is much worse with Central Devon comprising 

part of five local authorities rather than four and Totnes comprises part of three 

local authorities including two unitary authorities, rather than two. The City of 

Plymouth would include four constituencies rather than three under these proposals. 

2.49 We appreciate that the reason Labour have proposed all these changes is in order to 

include the Moor View ward in a wholly Plymouth constituency. 

2.50 Here we agree with the Liberal Democrats when they say that addressing the issue 

of the Moor View ward creates greater problems elsewhere in West and South 

Devon. 

2.51 We acknowledge the strength of feeling in Moor View but do believe some of the 

concern has been based on misunderstanding. 

2.52 We append to this submission a copy of a full page advertisement which was taken 

out in the Plymouth Herald. 

2.53 We believe this shows great distortion. Clearly Derriford Hospital and Plymouth 

City Airport are still in Plymouth and not in Okehampton. The advertisement we 

believe to be totally misleading. 

2.54 We also note in the advertisement and in the evidence given by Cllr. Evans referred 

to earlier the suggestion that Conservative councillors agree with the Labour Party 

about Plymouth. This is not the case and the motion put down in Council by Cllr. 

Evans had to be withdrawn as it did not have cross-party support. 

2.55 A lot of the concern has been generated by the inclusion of Okehampton in the 

constituency but this would form a small part of the constituency with the Plymouth 

element being well over 40% of the electorate. 
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2.56 If the Commission feels that Okehampton is a problem, we would urge that serious 

consideration is given to the Ivybridge Town Council proposal presented by Ms. 

Lesley Hughes (Day One, Exeter hearing, 11.20am, Pages 7-9 and Representation 

020487). 

2.57 This proposal shows the links between Ivybridge and Plymouth and would return 

Okehampton to its existing constituency of Central Devon. 

2.58 We note the Labour Party would link Ivybridge with Plympton but still with 

Okehampton. 

2.59 We appreciate this has knock-on consequences in terms of the Ashburton and 

Buckfastleigh ward but this has been included with Totnes in the past. 

2.60 We note the support of Gary Streeter for this alternative proposal (Representation 

024813). 

2.61 We note the only other alternative is that of Cllr. Hart who suggests the inclusion of 

the Plymstock wards in the Tavistock seat with the Plympton wards in Plymouth 

Sutton. 

2.62 We note the considerable support for this alternative from the Wembury and 

Brixton ward but believe it would be a less satisfactory outcome with poorly shaped 

seats and a tenuous link between Plympton and the rest of the Sutton seat. 

2.63 We also feel Moor View might be more isolated in this seat as opposed to being 

included with its three neighbouring Plympton wards. 

2.64 We therefore believe the Commission is correct with its two Plymouth seats best 

meeting Rules 5 (1) b, c and d and that it is also right that four Plymouth wards 

should go together in a seat with other wards from Devon. 
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2.65 We commend either our minor alteration to the make-up of the Tavistock and 

Plympton seat ensuring it consists of three local authorities rather than four, or the 

Ivybridge Town Council alternative which also means it consists of three local 

authorities rather than four. 

2.66 We note the concern relating to the name of the Totnes and Ivybridge seat. We 

have suggested South Devon which we think would be suitable under either 

alternative. 

2.67 In respect of Central Devon, North Devon, East Devon, Torbay, Newton Abbot, 

Exeter and Tiverton and Honiton we note little concern as these are unchanged or 

relatively minimum change constituencies. 

2.68 We therefore commend our plans for Devon and Cornwall and cite the evidence of 

Richard Stephens (Representation 025240) which outlines our position. 

2.69 We would be happy with the alternative of Ivybridge Town Council but believe the 

alternative plans of the Labour Party to be far too disruptive, moving extra electors 

and breaking local ties and in particular worsening the local government links, so 

that they are worse under Rule 5 (1) b, c and d. 
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3. DORSET AND WILTSHIRE 

3.1 We note there is some opposition to the proposed cross-county constituency of 

Warminster and Shaftesbury, however there is some support and no real alternative 

way to cross the county boundary. 

3.2 We note any other alternative would involve the West Dorset constituency which is 

sensibly unchanged and is supported by the Labour and Liberal Democrat parties 

and ourselves. 

3.3 There is very little opposition to West Dorset remaining unchanged and we fully 

support this. 

3.4 We note that there are a number of suggestions that Wareham is added to the South 

Dorset constituency and we support them. 

3.5 We note that both the Liberal Democrats and ourselves have proposed this and it is 

supported by the Conservative Member of Parliament for South Dorset 

(Representation 021538) and the Liberal Democrat Member of Parliament who 

currently represents Wareham, Annette Brooke, albeit that she would regret it not 

being included in a Mid Dorset seat (Day Two, Bournemouth hearing, 9.02am, 

Pages 2-4). 

3.6 We also cite the evidence of Jane Thomas at the Exeter hearing (Day One, 2.15pm, 

Pages 15-16) showing the ward’s links with South Dorset. 

3.7 We fully support the proposed Christchurch and Bournemouth East constituencies 

and note the support of the Labour Party for the composition of these 

constituencies. 
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3.8 Christchurch is sensibly expanded to include Verwood which was included in 

Christchurch prior to 2010. 

3.9 Bournemouth East is the existing constituency plus one ward. 

3.10 We note the support of the two Members of Parliament for these proposed 

constituencies, Christopher Chope MP for Christchurch (Day One, Bournemouth 

hearing, 11.52am, Pages 13-15) and Tobias Ellwood MP for Bournemouth East 

(Representation 020973). 

3.11 We note these two constituencies would be amalgamated under the Liberal 

Democrat alternative we note no support for this alternative and some opposition, 

for example Representation 017315. 

3.12 We support the proposed Bournemouth West constituency with the alternative of 

including the Merley and Bearwood ward rather than the Newtown ward. 

3.13 We note some support for this suggestion both in written submissions, e.g. 

Representations 014181, 025432 and 025465, and at the hearings at Bournemouth 

and Exeter. 

3.14 In terms of Merley and Bearwood we note that the Member of Parliament in her 

evidence at the Bournemouth Public Hearing admitted Bearwood had ties to 

Bournemouth. Cllr. David Brown the Liberal Democrat councillor for the ward 

spoke (Day Two, Bournemouth hearing, 11.15am, Pages 13-14) about the ties of 

the Bearwood part of the ward and Bournemouth. We also cite the evidence of Jane 

Thomas at the Exeter Public Hearing. 

3.15 In respect of Bournemouth West we note support for the concept of a Bournemouth 

West constituency including from a number of residents in Talbot and Branksome 



12 
 

Woods ward. We cite for example the evidence of the Talbot and Branksome 

Woods Residents Association (Representation 024228). 

3.16 We note there are a number of comments that the name does not reflect the Poole 

wards and we therefore support the name of Bournemouth West and Bourne 

Valley. 

3.17 In respect of Bournemouth West we would refer to the evidence of John Major 

(Day One, Bournemouth hearing, 11.21am, Pages 7-9 and Representation 020475) 

and Conor Burns the Member of Parliament (Representation 022347). 

3.18 We would include the Newtown ward in Poole and note the strong ties to the 

Oakdale, Parkstone and Penn Hill wards. 

3.19 We note the evidence of the Liberal Democrat councillor for Newtown ward, Cllr. 

Brian Clements at the Bournemouth Public Hearing (Day Two, 11.00am, Pages 9-

11) who asked for the ward to be with Poole and spoke about ties between 

Newtown and Canford Heath, Oakdale, Parkstone and Penn Hill. 

3.20 We would not agree with Cllr. Clements that Canford Cliffs should be taken out of 

Poole as it has strong ties to Penn Hill ward. 

3.21 We would refer to the evidence of the Member of Parliament for Poole, Robert 

Syms (Day One, Bristol hearing, 11.54am, Pages 29-30) and Philip Gamble 

(Representation 021999). 

3.22 We would include the Broadstone ward in Blandford and Wimborne rather than 

Merley and Bearwood. 
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3.23 We note the evidence of Annette Brooke, the Liberal Democrat Member of 

Parliament for Mid Dorset and North Poole about the very strong ties between 

Broadstone and Corfe Mullen at the Bournemouth Public Hearing. 

3.24 We have said why we would not include Wareham so this three-way ward swap 

would mean the constituency of Blandford and Wimborne is of the right electorate 

size. 

3.25 However we would also include the wards of Bulbarrow and Hill Forts which have 

ties to Blandford Forum in this constituency and cite the evidence of Robert Walter 

Member of Parliament for North Dorset on this (Representation 019655). 

3.26 In the five constituencies totally within Dorset not including West and South Dorset 

we note the Liberal Democrats have proposed major changes some of which we 

have referred to earlier. 

3.27 We completely reject these changes which are much more disruptive, break a 

number of local ties and are no better than the Commission in terms of Local 

Government links. 

3.28 We note representation 010826 outlines the Liberal Democrat position and we 

respectfully disagree with many of the conclusions in this submission. 

3.29 We note that in this representation they suggest examining their proposal in terms 

of Rules 5 (1) a, b, c and d, so let us do so. 

3.30 In terms of Rule 5 (1) a we do not think this rule particularly applies in respect of 

Dorset but in terms of the points they make, Purbeck and Blandford are linked by 

the A350 and like them we would not include Wareham. In terms of Verwood and 

Christchurch they were in a constituency together as recently as 2010. 
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3.31 In terms of Rule 5 (1) b we admit the main advantage of the Liberal Democrat 

proposals is that they do not have a constituency comprising of four local 

authorities. However under their proposals only one constituency is within just one 

local authority (Bournemouth Central) as opposed to two under the Commission’s 

proposals (Bournemouth East and Poole). Additionally Bournemouth Council is 

included in two constituencies under the Commission’s proposals and three under 

the Liberal Democrats. So at best this is even between the two submissions. 

3.32 It is under Rule 5 (1) c that there is a substantial difference and although they admit 

they are more disruptive than the proposals in Bournemouth, they suggest (Page 1, 

paragraph c) in the whole of Dorset they are similar as there is no substantial 

difference. This is just not true as the table below illustrates: 

Number of electors retained in their existing constituency 

Proposed seat/Liberal Democrat 
alternative 

Commission Conservative Liberal 
Democrat 

Bournemouth East/Bournemouth 
Central 

72,961 72,961 37,564** 

Bournemouth West/Mid Dorset and 
North Poole 

65,350 65,350 48,787* 

Poole/Poole 58,047 67,264 50,761 
Christchurch/Christchurch and 
Bournemouth East 

61,180 61,180 38,984 

Blandford and Wimborne/East Dorset 45,346* 41,059 38,417*** 
Total 302,884 307,814 214,513 

Representing % of electorate 77.5 78.7 54.9 

 

* electors from Mid Dorset and North Poole 

** electors from Bournemouth West 

*** electors from North Dorset 
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3.33 This table is compiled in the same way as Labour’s table in their overall 

submission, i.e. the largest number of electors from an existing constituency are 

allocated to a successor constituency. Even in Mid Dorset and North Poole, only 

3,441 more electors are retained in their existing constituency compared with the 

Commission’s proposals. 

3.34 So 88,371 more electors which is 22.6% of the electorate are retained under the 

Commission’s proposals than the Liberal Democrat proposals; hardly “no 

substantial difference”. 

3.35 In terms of Rule 5 (1) d they mention a few of the ties they claim to restore but fail 

to deal with all the ties they break. Just to mention some of these, the ties between 

East Cliff and Springbourne and Boscombe West, the ties between Wallisdown and 

Winton West with both Kinson South and Redhill and Northbourne, the ties 

between Branksome East and Alderney. We also restore ties between Newtown and 

Oakdale and Parkstone that they break. So on local ties they may restore a few but 

because they are much more disruptive they are almost certain to break more. 

3.36 We hope we have demonstrated how under the Rules the Liberal Democrat 

proposals are worse they are much more disruptive and do not appear to have much 

local support. 

3.37 We note there are some suggestions that Blandford and Wimborne has a different 

name and we would not oppose an alternative if it found greater favour. 

3.38 Although as we have noted there is some opposition to the cross-county seat there 

is no real alternative. 
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3.39 We support the seat of Warminster and Shaftesbury as proposed less the wards of 

Bulbarrow and Hill Forts which we note has the support of both Members of 

Parliament on either side of the border Robert Walter (Representation 019655) and 

Andrew Murrison (Representation 017882). 

3.40 However we do note the considerable concern in the Lavingtons and Erlestoke 

ward and the Till and Wylye Valley ward asking that they be included respectively 

in Devizes and Salisbury. 

3.41 We note that these two wards suggest that the Tisbury ward moves from Salisbury 

to Warminster and Shaftesbury (for example Representation 009906). 

3.42 Although we note that there is some support for Tisbury in Salisbury if the 

Commission were minded to make this three-ward swap we accept that you could 

not exclude Hill Forts and Bulbarrow from this constituency despite their strong 

ties to Blandford Forum. 

3.43 We strongly support the composition of the Trowbridge constituency and do not 

believe there is any need to make any changes to it, as there is support for, and little 

opposition to, it. We note that in addition to ourselves the Labour party support this 

constituency. 

3.44 With regard to Ethandune, which we note from the Wiltshire Council submission 

(Representations 020258 and 020374) is wrongly spelt in the map and annex, we 

believe as do Wiltshire Council that this should be included with Trowbridge. It 

clearly has ties to the County Town. We note very little objection to this proposal. 

3.45 In respect of Summerham and Seend, again along with Wiltshire Council we 

support its inclusion in the Trowbridge constituency. 
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3.46 We note the support for the inclusion of this ward in the Trowbridge constituency 

including the councillor for the ward (Representation 015763) along with Steeple 

Ashton Parish Council (Representation 012163), Semington Parish Council 

(Representation 012475) and Great Hinton Parish Council (Representation 

013119). 

3.47 With regard to Corsham we agree with Wiltshire Council that whilst it might be 

desirable to include all of Corsham it would produce too many undesirable knock-

on effects. 

3.48 We note that both Trowbridge Town Council (Representation 002282) and 

Melksham Town Council (Representation 013673) have commented on the name 

but have not objected to the composition of the seat. 

3.49 We note that Trowbridge perhaps not unsurprisingly support the name, that 

Melksham want that name added, that Wiltshire Council support West Wiltshire 

and that Andrew Murrison MP strongly supports Trowbridge. 

3.50 We will accept whatever the Commission decide but have a slight preference for 

Trowbridge being the name of the County Town. 

3.51 In respect of Salisbury the main comments have related to the Till and Wylye 

Valley ward on which we have already commented. 

3.52 In respect of Devizes again the main comments relate to the Lavingtons and 

Erlestoke ward on which we have commented. 

3.53 We support the return of Calne to the Devizes constituency and that includes all of 

Calne including the Calne Rural ward. We note support for this in Representation 

024222. 
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3.54 We note there is a proposal which appears to have little local support that the Calne 

Rural ward should not be included in Devizes. 

3.55 We would strongly oppose this. Calne Rural has strong ties to Calne which would 

be broken if it was detached. 

3.56 As the Calne Rural ward wraps round the whole of Calne and that you go through 

Calne to get from villages in the South of the ward to get to villages in the North it 

would create strange shaped seats for both Devizes and Chippenham/North 

Wiltshire. 

3.57 In respect of the Lyneham ward that is a totally different matter as we believe this 

should be included in the proposed Chippenham seat. 

3.58 We note the proposal to include Lyneham has widespread approval including James 

Gray the Member of Parliament for North Wiltshire (Day One, Bristol hearing, 

11.37am, Pages 24-25 and Representation 000075). Wiltshire County Council 

(Representation 020258 and 020374) together with the Liberal Democrats in their 

overall submission. 

3.59 We also note the support for this move includes Lyneham and Bradenstoke Parish 

Council (Representation 013428) and Clyffe Parish Council within the Lyneham 

ward (Representation 004659). 

3.60 We think the case for including Lyneham is overwhelming restoring the ties 

between Lyneham and Royal Wootton Bassett. 

3.61 There is also widespread support for a name change to North Wiltshire including 

from the Liberal Democrats, ourselves and the Member of Parliament. We note 
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Wiltshire Council also supports the name change along with a number of Parish 

Councils (Representations 002537, 004556, 004659 and 013428) 

3.62 We therefore support a constituency of North Wiltshire comprising the proposed 

Chippenham constituency plus the Lyneham ward. 

3.63 We note that both Swindon constituencies remained unchanged and there appears 

to be no opposition to this. 

3.64 We therefore broadly support the proposals for Dorset and Wiltshire and would 

make only minor changes to reduce the number of electors moving constituency 

and to break fewer local ties.  
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4. SOMERSET, BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET AND SOUTH 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE 

4.1 We support the combination of the county of Somerset with the two Unitary 

authorities of Bath and North East Somerset and South Gloucestershire. 

4.2 This approach seems to meet with general approval and there are no alternative 

combinations of counties suggested. 

4.3 In respect of the way of linking Somerset to Bath and North East Somerset, and 

Bath and North East Somerset to South Gloucestershire, there are alternative ways 

of doing this which we will examine. 

4.4 We note that the Labour Party, the Liberal Democrats and ourselves support the 

proposed constituencies of Bridgwater and West Somerset and Taunton and we 

note little opposition to these constituencies. 

4.5 In respect of Yeovil we would retain the ward of Ilminster in this constituency and 

note there is some support for this such as Representations 020790 and 021673. 

4.6 We note the evidence of the Chair of Governors of Wadham Church of England 

Secondary School which takes pupils from Ilminster and Crewkerne who thinks 

they should be in the same constituency (Representation 020969). 

4.7 In respect of the proposed Wells and Glastonbury and Wincanton constituencies we 

note there is some concern but this is relatively limited. 

4.8 We note that all three parties have got different solutions to these proposals. 

4.9 We do not accept the Liberal Democrat alternatives in Somerset which do not 

appear to have gained much local support. 



21 
 

4.10 In particular we reject the Central Somerset proposal as it comprises three local 

authorities as opposed to the Commission, Labour and ourselves who all only have 

each constituency in this part of Somerset comprising of no more than two local 

authorities. The Liberal Democrat proposal is therefore worse under Rule 5 (1) b. 

4.11 In respect of the Labour Party proposals we agree with them that Shepton Mallet 

should be included with a Wells constituency to which it has strong ties which are 

broken by the Commission and the Liberal Democrats. 

4.12 We note the evidence of Cllr. John Parham, a Councillor for Shepton Mallet, at the 

Bristol Public Hearing (Day Two, 1.43pm, Pages 25-27). 

4.13 We agree with the Labour Party about Shepton Mallet and also with them that 

Chewton Mendip and Ston Easton ward should be included in the North East 

Somerset constituency. However we believe that the Chewton Mendip and Ston 

Easton ward also has ties to Wells. 

4.14 We believe therefore our proposals that Wells, Shepton Mallet and Chewton 

Mendip and Ston Easton should be together with Midsomer Norton and the Chew 

Valley in a combined Wells and North East Somerset seat is a better proposal. 

4.15 We note the detailed evidence of the councillor for Chewton Mendip and Ston 

Easton Cllr Tom Killen (Representation 017153) supports this alternative proposal. 

4.16 We also note the evidence of a Midsomer Norton Independent councillor Cllr. Paul 

Meyers (Day Two, Bristol hearing, 9.02am, Pages 2-3) who noted that the view of 

Midsomer Norton was that links were far better with Wells than with Frome. 

4.17 We also note the evidence at the Bristol Public Hearing of Mr. Charles Wood from 

Frome (Day Two, 10.55am, Pages 17-18) who was against a link with Frome. We 
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also note the evidence of a Mendip ward councillor Cllr. Tim Warren (Day Two, 

Bristol hearing, 12.30pm, Pages 23-24) who showed that the Chew Valley should 

be linked with Wells and North East Somerset rather than Kingswood and 

Keynsham. 

4.18 We therefore support our alternative of retaining the Somerton and Frome seat and 

linking Burnham and Glastonbury. 

4.19 We note that both the Labour Party and ourselves believe that the Chew Valley and 

Mendip wards should be included in the cross Somerset/Bath and North East 

Somerset seat rather than with Kingswood and Keynsham. 

4.20 We also include the Clutton ward which has strong ties to the Chew Valley in this 

constituency. 

4.21 We note there is a considerable amount of concern from residents of the Chew 

Valley wards about being linked with Kingswood and Keynsham. See for some 

examples Representations 012645, 013609, 020367, and from the Councillor for 

Chew Valley North, Representation 009581. 

4.22 In respect of the proposal relating to our alternative to the proposed North East 

Somerset seat we would cite the evidence of Jacob Rees-Mogg the Member of 

Parliament for North East Somerset given at the Exeter Public Hearing (Day Two, 

1.03pm, Pages 14-16). 

4.23 We note that there is very little opposition to the proposed Bath constituency. 

4.24 We note there is general support for a constituency combining Kingswood and 

Keynsham albeit there are some slight alterations at the south and north ends of the 

constituency. 
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4.25 We have stated how we broadly support the Labour Party at the south end. 

4.26 However in the North we would include the Rodway ward whilst the Labour Party 

would include the Staple Hill ward. 

4.27 We do not believe you can separate Downend and Staple Hill which are currently 

together in the same constituency of Filton and Bradley Stoke with very strong ties 

between them. 

4.28 In contrast Rodway is currently in the Kingswood constituency and has strong ties 

to the Kings Chase ward which we would restore under our proposals retaining the 

8,701 electors within the existing Kingswood constituency. 

4.29 In respect of the proposed constituencies of Yate and Thornbury and Filton we note 

there have been a large number of representations. 

4.30 We broadly support the Commission’s proposals although we would not include the 

Rodway ward in the Yate constituency as mentioned above. 

4.31 We would include the Frampton Cotterell ward in Yate rather than Thornbury and 

Filton. 

4.32 We note there is both opposition and support for the Commission proposals. 

4.33 We note that in his representation Steve Webb the Liberal Democrat Member of 

Parliament for Thornbury and Yate makes great play of uniting the Parish of Iron 

Acton saying it does seem pretty odd to draw Westminster boundaries through a 

parish (Representation 022304). 

4.34 We agree with him and in fact we would unite the Iron Acton Parish in one 

constituency by including Frampton Cotterell ward in the Yate constituency. 



24 
 

4.35 However the Liberal Democrat proposals which he supports manage to split two 

other parishes which are united under the Commission proposals which we support. 

4.36 The Almondsbury parish is split between the Almondsbury and Patchway wards 

which the Liberal Democrats and Labour would have in different constituencies. 

4.37 We note the evidence of Cllr. Sheila Cook the Chair of Almondsbury Parish 

Council who shows the support of the Parish to continue links with Patchway and 

Bradley Stoke (Day One, Bristol hearing, 5.09pm, Pages 61-64). 

4.38 The Winterbourne Parish Council is split between the wards of Winterbourne and 

Frenchay and Stoke Park which are united under the Commission’s proposals and 

separated under the Liberal Democrat proposals. 

4.39 Winterbourne Parish Council make clear their support to remain with Bradley 

Stoke in the Thornbury and Filton constituency and that they do not want the Parish 

split between constituencies (Representation 021308 – the wards to which they 

refer are the Parish wards). 

4.40 We note the evidence of Cllr. Robert Griffin the Councillor for the Pilning and 

Severn Beach ward who want to remain with Filton and Bradley Stoke in the 

proposed Thornbury and Filton constituency (Representation 21569). 

4.41 We would refer to the evidence of Jack Lopresti the Member of Parliament for 

Filton and Bradley Stoke (Day One, Bristol hearing, 2.01pm, Pages 41-43). 

4.42 We believe the proposals of the Commission are logical by having an East-West 

divide and that other proposals would have two awkwardly shaped seats with very 

little commonality from the Severn Estuary to the Wiltshire border. 



25 
 

4.43 In respect of names we have suggested South Gloucestershire East and South 

Gloucestershire West but will accept  whatever the Commission thinks has most 

widespread support. 

4.44 In respect of the submission for Somerset, Bath and North East Somerset and South 

Gloucestershire our position is encapsulated in the submission of Anthony Lee 

(Representation 024831). 
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5. BRISTOL AND NORTH SOMERSET 

5.1 We note there is little if any opposition to the proposals for the four constituencies 

in Bristol and the two constituencies in North Somerset. 

5.2 We note this involves four constituencies that are unchanged and the swap of one 

ward between Bristol West and Bristol East which has some support. 

5.3 We therefore fully support these six constituencies. 
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6. GLOUCESTERSHIRE 

6.1 We note the general agreement to review the county of Gloucestershire on its own 

and we fully support this. 

6.2 We note that there is a minor change between Stroud and The Cotswolds involving 

just nine electors and there is little if any objection to the proposals which we fully 

support. 

6.3 We also support the widely welcomed decision to make no change to the 

Cheltenham constituency. 

6.4 We note that the largest number of representations in the South West are in respect 

of the proposed transfer of the Westgate ward between the Gloucester and Forest of 

Dean constituencies. 

6.5 We appreciate that there are many representations coming from many distinguished 

individuals and organisations offering sincerely held views with regard to the 

inclusion of Gloucester City Centre in the Forest of Dean constituency. 

6.6 We appreciate the difficulties the Commission have in addressing this concern. 

6.7 The Gloucester Conservative Association and the Liberal Democrats have 

suggested the splitting of the Westgate and Coombe Hill wards to address this 

problem. 

6.8 We ask the Commission to look at this special case and if they feel they are able in 

these exceptional and compelling circumstances to split these two wards then we 

would not object. 
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6.9 We would not support the suggestion that the Quedgeley Severn Vale ward is 

included in the Forest of Dean as there is no link between the two and ties in 

Quedgeley would be broken. 

6.10 We do not support the Labour Party proposal to exclude the ward of Hucclecote 

from Gloucester and note the representation of the Liberal Democrat Councilor for 

Hucclecote (Representation 021583). 

6.11 In particular we reject the proposal of the Labour Party to split the town of 

Tewkesbury in order to solve this problem. 

6.12 This is major change when Tewkesbury is proposed as an unchanged constituency 

and would break important local ties between the Northway and Ashchurch with 

Walton Cardiff wards and Tewkesbury. 

6.13 We note that Twyning Parish Council support being in the Tewkesbury 

constituency and would oppose any inclusion in the Forest of Dean constituency 

(Representation 008500). 

6.14 We also note there would be no direct access between the Forest of Dean wards and 

Tewkesbury. 

6.15 Whatever happens we note that there is general agreement from all parties and the 

Member of Parliament for the Forest of Dean that the constituency should be 

renamed West Gloucestershire. 

6.16 We therefore support the proposal of the Commission in Gloucestershire but ask 

that serious consideration is given to solving the Gloucester concerns without 

creating a further problem in Tewkesbury. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

7.1 We broadly support the Commission’s proposals but suggest some alterations to 

improve them in respect of Rule 5 of the Rules for Redistribution of Seats – 

Schedule 2 to the Act. 

7.2 We note the proposals of the Labour Party are more disruptive than the 

Commission particularly in Plymouth and their local government links are worse. 

7.3 We note the proposals of the Liberal Democrats are more disruptive then the 

Commission particularly in Dorset and that overall their local government links are 

slightly worse. 

7.4 As opposed to this our proposals are less disruptive than the Commission and our 

local government links are better. 

7.5 We believe our proposals are an improvement on the Commission’s in terms of 

Rule 5 (1) b, c and d and we commend them to the Commission as outlined in our 

final submission (Representation 025292). 
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