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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
East Midlands 
 
1) INTRODUCTION 
 
We have read the 890 representations listed by the Commission for the East 
Midlands region. Not all of these pertain to the East Midlands. It may be that, if some 
representations concerning the East Midlands have been listed under other regions, 
we may have missed some. We do not intend to comment on every point made. 
Neither do we intend to unnecessarily repeat our views of the Labour Party and 
Conservative Party counter-proposals. Instead, we propose to comment on the 
nature of the representations made and to look, in more detail, at counter-proposals 
from other people which aim to deal with problems arising from the Commission’s 
draft proposals. 
 
Having read the representations, we do not wish to change our submission. We 
support the Commission’s proposals in Derbyshire and Lincolnshire. In the central 
(Nottinghamshire/Leicestershire/Northamptonshire/Rutland) sub-region we continue 
to propose an alternative for nineteen constituencies, while agreeing with the 
Commission about eight. 
 
Because we are proposing that the two cross-county constituencies should be in the 
east, rather than the west, of the sub-region, we are able to confine the area of major 
disruption. 
 
2) CONSTITUENCIES 
 
Thirteen of our proposed constituencies in the sub-region adhere better to the 
guidelines laid down in the Act than the equivalent of the Commission’s. Four adhere 
worse. Two can be argued either way. Eight are identical. 
 
The thirteen of our proposed constituencies that adhere better to guidelines are: 
 
Bassetlaw: we propose an unchanged constituency. The Commission proposes to 
take away two wards, leaving one ward (Misterton) inaccessible from the rest of the 
constituency. 
 
Charnwood / Mid Leicestershire: we propose an unchanged constituency. The 
Commission proposes to remove four wards and add three. 
 
Daventry: we propose a constituency which does not cross a county boundary. The 
Commission proposes a cross-county constituency. 
 
Gedling / Nottingham East: we propose a constituency entirely contained in one local 
authority area. The Commission proposes one which crosses a local authority 
boundary, containing wards from two local authorities. 
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Harborough / Blaby: we propose a constituency which divides no settlements. The 
Commission proposes one which divides two (Hinckley/Burbage and Barwell/Earl 
Shilton). 
 
Hinckley and Bosworth / Bosworth: we propose a constituency entirely contained in 
one local authority area which does not divide settlements. The Commission 
proposes one which includes wards from two local authority areas and which divides 
two settlements (Hinckley/Burbage and Barwell/Earl Shilton). 
 
Hucknall / Sherwood: we propose a constituency which divides no settlements. The 
Commission proposes one that divides two (Arnold and Warsop). 
 
Mansfield: we propose an unchanged constituency coterminous with a local authority 
area. The Commission proposes to take away one ward, dividing the settlement of 
Warsop. 
 
Newark: we propose a constituency made up of wards from two local authorities. 
The Commission proposes one made up of wards from three. 
 
North West Leicestershire / Coalville and Keyworth: we propose a constituency 
which includes a whole local authority and does not cross a county boundary. The 
Commission proposes a cross-county constituency which unnecessarily divides local 
authorities. 
 
Nottingham North / Nottingham North and Hucknall: we propose a constituency 
entirely made up of wards from one local authority. The Commission proposes one 
which crosses local authority boundaries, contains wards from three local authorities 
and divides one community (Arnold). 
 
Nottingham West and Beeston / Broxtowe: we propose no inaccessible wards. The 
Commission proposes one (Gotham). 
 
Wellingborough: we propose an unchanged constituency. The Commission proposes 
to remove two wards and add two others. 
 
The four of our proposed constituencies which adhere worse are: 
 
Kettering: we propose a constituency which does not contain a whole local authority. 
The Commission proposes one which does. 
 
Mid Leicestershire / Harborough: we propose a changed constituency with wards 
from three local authority areas. The Commission proposes an unchanged one with 
wards from two. 
 
Rutland and Corby / Corby: we propose a cross-county constituency which includes 
two whole local authority areas and wards from a third. The Commission proposes 
an unchanged constituency which includes one whole local authority area and wards 
from a second. 
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Vale of Belvoir / Rutland and Melton: We propose a changed cross-county 
constituency. The Commission proposes an unchanged cross-county constituency. 
 
The two constituencies where it can be argued either way are: 
 
Nottingham Central / Nottingham West: both proposals have a constituency entirely 
made up of wards from one local authority. 
 
Rushcliffe / Nottingham South and West Bridgford: both proposals have a 
constituency made up of wards from two local authorities. 
 
The majority of the representations are concerned with the disposition of one or two 
wards between constituencies. Some are expressions of outrage. Some praise the 
status quo. A very few put forward counter-proposals. All of the counter-proposals 
are serious attempts to overcome problems within the Commission’s draft proposals. 
Some of them, however, end up with bigger problems elsewhere in the region. 
 
3) EXPRESSIONS OF OUTRAGE 
 
Wherever cross-county constituencies have been proposed, expressions of outrage 
are likely. The greatest outrage has been expressed (rightly we believe) at the 
Commission’s proposed Coalville and Keyworth constituency which has no merit. 
The Commission’s proposed Daventry seat has also rightly attracted much criticism, 
as have the Labour Party’s proposals for two unnecessary cross-county seats 
crossing the Derbyshire border. We would have expected that both of our proposed 
cross-county seats would attract opprobrium. We cannot, however, find a single 
criticism of our proposed Vale of Belvoir constituency. While respondents have 
argued for the status quo, they have not specifically argued against this proposed 
seat. There has been some outrage expressed against our proposed Rutland and 
Corby constituency, but this has been, almost entirely, from people in Rutland who 
object to being in the same seat as Corby. There may be a class element to some of 
these objections. 
 
4) COUNTER PROPOSALS 
 
We believe that individuals who go to the trouble of presenting counter-proposals 
deserve to have them properly considered. 
 
Paul Key 
 
Mr Key disagrees with the Commission’s draft proposals for the Borough of Gedling. 
So do we. The Commission proposes to divide Gedling into four. Mr Key’s counter-
proposal divides it into three and keeps three City of Nottingham constituencies 
crossing the City boundary. Moreover, it fails to address the problems of the Gotham 
and Birklands wards. Finally, it creates a Sherwood constituency which includes 
parts of five local authorities. 
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Robert Howard 
 
Mr Howard disagrees with the Commission’s draft Coalville and Keyworth 
constituency and with its attempt to include the Gotham ward in Broxtowe. So do we. 
His ingenious solution is to treat Nottinghamshire as a sub-region with ten 
constituencies and Leicestershire, Northamptonshire and Rutland as another with 
eighteen. The arithmetic is very tight in both of his sub-regions and he has been 
forced into major changes throughout both of them. (We are responding to his 
original Nottinghamshire counter-proposal which he put forward at the Derby hearing 
as his later revision includes two non-contiguous seats.) Mr Howard’s counter-
proposal contains only three unchanged constituencies compared with the 
Commission’s seven and our eight. All four of his proposed City of Nottingham seats 
cross the City boundary. Two of his four proposed City of Leicester seats cross the 
City boundary. While he proposes to repair the damage to the settlement of Warsop, 
he plans to cut the village of Whetstone in two. 
 
James Strawbridge 
 
Mr Strawbridge is united with us and with Mr Howard in his disagreement with the 
Commission’s draft Coalville and Keyworth constituency and with its attempt to 
include the Gotham ward in Broxtowe. His solution for the City of Nottingham is 
neater than the Commission’s. His proposed unchanged Bassetlaw, his proposed 
Gedling and  his proposed North West Leicestershire are identical to ours. His 
counter-proposal correctly identifies the logical point at which the 
Nottinghamshire/Leicestershire border should be crossed, but it fails to address the 
problems of the Commission’s other proposed cross-county constituency (Daventry) 
and of the Birklands ward in Mansfield. Most damagingly, it fails to respect the 
Nottinghamshire/Derbyshire border and unnecessarily places two Erewash wards 
into Broxtowe. 
 
Ruth Morrison 
 
Mrs Morrison, joined by seven other respondents, disagrees with the Commission’s 
draft proposals for the cross-county constituency of Daventry. So do we. Her 
counter-proposal reunites Hinckley with Burbage, but then places Barwell and Earl 
Shilton in two separate other constituencies. It fails to address the problems of the 
Commission’s other proposed cross-county constituency (Coalville and Keyworth). 
Three of her four proposed City of Leicester constituencies cross the City boundary.  
 
Adrian Bailey 
 
Mr Bailey, on the first day of the lead hearing in Derby, put forward some alternative 
proposals for the City of Derby which involve split wards. He also put forward a 
counter-proposal for Nottinghamshire and Leicestershire. Mr Bailey disagrees with 
both of the Commission’s proposed cross-county constituencies, with its plans to 
include Gotham in Broxtowe, with its proposed addition of Hucknall, Carlton and 
West Bridgford to City of Nottingham seats, with its proposed division  of urban 
Gedling into three, with the cumbersome nature of its proposed Sherwood seat, and 
with its proposed division of the Hinckley urban area. So do we. Mr Bailey 
independently came to the conclusion that both cross-county constituencies should 
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be to the east of the sub-region, not to the west. His counter-proposal for twenty 
seats in Nottinghamshire and Leicestershire would necessitate, as in our counter-
proposal, seven seats in Northamptonshire and Rutland. Of the twenty seats he 
proposes, nine are identical to ours. He does, however, propose unnecessary 
changes in Ashfield, Bassetlaw and Mansfield, all of which are within quota and do 
not need to be disturbed. 
 
Peter Smyth 
 
Mr Smyth has put forward a counter-proposal for three constituencies in Derbyshire 
which involve dividing the North East Derbyshire District and continuing to split the 
suburb of New Whittington from the rest of Chesterfield. He has also put forward a 
counter-proposal for the central (Nottinghamshire / Leicestershire / 
Northamptonshire / Rutland) sub-region which draws heavily on our submission. Of 
the twenty-seven seats he proposes, nineteen are identical to ours. He does, 
however, propose unnecessary changes in Bassetlaw and divides Wollaton in the 
City of Nottingham. 
 
5) CONTENTIOUS WARDS 
 
The majority of the responses to the consultation are concerned with disposition of 
one, two or three wards between constituencies. 
 
Abbey / Arboretum / Derwent / Oakwood 
 
The Commission proposes to include the Abbey and Arboretum wards in Derby 
West and the Derwent and Oakwood wards in Derby East. We agree. The 
Conservative counter-proposal switches these wards. The logic for this seems to lie 
in the notion that this can preserve the nomenclature of a North/South split in the 
City. The fact is that both sets of proposal could equally be termed either way. Both 
actually have a North-West/South-East split. The Commission uses the railway line 
as a strong boundary. The Conservative counter-proposal does not. It divides the 
community of Chaddesden which is made up of the Chaddesden and Derwent 
wards. Responses to the Review for the City of Derby are surprisingly few, given the 
scale of change proposed by the Commission. 
 
Beckingham / Sturton 
 
The Commission’s proposal to detach the Beckingham and Sturton wards from 
Bassetlaw and include them in an elongated Sherwood seat has attracted criticism 
from local people and councils. Our proposals would keep these wards in Bassetlaw 
and prevent the Misterton ward becoming inaccessible from the rest of the 
constituency. 
 
Billing / Spencer 
 
The Commission proposes to keep the Billing ward in Northampton South and to 
include the Spencer ward in Northampton North. We agree. The Conservative 
counter-proposal to switch these two wards has led to a number of responses 
arguing both cases. We believe that the Commission has made the right decision 
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here. The Conservative’s proposed boundary between the Billing ward and their 
proposed Northampton South is ill-defined and snakes through residential housing. 
 
Birklands 
 
The Commission’s proposal to divide Mansfield District and the settlement of Warsop 
has rightly attracted criticism from all quarters. Our proposals would keep the 
Birklands ward in Mansfield. 
 
Bracebridge Heath and Waddington East / Heighington and Washingborough 
 
The Commission proposes to keep the Heighington and Washingborough ward in 
the Sleaford constituency where it would be joined by the neighbouring Bracebridge 
Heath and Waddington East ward from Lincoln. We agree. The Conservative Party’s 
counter-proposal would have both wards in Lincoln. The main thrust of this argument 
is that it would reunite the parish of Waddington in one constituency. The 
respondents from these wards largely support the Commission. These two wards are 
made up of five rural villages which are physically distinct. The Waddington West 
ward which both proposals place in Lincoln is, like North Hykeham, a suburb of 
Lincoln. The Commission’s proposals therefore brings together the whole of the 
Lincoln urban area. 
 
Bradwell / Hathersage and Eyam / Tideswell 
 
The Commission proposes that the Hathersage and Eyam ward join High Peak from 
Derbyshire Dales. The Labour Party proposes that the Tideswell ward should instead 
be attached. The Conservative Party proposes that all three wards go to High Peak. 
All three proposals have their merits and their advocates. This is a finely balanced 
decision. On balance we support the Commission. 
 
Burbage (2 wards) / Earl Shilton 
 
The Commission proposes to detach the Hinckley suburb of Burbage and the village 
of Earl Shilton from Bosworth and attach them to their proposed Blaby seat. There 
has been much criticism from local people and councils. Burbage is physically joined 
with the rest of Hinckley. The proposed constituency boundary uses the railway line 
and cuts the town’s railway station in two. The village of Earl Shilton is physically 
joined to the village of Barwell. The Commission plans to divide them. Our proposals 
would keep them together with other Hinckley and Bosworth wards in a largely 
unchanged constituency. 
 
Burton Joyce and Stoke Bardolph 
 
The Commission proposes to detach the Burton Joyce and Stoke Bardolph ward 
from Gedling and attach it to a proposed elongated Newark constituency. The 
Conservative Party proposes to attach it instead to an even more elongated 
Sherwood seat. The ward is inaccessible by road from the rest of their proposed 
Sherwood. The simplest solution to the complaints made is to keep this ward in a 
largely unchanged Gedling constituency as we propose. 
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East Markham / Rampton / Tuxford and Trent 
 
The Commission’s proposals to move these Bassetlaw wards from Newark and 
place them in an elongated Sherwood have attracted criticism from local people and 
councils. Our proposals would keep these wards in Newark. 
 
Finedon / North 
 
The largest number of critical responses (although with identical wording) to any 
issue in the Review has been the disposition of the North ward between Kettering 
and Wellingborough. There have also been some responses (including a threat of 
legal action from the local authority) which include the Finedon ward in their 
complaint. The Commission proposes to detach these wards from Wellingborough 
and attach them to Kettering. Our proposals would keep these wards in an 
unchanged Wellingborough constituency. 
 
Gotham 
 
The Commission’s proposal to join the Gotham ward to Broxtowe across the river 
Trent, despite the lack of a bridge, tunnel or ferry,has rightly attracted outrage as well 
as criticism. This includes a poll within one of the affected parishes. Our proposals 
would keep Gotham in Rushcliffe. 
 
Nevile / Wiverton 
 
The Commission proposes to move these two wards, together with the Manvers and 
Trent wards into a proposed elongated Newark seat. There has been criticism from 
local people who feel they would be a long way from the centre of the constituency. 
Our proposed Vale of Belvoir constituency would put them at the heart of a seat 
based on the market towns of Melton Mowbray and Bingham. 
 
North Hykeham (five wards) 
 
The Commission proposes moving the Lincoln suburb of North Hykeham into the 
Lincoln constituency. We agree. The Conservative counter-proposal has it continued 
to be joined with Sleaford. Many of the respondents arguing against the change 
seem to be under the misapprehension that the parliamentary boundary change 
would lead to a change in local government boundaries. Most of the rest favour the 
change. 
 
Ockbrook and Borrowash 
 
The Commission proposes to return the Ockbrook and Borrowash ward, together 
with the West Hallam and Dale Abbey ward, to Erewash. We agree. The Labour 
Party counter-proposal would move it into a Derby North seat with City of Derby 
wards. A large number of respondents support the Commission’s proposal. We can 
see no merit in the Labour Party proposals for Derby. There is green belt between 
the City and the villages of Ockbrook and Borrowash. 
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Sutton on Trent 
 
The Commission’s proposal to move Sutton on Trent from Newark to an elongated 
Sherwood has attracted criticism. Our proposals would keep Sutton on Trent in 
Newark. 
 
The Wolds 
 
The Commission proposes to keep the current Loughborough constituency 
unchanged. We agree. The Labour Party has proposed that The Wolds ward be 
unnecessarily moved into the Charnwood seat. There have been many responses 
arguing against such a change. 
 
Wingfield 
 
The Commission proposes to move the Wingfield ward, together with three others, 
from Amber Valley to Bolsover. The Conservative Party proposes that it instead join 
the Commission’s proposed Mid Derbyshire. There have many responses arguing 
against Wingfield joining Bolsover. Some argue for the Conservative Party counter-
proposal, but others suggest the alternative of joining with Derbyshire Dales which 
would reunite the parish and community of Crich in one constituency. We support the 
Commission’s proposal, but urge that, if the Commission is minded to move the 
Wingfield ward from Bolsover, that it should consider the alternative of attaching it to 
Derbyshire Dales. 
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
East of England 
 
A) SUB REGION 1 – CAMBS/NORFOLK/SUFFOLK 
 
In the submissions commenting on more than one constituency, there is 
considerable support for most of the Commission proposals. 
 
North Norfolk / Great Yarmouth 
 
We welcome the broad support in the various submissions that support amendments 
to the Commission proposals. They nearly all recognise that community ties can be 
better respected by making the changes that we proposed to Stalham and 
Waterside. 
 
 
B) SUB REGION 2 – HERTS & BEDS 


We note that, in addition to the Commission’s own draft proposals, two alternative 
schemes have been proposed that provide for 16 constituencies in Hertfordshire and 
Bedfordshire: 


(1)   the alternative presented by Paul Zukowskyj at the Luton hearing; and 


(2)   the alternative presented by Central Bedfordshire Council. 


Both alternative schemes reflect the weight of representations received. In particular, 
they (a) reduce the number of times that the county boundary is crossed, and (b) 
address the many representations received from the Potton area of northern 
Bedfordshire. 


For these reasons, we believe that either alternative scheme would be preferable to 
the commission’s own draft proposals and hope that the Commission will amend 
their proposals in that light. 


South West Herts & Watford 
 
In particular, we note the very widespread support - in the many submissions - for 
making amendments to the Commission proposals in this area. There is a broad 
consensus that community ties can be better respected by making the changes that 
we and others proposed.  
 
This would leave the seats almost unaltered compared to their 2010 position and 
command wide public support and understanding. 
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St Albans 
 
We note the weight of evidence in favour of linking Bedmond / Primrose Hill ward 
with Hemel Hempstead rather than St Albans. 
 
 
C) SUB REGION 3 – ESSEX 
 
We welcome the near-universal support for the Commission’s Colchester, Braintree 
& Witham, North Essex and Harwich & Clacton, which maintain the historic 
Colchester and restore the latter three seats to long-standing boundaries. There is 
also widespread support for a single constituency based on the town of Chelmsford. 
 
North West Essex (Saffron Walden) 
 
We note the wide support for renaming North West Essex by its historic name of 
Saffron Walden. 
 
One of the merits of the Commission’s scheme is the reuniting of the Maldon District 
in one constituency, Essex’s smallest District by population. However, the scheme 
divides the second smallest District by population, Uttlesford, into three 
constituencies. 
 
We note representation 25761 from Uttlesford District Council (UDC) which 
addresses this. Their two alternative schemes are an improvement in the coherence 
of the NW Essex and Billericay constituencies and can be welcomed in that respect.  
 
Under the UDC second option  
 


(a) The Braintree & Witham seat would become a rather elongated constituency 
(though not as elongated as the Commission’s Billericay) but would unite 
Braintree District’s three largest population centres,  and 


 
(b) Maldon would take in parts of four Districts rather than three under the 


Commission scheme. However, in terms of local geography this is not a major 
weakness.  


 
For example, Great Totham (Maldon 4), Tiptree (Colchester 23) and Kelvedon 
(Braintree 18) are in three separate Districts though they are in fact quite 
close to each other on the ground and linked by the B1022/1023. Equally, 
there is a direct and popular direct route from Hatfield Peverel to Maldon, the 
B1019. 


 
Billericay & Dunmow (and Chelmsford) 
 
Most of the representations here simply state opposition to Galleywood being 
removed from Chelmsford, without making alternative proposals that could maintain 
Billericay & Dunmow at the required size. 
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Many of these representations refer to local government ties, which would be 
maintained. 
 
A number of the representations state that “Galleywood has been part of Chelmsford 
for a long time”. This is true in Borough Council terms and that of course will not 
change. However, Galleywood was not included in the area denoted as “city centre” 
in the Borough Council’s bid for city status. Additionally, from 1997 to 2010 
Galleywood was in fact part of the Maldon and East Chelmsford constituency. 
 
K Pauley (3113) states that “no large-scale building is proposed [in Chelmsford] in 
the next four years”. This is incorrect. Examination of the adopted Local 
Development Framework (www.chelmsford.gov.uk/ldf) shows that approaching 
10,000 houses will be built in the main urban areas between 2001 and 2021. 
Chelmsford will therefore grow faster than its neighbours over the next 10 years. 
 
Proposals such as from the Conservative Party and Galleywood Parish Council 
propose putting the Bicknacre etc ward into Billericay. The northern and southern 
ends of the B1418 road would then be in Maldon; the central section in Billericay.  
 
At the northern end of Billericay & Dunmow, Takeley ward’s physical links are much 
more with Dunmow to the east, as proposed by the Commission (along the B1256, 
old A120) rather than with Harlow, as proposed by the Conservatives. 
 
Rayleigh & Wickford 
 
The Commission’s proposals have the northern boundary of this constituency in 
fields between Chelmsford wards 1 and 15; the southern boundary in a river and a 
trunk road, and in the west the unifying feature - from Runwell down to Pitsea - is the 
A132. 
 
As an alternative, the Conservative party proposals have boundaries which are not 
clear on the ground.  
 
The northern boundary of their constituency would divide Runwell (with roads such 
as Carlton Road and Harold Gardens on either side of the boundary), and the 
southern boundary would divide the Chalvedon area, splitting the Chalvedon school 
and dividing roads such Carlisle Way. Vange (ward 13) would be almost detached 
from the rest of the Rayleigh & Wickford constituency: its only direct physical link 
with Pitsea North West (ward 10) being a footbridge over South Mayne, the busy 
local distributor road. 
 
Hawkwell and Hockley 
 
The weight of representations from local residents is in favour of Hawkwell and 
Hockley remaining with Rayleigh. Taken in isolation, one can understand their 
concerns as there are links. However, these areas are equidistant between Rayleigh 
and Rochford and are to a degree separate from Rayleigh, having their own parish 
councils.  
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The only way it would be possible for them to stay linked to Rayleigh is by splitting 
the Pitsea community in half.  
 
 
Castle Point / Southend West 
 
The Commission’s proposals have the western boundary of this constituency as the 
Borough boundary: in a river and along a trunk road; the Conservative party’s 
proposals are the unclear boundary described above. 
 
Admittedly, the eastern boundary of this constituency is more difficult to fix.   
 
The Commission’s proposals join Leigh (a parished suburb of Southend Borough 
with local identity) to Castle Point. This is welcomed in submissions from the Castle 
Point area. The Conservative party’s proposal has a boundary that divides the 8 or 9 
roads that straddle the borough boundary. 
 
Epping Forest / Brentwood & Ongar 
 
The Conservative party want to move Lambourne (ward 12) to Brentwood & Ongar. 
On grounds of community ties this is an arguable point. However, they also want to 
move Chigwell Row (ward 4). This is part of the civil parish of Chigwell and has 
always been part of the Chigwell urban area. It looks to the urban parts of Epping 
Forest rather than the rural parts. For example, its ‘catchment’ secondary school is 
Debden Park, in Loughton. 
 
The Conservative party also want to move Lower Nazeing from Harlow into Epping 
Forest to compensate for the above. Lower Nazeing has long been in the Harlow 
constituency. 
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London Region


Liberal Democrat Comments on the Response to the initial proposals


1.  Introduction


1.1 This is the second submission to the Boundary Commission for England on behalf of London Liberal
Democrats in relation to the 2013 Parliamentary Constituency review.  As before it extends only to
the areas covered by the London European Parliament electoral region and should be read in
conjunction with the separate submissions covering the other regions.


1.2 This submission contains our comments on the more than 5,000 representations the Commission
received during the first consultation period on the “Initial Proposals”. We will also state what view
we have of the submissions submitted by the Labour and Conservative parties.


1.3 However, we regard the most significant single representation by far to have come not from a
political party but from Prof Ron Johnson, Dr Charles Pattie and Dr David Rossiter (and which for
brevity we call “the Academics’ Scheme”).  We were impressed by the way their scheme has been
constructed by following an explicit reasoned methodology and reflects the measurable statutory
criteria more strongly than the Initial Proposals.


1.4 We consider this representation separately in Part 5 of this submission.  Our view is that this scheme
provides a substantially better starting point for the new constituency map in London than the Initial
Proposals. Inevitably there are a number of locations where we think their proposals can be
improved (particularly with regard to local ties) without damaging too greatly their overarching aim
of maintaining stability in the constituency map.  This is especially so in North London. Nevertheless,
we believe the British Academy and the academic team responsible for this scheme have provided a
great service to London through this work.


1.5 Our overall submission therefore is that the Commission should adopt the Academics’ Scheme as a
revised proposal for further consultation, save for a small number of variations we outline in part 5.
In particular the area of north London we identify should have a different scheme and we cannot
endorse the Academics’ Scheme for that area. If the Commission is not persuaded of this, we
nevertheless offer our views on other representations received so far on the Initial Proposals,
including those of the Conservative and Labour parties.


2.  Central, North and West London


Central London


2.1 The Initial Proposals relating to the City of London, Westminster, Camden, Kensington & Chelsea
and Hammersmith & Fulham have proved controversial. All three parties and numerous local
respondents have called for the three Holborn wards of Camden to be reunited in the same
constituency. Similarly the parties, residents and the two local authorities themselves have called for
the City of London to be linked with central London wards of the City of Westminster.


2.2 We support the contention that the City of London should remain linked to a constituency
containing the heart of Government in Westminster, rather than being linked with Islington wards.
However, as we stated in our initial submission we cannot accept the precedent of a self-imposed
rule that the City of London can only be combined with wards from the City of Westminster. The
Parliamentary electorate of the City is less than a single ward of the boroughs surrounding it.  To
restrict the constituency containing these 6,000 electors to no other electors but those from
Westminster is an unwarranted restriction on the Commission’s discretion to build a scheme of
constituencies across the whole region that best fits the statutory criteria as a whole.  The reasons
for the link of the City and Westminster are well stated in the two local authorities’ own responses.







They relate to shared geographical features of city living, a sense of representing institutions based in
the area, common security threats and a shared experience of high tourist footfall.  We do not
accept that these factors indicate local ties with electors in (say) Westminster’s Bayswater or
Westbourne wards which are inner London districts well off tourists’ beaten track.  We submit they
suggest better links with those living around Millbank and the museum and Embassy districts of South
Kensington (as we and the Commission propose).


2.3 The Commission’s proposed Camden & Regents Park constituency has proved unpopular at both
ends - in Marylebone and Belsize ward.  In our submission, crossing the Islington/Camden border in
the north of each borough answers both these criticisms. We suggest there is ample evidence in the
responses that both sides of Oxford Street should be in the same constituency.


2.4 In Camden, an extremely large number of replies have been received from residents of Fortune
Green ward to the effect that they should not be separated from West Hampstead.  This reflects a
strong local campaign, with local media interest, amid a politically-aware electorate.  We entirely
agree that there are strong ties between the two wards that ordinarily should mean that they ought
to be together in the same constituency.  However, the alternative patterns are equally unpalatable.
The Commission will have to split a Barnet ward, reallocate wards in Finchley and the south east
corner of Barnet, take Fortis Green ward from Haringey or else propose a redrawing of boundaries
across Barnet and beyond.  The Commission should not assume the response from Fortis Green to
splitting Muswell Hill would be any less negative than their proposal to split Fortune Green and West
Hampstead.  We view neither option as really acceptable, but had ultimately given the Commission’s
Initial Proposals the benefit of the doubt.  Given the strength of this response we are now largely
persuaded that it is not practical to sustain Finchley & Golders Green unchanged save for the
addition of one ward (and similarly to sustain Hendon entirely unchanged).  We have concluded that
both seats will need significant redrawing to avoid unacceptable harm to constituencies in Camden,
Haringey and Brent.  We cover this in Part 5 when considering the Academics’ Scheme.


 The Conservative Submission:


2.5 The Conservative submission proposes a number of amendments to the Initial Proposals in Central
London, none of which we find convincing.


2.6 They propose to replace The City of London in the Islington South seat with the missing Holborn
ward of Bloomsbury.  That is clearly right.  But they also want to add a 4th Camden ward (St Pancras
& Somers Town) which is on the “wrong” side of the Euston Road.  Many respondents from
Marylebone spoke of the strength of the Marylebone Road as a physical and cultural divide.  We
submit that this same road has a similar impact here.  The bulk of the electors in St Pancras &
Somers Town do not live facing Euston Road, but are in the social housing estates around Camden
Street and Chalton Street.  The ward reaches within a few metres of Camden Town itself and is
clearly not part of Holborn.  This ward is largely separated from Islington by the East Coast mainline
railway out of Kings Cross, with very few road connections to Islington to the east. But it is closely
connected and has an indistinct boundary with the Camden wards to the north and west.


2.7 To accommodate this extra Camden ward the Conservatives would remove Canonbury ward from
Islington South to a Hackney seat.  There are no convincing reasons for this.  Our initial submission
contains ample evidence to show that Canonbury is well integrated into its neighbouring wards
including St Mary’s.  It is a natural extension of the Georgian town house streetscape of south
Islington districts to the south and north and west.  It has no natural ties to Hackney and we suspect
few Canonbury residents have cause to go to Hackney for services, shopping or leisure.  Public
transport lines go mainly to Angel and to the City rather than to Hackney. We see no supporting
argument for “local ties” beyond mere proximity.


2.8 This extra cross-borough constituency spanning Hackney and Islington cancels out any supposed gain
in respect for local government boundaries from the avoidance of a constituency spanning the
Hackney-Haringey border.  We also submit that this Hackney-Islington border is more real to the
local communities than the permeable border between Hackney and Haringey at Stamford Hill which
splits the area using Stamford Hill station and local shops.  The extension of the constituency across
the boundary also goes well with the radial flow of many transport routes north from the City.







Stamford Hill is the centre of an Ashkenazi Orthodox Jewish community.  Figures from the 2001
Census show Haringey’s Seven Sisters ward is notably different from the rest of the Tottenham
constituency in having a very significant Jewish population of around 10% - a somewhat higher figure
than Stoke Newington Central, for example.  This is the continuation of this Stamford Hill
community.  The proposal to include Seven Sisters ward with Hackney wards has produced few
objections. We submit this is a more convincing place to cross a borough boundary than the
Islington-Hackney crossing proposed by the Conservatives.


2.9 The Conservative counterproposal has a significantly different arrangement for Kensington & Chelsea
and the northern Westminster wards.  We can see merit in maintaining at least one constituency
that is predominantly in Kensington & Chelsea.  However, this counterproposal splits Westminster’s
Harrow Road and Queen’s Park wards from Westbourne ward.  We believe the Commission has
received ample evidence at the oral hearings of the links between these wards to see the weakness
of this proposal.


The Labour Submission:


2.10 Labour also propose significant changes to the Initial Proposals here.  We submit that their proposal
for a constituency running from near Highgate Wood to the far side of Kilburn is not credible.  It
contains two so called “orphan wards” in a three borough constituency and has poor transport links
from one end to the other, being an elongated east-west constituency fighting the generally radial
communication lines.  Labour would disrupt the boundaries of Barnet seats that do not need
changing, yet do not take advantage of that to avoid splitting Fortune Green and West Hampstead.
Church Street and Pembridge are artificially placed into their Kensington & Westminster N seat
providing for weak delineation of boundary lines that do not reflect either existing boundaries,
borough boundaries or local ties.  However we agree that there is a credible seat to make out of the
City of London, central London Westminster wards and South Kensington, even if our two proposals
slightly differ.


North and West London


2.11 Unsurprisingly there seems general support for keeping Chipping Barnet unchanged.  However, we
are surprised to see so few representations making the same argument for Hendon, given there was
clearly an attempt in the other Barnet constituencies to drum up support for the Commission’s Initial
Proposals (evidence by the identical wording of replies).  We suggest there is some reassurance here
that reconsidering the minimal changes to Finchley & Golders Green and Hendon might provide an
acceptable solution to the Fortune Green v Fortis Green issue.


2.12 Few representations have been received regarding the proposals for Brent and Harrow.  The main
points of contention are the proposal to place College Park & Old Oak ward in Willesden.  We have
not found a single representation from the area in support of this suggestion.  There are even
representations from those north of Wormwood Scrubs opposing the move.  If there are no voices
in favour from these streets we suggest the Commission should conclude the idea has failed to
generate any local support.  We note the lack of almost any response from the wards along the
Brent-Harrow border either in support or opposition to the Initial Proposals.  We take this as a sign
of the the area’s make up as a number of suburban neighbourhood localities with comparatively weak
ties to any particular major town centre such as Harrow or Wembley.


2.13 Ealing, Hillingdon, Hounslow and the Hammersmith parts of Hammersmith & Fulham have proven
problematic.  The main problem areas result from the knock-on radical changes forced by the
decision to transfer 4 Twickenham wards to a cross-river seat with Richmond.  The resulting pairing
of parts of Feltham and parts of Hayes is clearly unpopular.  We note both individual respondents
and a Hounslow Labour councillor at the oral hearings supporting our comments that Hanworth
Park includes much of Feltham town centre and belongs best with other Feltham wards.  In Ealing the
three wards of Elthorne, Northfield and Walpole have a clear and separate identity from the town of
Southall which is on the other side of a notorious traffic bottleneck by the hospital.  They are
demographically and culturally closer to Ealing and we can sympathise with the idea that they do not
feel well served in a constituency that is focused on Southall.







2.14 There are robust attempts by various figures in constituency Labour parties in Hillingdon and
Hounslow to promote an alternative scheme from both the Commission’s and the national Labour
party’s plans.  This seems to us a genuine attempt to improve the “community fit” of the
constituencies here.  It is however not entirely convincing in splitting Southall and the two Northolt
wards.  Also, it leaves the weak Teddington & Hanworth in place (so splitting Feltham) and leaves
Yiewsley and West Drayton split. Nevertheless we submit their points about the weakness of their
Initial Proposals’ cross-airport seat are well made.  Hillingdon Council similarly made representations
to oppose a linking of Feltham and Hayes, apparently with cross-party approval.  However we regard
their startling full reworking of the Initial Proposals not just for their own borough but across all
west London as a spectacular folie de grandeur that is not of great use. (Their suggestion that
Hampton Wick ward could be placed in the Richmond & Twickenham seat is especially bizarre given
that there is no bridge across the Thames to link it to wards on the “Surrey side”!)


 The Conservative Submission


2.15 The Conservatives propose some reworking of the Harrow cross borough constituencies.  We do
accept there is some merit in what they suggest with regard to Rayners Lane ward’s ties to Pinner.
However we see no real evidence in regard to Hatch End belonging better with Stanmore wards.
The A4008 provides a very strong boundary line here which is far more robust than the boundary
between Hatch End and Pinner, which meanders through a residential area and does not mark a clear
dividing point of the two.  We see no advantage in breaking the current link of this ward with Pinner.
Their long and narrow “banana shaped” Wembley & Perivale stretching from South Greenford
station to Colindale Retail Park on the A5 is built of hopelessly disparate wards with ties elsewhere
rather than to each other, and with with poor internal communication lines.


 The Labour submission


2.16 We wholeheartedly agree with the Labour submission that College Park & Old Oak ward belongs
with the other Hammersmith/Shepherd’s Bush wards rather than Brent wards. There is also some
merit in including East Acton ward with Hammersmith and Shepherd’s Bush as there is some shared
identification with East Acton tube and local shops. However, adding a second ward from Ealing is
problematic - Acton Central and Acton South are both at the heart of Acton including its town
centre while Southfield ward identifies with Acton town or south to Chiswick.  Their solution also
advocates the highly problematic removal of Hanger Hill ward from Ealing, which has proved an easy
target for criticism and secured significant numbers of representations arguing for the ward to stay in
Ealing.  The ward clearly looks to Ealing as a town centre and should stay with it.


2.17 Labour’s proposals for Barnet are weak. They refuse to accept the retention of Chipping Barnet on it
current boundaries and also split Golders Green (which is as much in Child’s Hill ward as Golders
Green ward).  We suggest this has no merit whatsoever on any of the statutory criteria for building
constituencies. They also propose removing Brent Central’s Harlesden wards and replacing them
with wards north of Wembley that have never shared a constituency with the wards east of the
North Circular. Preston and Barnhill are a poor fit in a seat based on Willesden.  However, we can
agree that Queen’s Park does fit better alongside Brondesbury Park than being a further western
extension of the Hampstead & Kilburn constituency.


3.  South London


South West London


3.1 The south west London Initial Proposals have provoked major opposition in several locations.  This is
understandable as the Commission’s Initial Proposals make many radical changes to the existing
pattern of constituencies and split natural communities in many areas.  There is very significant
opposition to the splitting of Streatham, the placing of two Wimbledon wards (Trinity and Abbey) in
the Mitcham constituency and the dismemberment of Carshalton & Wallington in a way that splits all
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three of the towns that make up the constituency. We submit that the Academics’ Scheme is
particularly strong in South London, providing a far better match to both existing constituencies and
borough boundaries.  That by itself goes a long way to help avoid splitting local ties.


3.2 We note that by comparison there is little if any opposition to the splitting of the Tooting
constituency and in particular to the proposal to put Wandsworth’s Tooting and Graveney wards in
a different constituency from the wards to their north and north west (Nightingale, Wandsworth
Common and Earlsfield).There is a generally low level of responses from Wandsworth.  We firstly
suspect that this reflects institutional support for the Initial Proposals here by both the national
Labour and Conservative parties.  Secondly we note that Wandsworth is proposed to have 4 cross-
borough seats all of which are made up of a majority of Wandsworth electors. Lambeth has just 1
although it has only a slightly smaller electorate.  We suspect that this is a key reason why
Wandsworth residents saw no threat to respond to in these proposals.  We note however that
there are also very few positive responses in support of the proposed new constituencies.


3.3 We remain firmly of the view that an objective assessment of the natural local ties in the borough
would demonstrate the proposed boundaries in Wandsworth to be poor, particularly by splitting
both Balham and Battersea and a poor choice of “partner” for Tooting.


3.4 The Initial Proposals have also failed to produce significant interest either way in the New Malden
area, where we had anticipated a groundswell of support for reuniting the area in one constituency.
We were however struck by the significant and spontaneous opposition of residents in the Richmond
borough wards split from Twickenham town into a new Richmond/Hounslow constituency.  Not
only are there several dozen objectors, but many of the signatories of the petitions regarding the
name also clearly oppose the creation of the constituency in the first place.  All three parties have
accepted similar changes to the Richmond Park and Twickenham constituencies (in one form or
another) so we take this as a genuine expression of local views as to where their community ties lie.
This is one case (like Clapham Common) where a focus on a name gives the clue to the reality that
the constituency itself has been poorly drawn.


3.5 Responses from Croydon are naturally pleased to see the end of the borough’s under-
representation.  Residents were of course not given choices of different ways of increasing
Croydon’s representation.  We fear that some of the support for the Initial Proposals is in fact no
more than support for an increase in the town’s Parliamentary representation that would generate
similar support if achieved in a variety of alternative ways.


3.6 Specifically, we note the almost total lack of support for the idea that Broad Green ward should be
seen as part of “central Croydon” from any resident who actually lives there.  Only a small fraction
of the ward is part of the town centre.  Unsurprisingly we can see no evidence in the responses that
central Croydon (ie Fairfield ward) has ties to northern parts of the borough of Sutton that are
remotely comparable to its ties to the rest of Croydon.  We have been able to identify only 17
responses from the 4 wards proposed to go into Croydon Central & St Helier.  Of these just 9 are
clearly supportive and several of these do not indicate whether they are specifically approving the
proposed constituency or making a more general point about the need to end Croydon’s under-
representation. On the Sutton side several hundreds of the responses echo the points we have made
opposing the split of Carshalton, Wallington and Beddington.  Accordingly, we suggest there is little
evidence of positive support for “Croydon Central & St Helier” among the electors who would make
up the constituency in either borough.


3.7 A more detailed examination of the responses around the Croydon and Sutton proposals is
contained in an annexe to this submission.


3.8 Two other areas provoked clearly genuine community campaigns to keep Parliamentary
constituencies more aligned to residents’ sense of local identity: Streatham and Merton’s Abbey and
Trinity wards.  We view both these as very powerful evidence of weaknesses in the Initial Proposals.
(While our response to the Initial Proposals did reunite the 4 Streatham wards, we should make
clear that the campaign run through the website “www.saveourstreatham.com” was entirely
independent and non-aligned and its controlling figures have no connection with the Liberal
Democrats.  The Streatham campaign makes points that we are pleased to endorse - that the town
centre runs through all 4 wards along the A23 and there is a strong sense of its identity across all 4







wards with many civic organisations including the Streatham Society and Streatham Action whose
members made strong submissions in favour of keeping the town united.


3.9 The Wimbledon campaign produced an exceptionally strong response, indicating the strength of
feeling that major parts of the town centre should not be removed from the Wimbledon seat.  We
have already acknowledged that Trinity ward in particular should remain with Wimbledon (at the
expense of Merton Park).  However, the strength of feeling from Abbey ward does suggest to us that
this ward ought to remain with Wimbledon too.  However the advocates of this go on to propose an
alternative that the Merton wards of St Helier and Lower Morden be added to the Mitcham seat and
Sutton & Cheam be increased by the addition of Old Malden and St James wards from Kingston.  We
can see no explanation in any of the many submissions in the organised lobby for this that offer any
reason why these two wards fit with Sutton & Cheam other than the convenience of making the
numbers add up in Wimbledon.  We do not see this as acceptable.  We comment below on the
similar suggestion in the Academics’ proposal with a possible solution.


The Conservative Submission and the Labour Submission


3.10 Both the official Conservative and Labour submissions support the Initial Proposals across these
boroughs.


3.11 However we note that the poor proposed boundaries for Lambeth, where the borough is split 6
ways, disregarding established communities and including two “orphan wards”, have provoked
opposition from senior Labour Party figures in the borough.  Labour councillors for West Norwood
and Streatham as well as the former Labour MP for Streatham and some-time-agent for the Labour
MP for Vauxhall have all made representations seeking to lessen the splitting of local neighbourhoods.
Lambeth Council formally objected to the proposals for the borough after a cross party vote.
Labour and Lib Dem councillors supporting the objection while even Conservatives only abstained,
despite their national party endorsing the Initial Proposals.  Similarly a former Conservative
councillor in Streatham has joined the criticism of splitting Streatham three ways, and proposed an
alternative scheme (022969). There is some similarity with the position in Wandsworth, which shares
three cross-borough seats with Lambeth.  The Labour Party submission approves all three seats and
the Wandsworth Council Labour Group was evidently willing to vote in support.  However Putney
Labour Party and a long-serving Battersea Labour Councillor acting on behalf of the Constituency
Labour Party objected to the Initial Proposals as they related to their own patches.


3.12 Several Conservative councillors in Merton have also made representations in favour of restoring
Abbey and Trinity wards to a Wimbledon seat, despite their national party’s line to support the
proposed Mitcham constituency.


3.13 It is clear to us that while the national Labour and Conservative parties are politically comfortable
with the consequences of the Initial Proposals, there are places in central south London where their
local representatives have felt obliged to point out the weaknesses of the scheme, where they relate
to splitting established communities.  We believe the responses to the initial consultation support
our contention that the proposals for central south London (at least) need radical reworking.


South East London


3.14 We supported the Initial Proposals for South East London in our first submission, save for some
modest but significant changes to the seats in Greenwich.  However, we recognise that the Initial
Proposals provide for significant changes from the existing pattern of constituencies. While dividing
the whole of the borough of Bromley between three whole seats has great merit, the largely
redrawn constituencies in Bexley and Greenwich that follow from this are much weaker.  We note
that there is some support for the retention of a constituency including Bromley wards at Crystal
Palace and wards from the south west of Lewisham.  Were Clock House ward returned to
Beckenham we would have substantially less concern that Beckenham town centre was being split by
retaining such a constituency.   Nevertheless there clearly should be three seats centred on each of
the main towns - Beckenham, Orpington and Bromley and we note that both we and the
Conservatives are happy to endorse the Commission’s sensible extension of Orpington to include







the second Cray Valley ward. We have noted the strong support for reuniting Greenwich West and
Peninsular wards (which our own counterproposal achieved).


3.15 A number of institutional objectors argued against the placing of Lambeth’s Bishop’s ward in the
Bermondsey seat.  Their main argument appeared to be that they wanted to retain a Lambeth MP
and a Southwark MP to help them access networks in each borough.  However the evidence they
gave served only to demonstrate the strength of ties between the Bishops ward and Southwark’s
South Bank area.  Both we and Simon Hughes MP would prefer for the Bermondsey & Old
Southwark constituency to remain unchanged and for Bishops to stay with other Lambeth wards.
However we accept that if the pattern of constituencies demands a northern Lambeth ward to join a
Southwark-based constituency this is clearly the right place to do that.


The Conservative submission


3.16 The Conservatives have approved the Initial Proposals here save for the swapping of two Bexley
wards.  We express no view on that counterproposal.


The Labour Submission


3.17 It is clear that the large number of submissions in the borough of Greenwich stem from campaigns to
promote the Labour proposals.  We accept that this counterproposal has some strengths in
Greenwich borough, not least in keeping a cross borough seat that unites Thamesmead.  However,
every other borough has had to suffer in order to bring this about. They not only reject the idea of
respecting the boundaries of the borough of Bromley, but propose an awkward seat that puts
Bromley town centre in the constituency of its neighbour Beckenham.  The Cray Valley wards look
to Orpington, whereas Bickley plainly does not, looking instead to adjacent Bromley town centre for
shops and leisure.


3.18 The proposals in Southwark are particularly weak.  They miss the ideal opportunity to unite the East
Dulwich area south west of Peckham Rye in one constituency (as we, the Conservative and the
Commission propose).  Worse, they bizarrely split the two Rotherhithe wards of Surrey Docks and
Rotherhithe.  Both wards were created out of the old Dockyard ward in 2002 that then comprised
the whole Rotherhithe peninsula but had grown too large after major building schemes.  The main
arterial road through Surrey Docks (Salter Road) loops round the peninsula - removing Surrey
Docks ward would remove the top of the peninsular from the base! The Greenland Dock and South
Dock provide a clear demarcation to where the Rotherhithe and Deptford communities divide -
indeed this was the historic Surrey/Kent boundary.  Dockyard ward was split because as with the
whole of the former docks area along the river it had seen transformative regeneration with major
new housing developments akin to the Docklands developments on the opposite side of the river.
This ties the newly settled population here together with that along the rest of the river frontage and
we are emphatic that this community should not be split.  Similarly they wrongly include in this
constituency Livesey ward which has divided loyalties, with a northern part that still identifies as
historic Bermondsey and a southern section that looks to Peckham.  Either way, this ward is neither
Nunhead nor Deptford.


3.19 The current pattern of constituencies in Southwark recognises the three parts of the borough - a
northern section highly influenced by its dockland heritage and contemporary regeneration, a second
central area around the town centres and large housing estates of Peckham and Camberwell and a
third section in Dulwich that is more suburban in feel and demographics. We submit that the
Commission is right to identify that this southern section is the area to place into a cross borough
seat, as it currently is with West Norwood.  We do not accept that there is little to connect
Dulwich and Sydenham.  They share a similar “inner suburban” demographic, both commute from
Honor Oak Park and Sydenham Hill stations, both have significant cultural attractions (the Horniman
Museum and Dulwich Picture Gallery).  We submit pairing the 4 southern wards of Southwark with a
neighbouring community is far more convincing than pairing 4 almost randomly selected eastern
wards.







 3.20 Our conclusion therefore is that outside Greenwich both the Commission’s Initial Proposals (with
our modification) and the Academics’ Scheme offer far better matches to the statutory criteria than
Labour’s proposals.


4.  North East London


4.1 It comes as no surprise that there are large numbers of representations opposing the cross-river Lee
constituency at Chingford & Edmonton.  We can only repeat the points we made in our original
submission that the boroughs of Tower Hamlets, Hackney and Haringey are of a sufficient size to
support two seats each without large changes from the current pattern of constituencies or an
unconvincing “daisy-chain” of constituencies that straddle two boroughs and are completely
unrelated to the existing constituencies.  It is Enfield that cannot be accommodated in this way, which
make it the obvious candidate for the constituency that straddles the Lee Valley.  We note that the
Academic’s Scheme also contains a (slightly different) Chingford & Edmonton constituency.  No
doubt they concluded as we had done that this is the most practical way to build a new map of
constituencies that respects the statutory criteria of regard to existing constituency and local
government boundaries.  In any case, the alternatives are a Chingford seat that extends down into
Walthamstow (splitting that community) or straddles the formidable gulf separating it from the
Woodford wards.  Neither are obvious alternatives justifying causing major disruption to seats on
the other side of the Lee Valley.


4.2 We would further submit that the statutory criteria do not raise objections to constituencies that
are diverse in their make up - a key complaint about this proposal made in many objections.  They
talk of local ties that would be split by the new boundaries not of disparate elements brought
together.  We submit that on the Waltham Forest side, there is no splitting of local ties as these
wards are mostly already split from the rest of the borough.


4.3 We consider the small number of responses to the proposed cross borough Enfield-Haringey and
Hackney-Haringey seats as an indicator that they are if not exactly desireable, then at least not wildly
objectionable.  It is the decision to split Stroud Green ward from Hornsey and place it with
Tottenham that has proved the main controversial point in Haringey. We trust the strength of
opposition here has convinced the Commission that this was misguided.  We restate our initial
objections and suggest that it is restored and one of the much more transferable Wood Green wards
is moved in its place - or better still that both it and the “former Hornsey” area of Harringay ward be
transferred so that either: (i) both Wood Green wards can join Tottenham or (ii) Woodside and
Bowes wards are placed in Tottenham.  This latter suggestion would mean only one constituency
crossing the Enfield/Haringey boundary rather than two, and ensure there is a constituency entirely
within Haringey.


4.4 There have been a large number of representations about the decision to split Leytonstone from the
Waltham Forest wards proposed for the new Stratford constituency.  We have a great deal of
sympathy with this and would welcome further counterproposals that achieve this without a major
reworking of the seats west of the Lee Valley.   We suspect that ward sizes and geography conspire
to make this impractical.  The Academics’ Scheme does do this, this but we do not think that the
consequent Walthamstow & Wanstead constituency is a strong point of their proposals.


4.5 We were keen to see what response the Initial Proposals generated from the Romford and
Dagenham areas.  In the first consultation we had stated a marginal preference for the Commission’s
proposals to rework the Havering constituencies to link Rainham back with Hornchurch and
Upminster in the south of the borough while placing the Harold Hill area with Romford.  The
downside to this was the loss of some of Romford’s western districts from the constituency. While
we are under no illusions that the bulk of representations are politically generated by interested
parties, we cannot fail to acknowledge the strength of feeling here.  In our view the balance of factors
is now probably in favour of retaining more of the status quo than attempting to rebuild better
constituencies from scratch.  This was the Conservative Party’s counterproposal for this area, and
we are now persuaded to support it.







4.5 We have seen nothing in the replies to the consultation to convince us that the Commission’s plans
for Redbridge and Newham are inappropriate.  The Academics propose more stability in the pattern
of seats but have a poor Walthamstow & Wanstead in place of a cohesive Wanstead & Woodford.
We are persuadable either way.


The Conservative Submission


4.6 We state above that we will agree the Conservative’s counterproposal in Havering and Barking &
Dagenham.  We are not persuaded by their claims about Ilford town and prefer the Commission’s
solution for Ilford North.


4.7 The Conservatives accept that Stroud Green should be restored to the other Hornsey wards.  We
reject their plan that be at the expense of Fortis Green.  Fortis Green identifies as part of Hornsey
and is focused on Muswell Hill for socialising and shopping and we do not accept that it has ties with
Finchley. Our preference remains that the Commission should seek a solution to the “Finchley &
Golders Green” problem from within Barnet.  We have already noted our strong opposition to
splitting Canonbury from the rest of Islington which we view as a weaker proposal than splitting
Seven Sisters from the rest of Haringey.  The joining of Seven Sisters ward with similar wards in
north Hackney enables Fortis Green to be absorbed back into Hornsey without disturbing the cross
river Lee or the Tower Hamlets constituencies.  This is another strength of the proposal.


The Labour submission


4.8 Unlike us, the Conservatives, the Commission and the Academics the Labour submission does not
propose a cross river Lee constituency that includes wards from Enfield.  We submit this is an error
which causes inevitable major disruption to both existing constituency boundaries and their
alignment with local government boundaries and in doing so splits community ties.  This is most
notable in the divided Tottenham wards and in Shoreditch, where they leave Queensbridge out of
their Bethnal Green & Shoreditch seat (which includes the other three wards from Hackney
Council’s Shoreditch Neighbourhood Committee).  This would have given them the opportunity to
allocate two whole seats to Waltham Forest.  Had they done so it would have been a significant
counterweight to the lack of alignment of local government and constituency boundaries west of the
River Lee.  Instead they propose two constituencies crossing the border with Redbridge and a third
with Newham so that there are no constituencies wholly within Waltham Forest.  Snaresbrook ward
has very strong ties to Wanstead ward and is horribly misplaced as an “orphan ward” in the
Walthamstow seat.


5. The Academics’ Submission


5.1 It is our submission that the strongest counterproposal for London in front of the Commission is
that produced by the three academic experts in the Boundary Commissions.


Their counterproposal has three great strengths:


1. It has been produced with a clear methodology that is in keeping with the
Commission’s previous practice.  We submit there is great merit in an approach which says
that the starting point is to assess from the current map where there are clusters of seats of the
right size that can remain unamended and where there are clusters of seats that are undersized -
and to pick one of the seats in that area to abolish and redistribute.  This seems to us strongly
analogous to previous practice. We suggest that this methodology provides a robust account of
how the proposals have been arrived at. We suggest this would reinforce public confidence in
the fairness of the overall process.


2.  It scores better on the measurable statutory criteria than the Commission’s
Initial Proposals.  The vast majority of representations relate to perceptions of local ties.  This







is of course only one of the statutory factors. The Academics’ Scheme uses the approach of the
“Index of Change” that we used in our own submission in relation to central south London.  We
strongly agree that this approach is the best way to judge whether proposals respect current
constituency boundaries. Similarly we agree that the key test for whether a scheme respects
local government boundaries is the proportion of constituencies in the scheme which contain
wards from only one borough.  On both these measures the Academics’ Scheme scores
substantially better than the Commission’s Initial Proposals.


3. It is a scheme that has been developed by a team of analysts who are respected
independent observers, free from party political affiliation. While we appreciate that
their scheme represents very substantial changes from the Initial Proposals, we suggest that the
Commission should have no fear in adopting them as there can be no suggestion that they are
partisan or any less fair than the Commission’s own Initial Proposals.


5.2 This is not to say that their scheme is perfect.  Even in the short time we have had the submission
available to us, we have identified places where we would suggest alternatives that are not
substantially different in the numbers of electors moved but produce fewer splits in local ties.  There
are also a small number of places where we suggest that notwithstanding the general approach of
minimising changes there is still a strong argument on grounds of local ties for a more extensive
movement of electors.


5.3 Sutton & Cheam/Wimbledon/Kingston & Surbiton
We can see the attraction of solving the oversize Kingston & Surbiton by the transfer of Old Malden
to the undersized Sutton & Cheam.  However the Sutton seats are more naturally extended north
and Kingston borough ties more naturally to Wimbledon.  These are the natural transport lines of
road and rail.  We therefore suggest an amendment to the Academic’s Scheme so that Merton’s St
Helier ward is placed in Sutton & Cheam rather than Wimbledon.  We suggest Lower Morden will fit
more neatly into a Wimbledon seat than St Helier, which is essentially part of the cross borough
inter-war development of the St Helier estate.  We further suggest Kingston’s St James ward can
then be transferred to Wimbledon.  This ward is continuous residential development from
Wimbledon’s West Barnes and is where the major highway of the A3 links the two boroughs. This
proposal moves three wards between constituencies - the same as the Academics’ Scheme. Although
it is a little less strong in regard to local government boundaries we submit it is stronger on
community ties, reflecting the universal support for Sutton & Cheam extending north and a link along
the A3 between Merton and Kingston boroughs.


5.4 Carshalton & Wallington and Croydon South West
We have generally supported proposals aimed at keeping town centre wards together.  We note
there is a small part of Croydon town centre in Broad Green ward. However none of the town
centre is in Waddon ward.  Roman Way is a very clear end to the commercial zone and the ward
contains none of the Croydon “Business Improvement District”. We therefore suggest that rather
than include Broad Green ward in Carshalton & Wallington that Waddon ward should be included.
Waddon is also more easily accessible to the Sutton communities as it is connected by both rail and
the A232 where Broad Green is separated by the Purley Way retail park. This does create an
elongated Croydon SW constituency which we appreciate may not be attractive.  We would not
therefore have any objection if the Commission preferred to stick with Broad Green as this is still a
far better pattern of constituencies than the Initial Proposals.


5.4 Brent, Camden, Barnet and Harrow
In our view the proposed constituencies in Brent and Camden are by some way the weakest part of
the Academic’s scheme. Hampstead Town ward is left out of the Brent East & Hampstead seat.  Also
the Brent Central constituency is an unconvincing amalgam of wards with different focuses, and in
particular Willesden Green and Dudden Hill are split from Mapesbury and Brondesbury Park, all of
which have close ties to each other and Willesden town centre.  The Wembley seat they propose
crosses into Harrow at just the wrong place, so that it includes Harrow’s town centre in Greenhill
ward.  We cannot believe this will garner local support.







5.5 We cannot see a way to remedy this without accepting that the simple solution of retaining Finchley
& Golders Green with the addition of on reward from another borough.  Since neither ward that
works mathematically is readily acceptable on community ties grounds we suggest this is not a great
sacrifice.  In our view the wards in the Academics proposed Camden Town & Highgate,
Finchley & Golders Green (less Fortis Green), Hendon, Brent East & Hampstead,
Wembley and Brent Central need to be reordered.  Harrow’s Greenhill ward should be
returned to a seat with other Harrow wards and which does not contain the rival centre of
Wembley.  This will no doubt mean an alternative Harrow ward will have to be combined with the
above reordered constituencies.  We therefore also include Harrow East in this list. We do not
endorse the Academics’ Scheme as it relates to these proposed constituencies.


5.6 We have considered several possible ways to do this and state them in the enclosed annexe.  We
suggest all the alternatives (and no doubt others) could provide an overall more satisfactory pattern
of constituencies here than either the initial proposals or the Academics’ Proposals.  If the
Commission agrees to suggest alternative proposals for this area we will make clear our preferred
option in the consultation that follows.


5.7 Haringey and Hackney
As noted above, we prefer the Initial Proposals solution for Hackney that includes Seven Sisters in a
north Hackney constituency.  This enables Fortis Green to be returned to a Hornsey constituency.


5.8 Battersea & Victoria
Undoubtedly the controversial point in the Academic’s Scheme is their proposed Wandsworth-
Westminster linking seat of Battersea & Victoria.  We had taken the view that a constituency
crossing the river Thames east of Richmond would struggle to gain popular acceptance.  However,
having considered the responses to the Initial Proposals from central south London and from the
areas north and west of Twickenham we accept that we should revise that view.  It is accepted that
there must be a constituency that crosses the Thames.  We consider that doing this in a Richmond &
Twickenham seat has failed to create a workable pattern of constituencies. There is major disruption
through the west of Richmond-upon-Thames, Hounslow and Hillingdon that has produced
constituencies that fail to reflect any of the statutory criteria - neither acknowledging existing
constituency nor borough boundaries nor avoiding splitting established local ties. The impact in south
west London is worse still with the Initial Proposals suggesting even greater disruption to existing
boundaries, only 5 of the 14 seats wholly within one borough, no seat wholly within Wandsworth,
Merton or Sutton, and huge community opposition in Streatham, Wimbledon, Carshalton and
Wallington.  The proposed Battersea & Victoria, would function like Chingford & Edmonton - a
difficult seat of disparate parts but one which enabled far stronger constituencies to be constructed
around it. For that reason, and provided it formed part of a pattern of constituencies as robust on
the statutory criteria as those proposed in the Academics’ Scheme, it is a proposal we can endorse.


5.9 We would suggest some alternative names for the constituencies in the Academics’ Scheme:


� For Battersea & Victoria we prefer Battersea & Pimlico which describes the
community in the Westminster wards better than a reference to the railway station at one
end of them.


� For Islington South & Holborn we prefer Islington, Finsbury & Holborn as we
would wish to retain the longstanding name Finsbury.  We also suggest Islington refers to
the place centred on the Angel so no compass point is needed.  The Commission is clearly
moving away from “borough” names to use the name of the district itself.


� For Islington North we prefer Holloway, as this better describes the constituency
centred on the Holloway Road whereas Islington refers to a different location in the south
of the borough.


� For Ealing, Southall we prefer Southall & Hanwell.  As all of Hanwell is now in this
constituency it would be right to recognise that this constituency is made up of two very







separate localities divided by a significant physical break at the hospital.  We hope that
recognising the community east of the hospital in the title of the constituency will reassure
residents there that they are not mere adjuncts to Southall.


� For Ealing Central we prefer Ealing & Acton or Ealing Broadway & Acton Town as
this constituency contains both Acton and Ealing town centres.


� For Streatham we prefer Streatham & Brixton South and for Vauxhall we prefer
Vauxhall & Brixton North.  The proposals for Lambeth do not contain a new Brixton
constituency, but do limit its division into 2 rather than 3 constituencies.  As both the
proposed Lambeth constituencies have a name that reflects a location at either end of the
borough we suggest it would be desirable to indicate how the 50,000 Brixton electors at
the centre of the borough are represented.


� For Harrow North & Northwood we suggest Harrow North West & Northwood is
a more accurate name. This constituency contains neither the northern parts of Harrow
town itself nor the most northern parts of the borough at Stanmore.


6. Conclusions
6.1 In conclusion we record our views as:


 1. The Academics’ Scheme meets the statutory criteria better than the Initial Proposals and should
(largely) form the basis for a revised set of proposals for London.


 2. We suggest small changes to the Academics’ scheme in Merton, Sutton, Croydon and Kingston
upon Thames, and in Haringey and Hackney.  However we submit the Academics’ Scheme proposals
for  Camden, Barnet, Brent and Harrow referred to in 5.5 need substantial reworking. We are able
to suggest a number of possible alternatives at this point.


 3. If the Commission is not persuaded that the Academics’ Scheme should replace the Initial
Proposals we offer throughout this submission our views on the responses received by the
Commission in the first consultation.











Minimum Quota Maximum
72810 76641 80473


% of mean 95.00% 100.00% 105.00%
Carshalton & Wallington


BCE
BCE const. electorate Borough
Croydon Central  & St.Helier St Helier (Sutton) 7500 Sutton
Croydon Central  & St.Helier The Wrythe 7442 Sutton
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Wallington North 7537 Sutton
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Wandle Valley 7408 Sutton
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Beddington North 7412 Sutton
Purley & Carshalton Beddington South 7723 Sutton
Purley & Carshalton Carshalton Central 7279 Sutton
Purley & Carshalton Carshalton South & Clockhouse 7220 Sutton
Purley & Carshalton Wallington South 7523 Sutton
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Waddon 10912 Croydon


Total 77956
% of mean 101.72%


Croydon South & Town Centre
Purley & Carshalton Coulsdon West 10099 Croydon
Purley & Carshalton Coulsdon East 9394 Croydon
Purley & Carshalton Kenley 10679 Croydon
Purley & Carshalton Purley 10496 Croydon
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Croham 10819 Croydon
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Fairfield 10483 Croydon
Croydon Central  & St.Helier Broad Green 10945 Croydon


72915
95.14%


Croydon North
Croydon North Upper Norwood 10501 Croydon
Croydon North South Norwood 10490 Croydon
Croydon North Thornton Heath 10244 Croydon
Croydon North Bensham Manor 10554 Croydon
Croydon North West Thornton 10870 Croydon
Croydon North Selhurst 10754 Croydon
Croydon East Addiscombe 10982 Croydon


74395
97.07%


Croydon South East
Croydon East New Addington 7202 Croydon
Croydon East Fieldway 6849 Croydon
Croydon East Heathfield 9912 Croydon
Croydon East Shirley 10569 Croydon
Croydon East Ashburton 10411 Croydon
Croydon East Sanderstead 9728 Croydon
Croydon East Selsdon & Ballards 9427 Croydon
Croydon East Woodside 10572 Croydon


74670
97.43%


University of Sheffield 
modified


03/04/2012 Sutton & Croydon Xl0000075.xls







Option 1


Hampstead, Hendon & Golders Green Camden Town & Highgate


Fortune Green Camden 7,181    Belsize Camden 7,555        


Frognal and Fitzjohns Camden 7,036    Camden Town with Primrose Hill Camden 8,184        


Hampstead Town Camden 7,047    Cantelowes Camden 7,888        


West Hampstead Camden 7,693    Gospel Oak Camden 7,302        


Childs Hill Barnet 10,559   Haverstock Camden 7,880        


Garden Suburb Barnet 9,906    Highgate Camden 7,634        


Golders Green Barnet 9,733    Kentish Town Camden 8,654        


Hendon Barnet 10,233   Regent's Park Camden 8,115        


West Hendon Barnet 9,654    St Pancras and Somers Town Camden 8,204        


Swiss Cottage Camden 7,916        


79,042   79,332      


Harrow & Kenton Wembley & Harlesden


Kenton East Harrow 7,661    Welsh Harp Brent 7,908        


Greenhill Harrow 7,666    Harlesden Brent 8,254        


Harrow on the Hill Harrow 7,820    Fryent Brent 8,274        


Marlborough Harrow 7,822    Alperton Brent 8,742        


Kenton West Harrow 8,474    Tokyngton Brent 8,961        


Kenton Brent 8,922    Stonebridge Brent 9,240        


Northwick Park Brent 9,146    Preston Brent 9,256        


Sudbury Brent 9,160    Wembley Central Brent 9,295        


Queensbury Brent 10,080   Barnhill Brent 9,773        


76,751   79,703      


Improvements to Academics' Scheme in Camden, Brent, Barnet & Harrow







Stanmore & Edgware Finchley & Mill Hill


Edgware Barnet 11,013   Burnt Oak Barnet 10,248      


Hale Barnet 11,310   Colindale Barnet 9,777        


Wealdstone Harrow 7,255    East Finchley Barnet 10,363      


Stanmore Park Harrow 8,409    Finchley Church End Barnet 10,091      


Queensbury Harrow 8,073    Mill Hill Barnet 12,094      


Harrow Weald Harrow 8,265    West Finchley Barnet 9,863        


Edgware Harrow 7,280    Woodhouse Barnet 11,080      


Canons Harrow 9,173    


Belmont Harrow 7,947    


78,725   73,516      


Willesden & Kilburn


Willesden Green Brent 7,412    


Dollis Hill Brent 7,627    


Kensal Green Brent 7,677    


Dudden Hill Brent 7,947    


Brondesbury Park Brent 7,961    


Mapesbury Brent 8,359    


Queens Park Brent 8,882    


Kilburn Brent 9,777    


Kilburn Camden 7,504    


73,146   







Option 2


Hampstead, Hendon & Golders Green Camden Town & South Hampstead


Belsize Camden 7,555    Camden Town with Primrose Hill Camden 8,184        


Fortune Green Camden 7,181    Cantelowes Camden 7,888        


Frognal and Fitzjohns Camden 7,036    Gospel Oak Camden 7,302        


Hampstead Town Camden 7,047    Haverstock Camden 7,880        


West Hampstead Camden 7,693    Highgate Camden 7,634        


Childs Hill Barnet 10,559   Kentish Town Camden 8,654        


Garden Suburb Barnet 9,906    Kilburn Camden 7,504        


Golders Green Barnet 9,733    Regent's Park Camden 8,115        


Hendon Barnet 10,233   St Pancras and Somers Town Camden 8,204        


Swiss Cottage Camden 7,916        


76,943   79,281      


Wembley Brent North & Colindale


Harrow on the Hill Harrow 7,820    Barnhill Brent 9,773        


Kenton East Harrow 7,661    Burnt Oak Barnet 10,248      


Alperton Brent 8,742    Colindale Barnet 9,777        


Kenton Brent 8,922    Fryent Brent 8,274        


Northwick Park Brent 9,146    Preston Brent 9,256        


Stonebridge Brent 9,240    Queensbury Brent 10,080      


Sudbury Brent 9,160    Welsh Harp Brent 7,908        


Tokyngton Brent 8,961    West Hendon Barnet 9,654        


Wembley Central Brent 9,295    


78,947   74,970      







Harrow East Finchley & Mill Hill


Belmont Harrow 7,947    East Finchley Barnet 10,363      


Canons Harrow 9,173    Edgware Barnet 11,013      


Edgware Harrow 7,280    Finchley Church End Barnet 10,091      


Greenhill Harrow 7,666    Hale Barnet 11,310      


Harrow Weald Harrow 8,265    Mill Hill Barnet 12,094      


Kenton West Harrow 8,474    West Finchley Barnet 9,863        


Marlborough Harrow 7,822    Woodhouse Barnet 11,080      


Queensbury Harrow 8,073    


Stanmore Park Harrow 8,409    


Wealdstone Harrow 7,255    


80,364   75,814      


Brent East


Brondesbury Park Brent 7,961    


Dollis Hill Brent 7,627    


Dudden Hill Brent 7,947    


Harlesden Brent 8,254    


Kensal Green Brent 7,677    


Kilburn Brent 9,777    


Mapesbury Brent 8,359    


Queens Park Brent 8,882    


Willesden Green Brent 7,412    


73,896   







Option 3


Hampstead & Golders Green Camden Town & Kilburn


Fortune Green Camden 7,181    Belsize Camden 7,555        


Frognal and Fitzjohns Camden 7,036    Camden Town with Primrose Hill Camden 8,184        


Hampstead Town Camden 7,047    Cantelowes Camden 7,888        


Highgate Camden 7,634    Gospel Oak Camden 7,302        


Kentish Town Camden 8,654    Haverstock Camden 7,880        


West Hampstead Camden 7,693    Kilburn Camden 7,504        


Childs Hill Barnet 10,559   Regent's Park Camden 8,115        


Garden Suburb Barnet 9,906    St Pancras and Somers Town Camden 8,204        


Golders Green Barnet 9,733    Swiss Cottage Camden 7,916        


Kilburn Brent 9,777        


75,443   80,325      


Wembley Brent North & Edgware


Harrow on the Hill Harrow 7,820    Barnhill Brent 9,773        


Kenton East Harrow 7,661    Burnt Oak Barnet 10,248      


Alperton Brent 8,742    Colindale Barnet 9,777        


Kenton Brent 8,922    Edgware Barnet 11,013      


Northwick Park Brent 9,146    Hale Barnet 11,310      


Preston Brent 9,256    Fryent Brent 8,274        


Sudbury Brent 9,160    Queensbury Brent 10,080      


Tokyngton Brent 8,961    Welsh Harp Brent 7,908        


Wembley Central Brent 9,295    


78,963   78,383      







Harrow East Finchley & Mill Hill


Belmont Harrow 7,947    East Finchley Barnet 10,363      


Canons Harrow 9,173    Finchley Church End Barnet 10,091      


Edgware Harrow 7,280    Hendon Barnet 10,233      


Greenhill Harrow 7,666    Mill Hill Barnet 12,094      


Harrow Weald Harrow 8,265    West Finchley Barnet 9,863        


Kenton West Harrow 8,474    West Hendon Barnet 9,654        


Marlborough Harrow 7,822    Woodhouse Barnet 11,080      


Queensbury Harrow 8,073    


Stanmore Park Harrow 8,409    


Wealdstone Harrow 7,255    


80,364   73,378      


Brent East


Brondesbury Park Brent 7,961    


Dollis Hill Brent 7,627    


Dudden Hill Brent 7,947    


Harlesden Brent 8,254    


Kensal Green Brent 7,677    


Stonebridge Brent 9,240    


Mapesbury Brent 8,359    


Queens Park Brent 8,882    


Willesden Green Brent 7,412    


73,359   







Option 4


Hampstead, Hendon & Golders Green Camden Town & South Hampstead


Frognal and Fitzjohns Camden 7,036    Gospel Oak Camden 7,302        


Hampstead Town Camden 7,047    Kilburn Camden 7,504        


Fortune Green Camden 7,181    Belsize Camden 7,555        


Highgate Camden 7,634    Haverstock Camden 7,880        


West Hampstead Camden 7,693    Cantelowes Camden 7,888        


West Hendon Barnet 9,654    Swiss Cottage Camden 7,916        


Golders Green Barnet 9,733    Regent's Park Camden 8,115        


Hendon Barnet 10,233   Camden Town with Primrose Hill Camden 8,184        


Childs Hill Barnet 10,559   St Pancras and Somers Town Camden 8,204        


Kentish Town Camden 8,654        


76,770   79,202      


Wembley Stanmore & Edgware


Harrow on the Hill Harrow 7,820    Colindale Barnet 9,777        


Harlesden Brent 8,254    Burnt Oak Barnet 10,248      


Alperton Brent 8,742    Edgware Barnet 11,013      


Tokyngton Brent 8,961    Edgware Harrow 7,280        


Northwick Park Brent 9,146    Belmont Harrow 7,947        


Sudbury Brent 9,160    Queensbury Harrow 8,073        


Stonebridge Brent 9,240    Harrow Weald Harrow 8,265        


Preston Brent 9,256    Stanmore Park Harrow 8,409        


Wembley Central Brent 9,295    Canons Harrow 9,173        


79,874   80,185      







Harrow & Kenton Finchley & Mill Hill


Wealdstone Harrow 7,255    West Finchley Barnet 9,863        


Kenton East Harrow 7,661    Garden Suburb Barnet 9,906        


Greenhill Harrow 7,666    Finchley Church End Barnet 10,091      


Marlborough Harrow 7,822    East Finchley Barnet 10,363      


Kenton West Harrow 8,474    Woodhouse Barnet 11,080      


Barnhill Brent 9,773    Hale Barnet 11,310      


Fryent Brent 8,274    Mill Hill Barnet 12,094      


Kenton Brent 8,922    


Queensbury Brent 10,080   


75,927   74,707      


Brent East


Brondesbury Park Brent 7,961    


Dollis Hill Brent 7,627    


Dudden Hill Brent 7,947    


Kensal Green Brent 7,677    


Kilburn Brent 9,777    


Mapesbury Brent 8,359    


Queens Park Brent 8,882    


Welsh Harp Brent 7,908    


Willesden Green Brent 7,412    


73,550   
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
North East of England 
 
1) OVERVIEW 
 
There are a number of areas where there appears to be a near unanimous view on 
the Boundary Commission’s proposals for the redrawing of the North East’s 
Parliamentary constituency boundaries. For example, on the one hand there is much 
disagreement with the proposed Consett & Barnard Castle constituency and, on the 
other hand, agreement with the principle of not crossing the River Tyne within Tyne 
& Wear. 
 
The counter-proposals from both Conservatives and Labour refer to the desirability 
of avoiding splitting communities and of minimising the numbers of electors who 
change constituency, but in a number of places they do not follow this logic. The 
Liberal Democrat counter-proposals achieve a higher percentage of electors 
remaining in the successor constituency and re-unite more natural communities. 
 
Across the region the % of electors who would remain within the main successor to 
their present constituencies are: 
 


BCE proposals 73% 
Conservative counter-proposals 79% 
Labour counter-proposals 75% 
Lib Dem counter-proposals 82% 


 
At a more localised level, within the 3 seats of Middlesbrough, Middlesbrough South 
& East Cleveland, and Redcar, the % of electors who would remain within the main 
successor to their present constituencies are: 
 


 Middlesbrough Middlesbrough 
South & East 
Cleveland 


Redcar 


BCE 75% 83% 77% 
Conservative 75% 83% 77% 
Labour 75% 83% 77% 
Lib Dem 87% 93% 100% 


 
At the same time the Liberal Democrat proposals for this area reunite both the town 
of Marske and the community of Ormesby into single communities, whilst the 
Commission’s and other parties’ proposals split these two natural communities. 
 
Thus, within the statutory requirements for the review and taking into account the 
Commission’s policy of not splitting wards, we consider that our counter-proposals 
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still offer the arrangement for the assignment of the North East’s wards into 26 
constituencies that best fits the various statutory criteria.  
 
Our detailed comments, grouped by geographical area, on some of the many 
submissions to the commission are as follows. 
 
2) BERWICK & MORPETH, BLYTH & ASHINGTON AND HEXHAM 
 
We and the Conservatives both propose to include the town of Alnwick in the name 
of a Berwick & Morpeth constituency. Alnwick is a Northumberland market town with 
a strong identity which is distinct from Berwick and Morpeth.  
 
There is also agreement between us and the Conservatives on the retention of the 
whole of the town of Ponteland within the Hexham constituency. Ponteland has 
strong cultural and transport links with Hexham and this has been the basis for 
widespread opposition to the Commission’s proposal from local residents. We note 
the lack of formal objection or counter-proposal regarding Ponteland East in the 
official Labour proposals. 
 
We fully agree with the Conservatives that Rothbury, a town with strong links to 
Berwick and historically part of the Berwick constituency, should retain its ties to 
Berwick. Linking Rothbury to Hexham makes no sense to local residents and 
swapping it and Ponteland East would minimise disruption to local residents while 
having zero knock-on effect on the placement of other wards. We therefore disagree 
with the Labour proposal, which leaves the Commission’s proposed Hexham 
constituency unchanged. We note that the local Blyth Valley Labour Party has 
suggested the formation of a constituency containing Hexham and Berwick, which 
would be mostly rural and geographically very large; we do not consider that this 
would enable an MP to offer effective representation to all parts of their constituency. 
Their proposal pays no attention to the Commissions policy of not creating a 
constituency that crosses the Tyne. It would create a huge rural constituency in 
Northumberland (Berwick and Hexham) which would be very difficult for one MP to 
cover; this constituency would also be separated down the middle by the hills of the 
Northumberland National Park. 
 
We also note a proposal from Richard Henry Warne (number 019673) which 
suggests separating Morpeth from Berwick. He has concerns that an MP would not 
be able to cover such a large area from the Scottish Borders to Morpeth. We would 
argue that the current MP serves and area that currently stretches from the Scottish 
Borders to south of Morpeth with no reported difficulties. And with the geography and 
numerical constraints the only viable option is to include Morpeth in the Berwick seat. 
 
We would move Bothal and Choppington wards, both within the current Wansbeck 
constituency, into the Blyth & Ashington constituency. Both of these villages have 
good links with Ashington through the region’s mining history, and this would keep 
the communities of Ashington and Bedlington together. This would allow for the town 
of Newbiggin, at the north end of the Commission’s proposed Blyth & Ashington 
constituency, to remain in a constituency with Lynemouth, retaining the strong links 
between those coastal communities. We note the general agreement regarding the 
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proposed name of Blyth & Ashington, which contains the two largest settlements 
within the constituency and best reflects local ties. 
 
We would also like to acknowledge the many submissions supporting bringing 
Morpeth into the Berwick & Morpeth seat, including Morpeth Town Council, Morpeth 
School Federation, councillors and local residents. There has also been an 
overwhelming response from Rothbury residents in support of keeping the division in 
the Berwick constituency, including from local councillors, vicars, parish councils and 
local residents. Finally there has been lots of support for keeping Bothal and 
Choppington in the Blyth & Ashington constituency, including from local councillors, 
town councils, the football club and local residents. 
 
3) WHITLEY BAY AND NEWCASTLE EAST & TYNEMOUTH 
  
We and the Conservatives have similar objections regarding these two seats. The 
proposal of these two seats is contrary to the Commission’s stated aims to respect 
local ties and to minimise the displacement of electors.  
 
We and the Conservatives propose to include Battle Hill ward in a Newcastle East & 
Wallsend constituency, reuniting it with Wallsend ward. We agree that linking 
Wallsend with Newcastle is more logical than linking it with Tynemouth.  
 
We also believe that removing Killingworth from the proposed Whitley Bay 
constituency, retaining the strong constituency boundary of the A19, is a sensible 
proposal. We would instead include Killingworth in a Cramlington & North Tyneside 
constituency, which is made up entirely of wards from the existing North Tyneside 
and Blyth Valley constituencies. We believe this will be less disruptive and confusing 
for electors than the Conservative proposals while retaining good local links. 
 
We would also move Holywell ward into our proposed Blyth & Ashington 
constituency; as this ward is currently in the Blyth Valley constituency, this minimises 
disruption for its electors. This would allow us to retain the current Tynemouth 
constituency, which is within the electoral quota - minimising disruption for its 
electors and respecting current boundaries. 
 
4) GATESHEAD, SUNDERLAND AND SOUTH SHIELDS 
 
We propose no changes to the Commission’s proposed Sunderland and Houghton-
le-Spring constituencies. We welcome the broad consensus on Houghton-le-Spring 
between ourselves and the Conservatives, with the exception of Ryhope ward. We 
also welcome the broad consensus between ourselves and the Conservatives on 
Sunderland, with the exception of Redhill ward. 
 
With regard to Gateshead, we note the similarities between our proposals and those 
advanced by Gateshead Council in their ‘option 2’. We believe that the proposals of 
Gateshead Council better reflect local ties and existing boundaries than those of the 
Commission. We also note the lack of official Labour counter-proposals and the 
various objections to the Commission’s Gateshead proposals. 
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5) DURHAM, DARLINGTON AND HARTLEPOOL 
 
We welcome the cross-party agreement with the Commission’s proposals for a 
Darlington constituency and note that Darlington Borough Council has described the 
proposals as an improvement on existing arrangements. We agree with the 
Conservative assertion that this is the most logical extension of the existing 
Darlington constituency. We welcome too the broad consensus regarding the 
extension of the proposed Durham seat by adding Ferryhill ward, although retaining 
all the wards from the existing City of Durham constituency means that Trimdon 
does not need to be added; this has cross-party support.  
 
We agree with the Commission and other parties that adding Burnopfield and Dipton 
wards from the old North West Durham constituency to the proposed Chester-le-
Street constituency is the best way to bring the size of its electorate up to the 
required quota. However, we do not believe that this necessitates a change in name 
from North Durham and that the current name better reflects the constituency’s 
geographical boundaries. 
 
We welcome the cross-party consensus regarding the addition of Blackhalls ward to 
a Hartlepool constituency. Although we welcome the reuniting of this currently split 
ward within one constituency, we disagree with the Commission proposal to include 
it within an Easington constituency. Hartlepool Borough does not on its own have 
enough electors to fall within the necessary quota and Blackhalls ward, given its ties 
into Hartlepool, is the most logical addition to the Hartlepool seat. This would allow 
us to reunite the town of Billingham within one constituency, again a move which has 
cross-party support. 
 
We wholly welcome the cross-party opposition to the proposed Consett and Barnard 
Castle constituency. We agree with Labour and Conservative concerns regarding 
community cohesion, ease of communication and accessibility and we note the 
widespread local opposition to the Commission’s proposals on these bases. We 
agree with Labour and the Conservatives that retaining a North West Durham 
constituency is a much better proposition, as this minimises disruption and better 
reflects existing community and cultural ties. 
 
We are pleased to note that the Conservatives have modified their initial proposals 
for a Bishop Auckland constituency so that there is now one proposal for this 
constituency which has cross-party support. The current constituency can be 
preserved intact, minimising disruption for electors. Only the addition of those parts 
of Chilton and Shildon East which are currently in Sedgefield constituency is needed 
to bring our Bishop Auckland proposal within the required quota, reuniting these 
currently split wards within one constituency. 
 
6) MIDDLESBROUGH, REDCAR AND CLEVELAND 
 
We are concerned about the Commission’s proposal to split the town of Marske-by-
the-Sea, breaking local ties, and are pleased to see the Conservatives agree with us. 
We believe, however, that retaining the wards of Longbeck and St Germain’s within 
the Redcar constituency better reflects local ties than the proposal to include them 
with Middlesbrough South & Guisborough. Our proposal also includes Saltburn, 
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another coastal town, within the Redcar constituency and therefore ensures the 
entire civil parish of Marske, New Marske and Saltburn is wholly contained within 
one constituency, streamlining well with existing governance arrangements and 
cultural ties. 
 
Our proposal therefore moves only one Middlesbrough ward, Beckfield, into the new 
Redcar constituency and is broadly based on current constituency boundaries, 
minimising disruption for electors and better retaining community links than the 
proposals of the Commission and other parties. 
 
We were disappointed to note that the Labour Party has agreed with the Boundary 
Commission that the wards of Normanby and Teesville, currently both in Redcar, 
should be split with Teesville moving to Middlesbrough South. This has the effect of 
splitting Normanby high street in two and putting it into two separate constituencies. 
We are pleased that the Conservatives have agreed with our submission that this 
should be avoided to protect existing communities. 
 
We note our agreement with Middlesbrough Council regarding the name of the 
proposed Middlesbrough constituency, which we and the council both propose 
should be named Middlesbrough & Thornaby. We and the council are also in 
agreement regarding the proposed Middlesbrough South & Guisborough 
constituency, which should retain the Middlesbrough South & East Cleveland name. 
This better reflects the geographical make-up of these constituencies. 
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
North West of England 
 
1) OVERVIEW 
 
Having examined the submissions in response to the initial proposals from the 
Boundary Commission for England, we note that our proposal moves fewer voters to 
a different constituency and retains more existing constituencies that any other.  In 
addition we believe our proposal has split fewer towns, villages and cities than any 
major proposal including that of the Commission.  We welcome the number of public 
submissions, particularly in Cumbria and Cheshire that clearly support our proposals. 
 
We are disappointed with the difficulty of accessing the public submissions on the 
Commission website, especially in light of the decision to only allow a consultation 
period of 28 days rather than a calendar month, but we appreciate the effort and 
work of the Commission’s staff in making the submissions accessible.  We wish the 
Commission good fortune in its continuing effort to find consensus. 
 
We would make comments on some specific areas. 
 
2) CHESTER / WINSFORD / MERSEY BANKS 
 
A large number of responses have objected to the Commission's proposal to split the 
city of Chester by removing the Vicar's Cross area of the City and placing it in the 
new Winsford constituency. 
 
We have been unable to find submissions that support the Commission proposal or 
the proposals of the Conservative or Labour parties.  We have also found a large 
number of submissions that would support retaining the City in one constituency as 
proposed in the Liberal Democrat submission. 
 
We feel that the many submissions in which the public have used intemperate 
words, shows the strength of feeling in the area. We invite the Commission to 
consider the following. 
 
The Liberal Democrat submission would require the Gowy ward to be split and the 
Commission has stated that it would not be prepared to split wards because “any 
division of these units between constituencies would be likely to break local ties, 
disrupt political party organisations, and cause difficulties for Electoral Registration 
and Returning Officers.” 
 
The Gowy ward does not exist, has not existed for some time and has never been 
contained within one constituency.  It was a county division that was used as a ward 
for elections to a shadow authority once. There is therefore no local tie to be broken.  
The transcript of the hearing in Manchester clearly shows that the Secretary to the 
Commission was not aware of these circumstances because they were exceptional.   
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No political party organisation will be present in the Gowy ward as the ward no 
longer exists and the area is already spit between two constituencies.  The electoral 
registration and returning officers have been dealing with this split area for many 
years and elections.  The Liberal Democrat proposal would require no changes to 
polling districts – unlike the proposals of the Commission.   
 
In light of the fact that the Liberal Democrat proposal achieves all of the stated aims 
of the Commission in reality while the Commission, Labour and Conservative 
proposals only achieve it in the world as it existed in 2010 it will not appear 
reasonable or rational for the Commission to ignore these compelling and 
exceptional circumstances.   
 
It is also notable that the vehement public reaction against the proposed Mersey 
Banks constituency is not confined to the existence of the detached part of the 
constituency.  The split of Ellesmere Port and of Chester has also found no public 
support.  We believe the Labour proposal in this area of Cheshire to be a blatant 
partisan gerrymander that takes no notice of communities. 
 
3) HAZEL GROVE AND POYNTON / MACCLESFIELD / CHEADLE / 
WARRINGTON 
 
We note the very large number of public submissions asking that Poynton stays in a 
Cheshire based constituency.  We also note the large number of petitions received 
asking the Commission not to divide the town of Bredbury between two 
constituencies and not to therefore remove the Bredbury and Woodley ward from 
Hazel Grove constituency.   
 
In addition to the information given in the submission of Andrew Stunell MP in terms 
of the Werneth High School catchment area which spans the two wards of Bredbury 
Green and Romiley and Bredbury and Woodley we would also point out that Romiley 
and Marple North children all go to Marple Hall High School in Marple North while 
children receiving a Roman Catholic education go to Harrytown High School in 
Bredbury Green and Romiley. 
 
The Church of England Parish of St Pauls, Compstall, includes much of upper 
Romiley and the Cherry Tree in Bredbury Green and Romiley as well as Marple 
Bridge in Marple North.  The parish spans the two wards. 
 
The Methodist Circuit in the area consists of Jubilee in Marple Bridge (Marple North), 
Romiley  (Bredbury Green and Romiley), and Woodley (Bredbury and Woodley) 
churches. They share many community links, and have a common pastoral team.  
The circuit spans the three wards. 
 
This makes the proposal of David Mowat MP particularly unhelpful to maintaining 
community ties, containing a constituency with a detached part in Warrington along 
with breaking all of the community ties referred to above.  We also further note that 
Mr Mowat’s own Conservative Party is not supporting his proposal and that he 
seems to be confusing the Macclesfield suburb of Disley with the Manchester suburb 
of Didsbury, betraying a lack of knowledge of the area concerned. 
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In regards to Warrington and the exchange at the Manchester hearing on the subject 
of whether the proposed Conservative Warrington South contained a land link we 
note that it does not, being separated by the River Mersey and the Manchester Ship 
Canal between the Hatton, Stretton and Walton ward and the areas to the north. 
 
We note the bizarre Labour proposal to split the Cheadle Hulme area in two and to 
remove Cheadle Hulme North ward from Cheadle constituency.  The links between 
the two wards are as clear as would be suggested by the names and we would 
strongly oppose this proposal.  We believe that our minor alteration to the BCE 
proposal for the Cheadle constituency makes significantly more sense and see no 
reason to put even more Cheshire wards into Greater Manchester seats, particularly 
in light of the strong opposition from Poynton which would be replicated in Disley and 
Bollington. 
 
We also note the submission of Andrew Teale (019445) a well respected – and 
independent – psephological cartographer who has strongly agreed with our 
proposals for the Boroughs of Stockport, Tameside and Oldham. 
 
4) MANCHESTER WITHINGTON 
 
In the proposals of the BCE and of the Conservative Party the two wards of Didsbury 
East and West are removed from the Withington constituency.  As discussed at the 
Manchester hearing the Didsbury area includes parts of other wards. 
 
Perhaps the most obvious flaw in the proposal is the splitting down the middle of the 
heart of West Didsbury. Half of the centre of West Didsbury is in the Chorlton Park 
ward, where the boundary between the two wards cuts West Didsbury in half. The 
area is covered by the West Didsbury Residents Association and the Didsbury Civic 
Society. Both organisations would be split between 2 constituencies if the changes 
went ahead.  
 
The Civic Society has close links with Chorlton Civic Society and Withington Civic 
Society, but particularly with Withington Civic Society – because there are people 
who join both Didsbury and Withington in the area around the boundary.  
 
All the former council houses in the constituency were transferred to a new housing 
association known as Southway Housing – in Wythenshawe (south of the river), they 
were transferred to Parkway Green and Willow Park. Moving Didsbury East and 
West wards will move a large number of Southway properties out of the constituency 
into Wythenshawe. The West Didsbury,  Didsbury and Withington former council 
estates will all be transferred under the current proposals, St Paul’s Anglican church 
will remain in Withington constituency, but a significant chunk (in both Didsbury 
wards) of the parish would be in with Wythenshawe.  
 
Christchurch Parish in West Didsbury covers both sides of Princess Road – under 
the proposals the parish will now be split between the 2 constituencies. The same 
can be said for the Catholic churches at St Catherine’s and St Cuthberts in 
Withington and Didsbury and St Ambrose in Chorlton.  
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The same situation will arise for the schools – St Ambrose, St Catherine’s and St 
Cuthberts and St Paul’s, but more significant is the secondary schools – most people 
do not cross the river to go to school. The Barlow (RC) and Thomas Aquinas only 
really have local children – this does not include people coming from south of the 
river, showing there to be a real community boundary at the River Mersey. 
 
The Methodist churches in Withington and Didsbury are in the same “cluster” 
because they have similar congregations and work closely together. Didsbury and 
East Didsbury Methodist church will end up with Wythenshawe and there are no real 
church links with Wythenshawe. 
 
5) SOUTHPORT 
 
We note the large number of responses (including from the local Labour MP) that 
appeal to the Commission not to split the town of Formby along the unnatural line 
between the Ravenmeols and Harington wards.  Only the Liberal Democrat proposal 
would achieve this.  We also note the lack of objections to the idea of placing some 
of the villages immediately to the east of Southport in the Southport constituency. 
 
6) CUMBRIA 
 
We note the overwhelming opposition to the proposals of the Commission from 
people in Cumbria.  We further note the broad agreement between the political 
parties in the south of the county especially. 
 
Some specific areas are heavily commented on in the submissions. 
 
The fell ridge including the Hardknot and Wrynose passes, Dunmail Raise and Shap 
summit 
 
The vast majority of submissions raise this fell ridge as being something that should 
not be crossed – especially at its western end where the proposed Copeland and 
Windermere seat is connected by the Hardknot and Wrynose passes. 
 
Much is made of this ridge being a dividing line between communities rather than 
something that links them. 
 
In relation to the proposed Copeland and Windermere seat many people make the 
point that the communities and economy in Copeland very much surrounds the 
‘Energy Coast’ whereas that in South Lakeland is much more based around rural 
issues and tourism. 
 
Many people comment that they would never travel between Copeland and South 
Lakeland to access services in the other district, but especially those in South 
Lakeland would travel to Kendal, Lancaster or even Manchester instead. 
 
The rural communities to the west of Kendal and to the west of Penrith 
 
Because the Commission’s proposals cut very closely into the edge of Kendal and 
Penrith, there is much opposition from communities to the immediate west of both 
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towns.  All the submissions that raise this issue basically argue that they are being 
split from their natural service centre to be combined with either Workington or 
Whitehaven, both of which are some distance away. 
 
This effect near Kendal is raised by people from Staveley, Windermere, Ambleside 
and Hawkshead. 
 
The effect near Penrith is raised by people from Ullswater, Greystoke, Wigton and 
Aspatria (although Aspatria is not currently in Penrith & the Border, people comment 
it has been in the past). 
 
Similar arguments are raised by people on the Cartmel peninsula, who all look to 
Kendal rather than Barrow.  Although there are a handful of submissions from people 
on the Furness peninsula who think that the Cartmel peninsula should be with 
Barrow, no-one who actually lives on the Cartmel peninsula agrees. 
 
Size of the proposed Kendal and Penrith seat 
 
There are a handful of submissions, mainly from parish councils at either end of the 
Kendal and Penrith seat, who view the seat as too geographically massive.  They 
tend to make the point that the M6 is a through route with few junctions, rather than a 
road that links communities. 
 
Ulverston 
 
There are four submissions, mainly from the west of South Lakeland, where people 
have actually drawn up alternative lists of wards put Ulverston with Kendal in a South 
Lakeland seat.  However, one of those puts Broughton in as well – proposing a 
Barrow and Millom seat with detached parts on land – and no-one from Ulverston 
suggests this idea, instead wishing to remain with Barrow as their main service 
centre. 
 
7) BURNLEY 
 
We note that a number of submissions have been made that oppose splitting both 
Burnley and Pendle.  We note that our submission retains Burnley intact and also 
retains more of Pendle intact than other major proposals.  We particularly oppose the 
proposal by the Conservative Party that would separate the Burnley travel to work 
area from Burnley itself. 
 
8) WESTERN GREATER MANCHESTER 
 
We note the very large number of submissions opposed to the Commission’s 
proposals in western Greater Manchester particularly around the Borough of Salford. 
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
South East of England 
 
1) HAMPSHIRE 
 
Eastleigh / Hedge End & Hamble 
 
The official Conservative response stated that the party was in favour of bringing into 
Eastleigh Test Valley wards and a Southampton ward currently in the Romsey 
constituency because of the “good communication links”. 
 
However the Liberal Democrats would argue that, far from improving communication 
and community links, these proposals will make it harder for the MP to develop 
strong links with the three different local authorities’ council staff and councillors, 
threatening to reduce the effectiveness of the representation from the constituency’s 
MP.  
 
The proposals bring together communities that have very little in common (e.g. 
Swaything, Ampfield, Fair Oak) and divides some of them down the middle (West 
End), because ward boundaries can be arbitrary. 
 
Putting Swaything into Eastleigh is likely to result in lower turnout in this deprived 
area, because the community relates more strongly to Southampton. This happened 
when Woolston was added to Eastleigh in the 1980s. 
 
Splitting the parishes within the current Eastleigh constituency by cutting an arbitrary 
line right across a well established community of villages and parishes will provide a 
serious barrier to sensible and coherent representation of this community, pitting one 
half of a borough against another, and have the potential to de-stabilise the area.  
The results of the constituency opinion poll commissioned by Rt. Hon. Chris Huhne 
MP and submitted to the Boundary Commission resoundingly support this 
conclusion. 
 
The official Conservative submission also states: ““We support the composition of 
the proposed Hedge End and Hamble constituency which links together a number of 
communities with good communication links centred on Southampton Water and the 
River Hamble. We would rename the constituency The Hamble to reflect the river 
that is a uniting factor between the Fareham and Eastleigh parts of the constituency.” 
 
However the Boundary Commission has stated in its guide to this review that special 
geographical considerations, including in particular the size, shape and accessibility 
of a constituency, will be considered in this review. It is clearly stated that the 
statutory electorate range will primarily relate to physical geography such as 
mountains, hills, lakes, rivers, estuaries and islands. The argument put forward by 
the Conservative Party that the river will be a ‘uniting factor’ for this proposed new 
constituency is clearly in contravention of the Boundary Commission’s guiding 







 


Liberal Democrat submission for BCE 2nd consultation 
South East 


PAGE 2 OF 8 


principles in this review. Far from the River Hamble being a ‘uniting factor’, it is clear 
that the river acts as a natural barrier between Fareham and the Eastleigh part of the 
constituency. The River Hamble should remain as a natural boundary between 
constituencies, instead of being a barrier to two halves of one entirely new 
constituency, as with BCE’s Hedge End & Hamble seat. 
 
The Commission has received one submission from one Conservative activist in 
Eastleigh, Paul Redding (001267). He stood as a Conservative candidate in Hedge 
End, as recently as March 2012. The comment is in favour of the boundary 
proposals, but offers no reasons for them, and no details beyond a simple ‘Agree’. 
Mr Redding fails to express why he or the Eastleigh Conservatives feel that splitting 
up the parishes within the current Eastleigh constituency is a sensible idea, or would 
be in the best interests of Eastleigh’s residents.  
 
Finally, it has been heartening to see many submissions from the public disagreeing 
with the BCE’s plans to place the ward of Bitterne in the Hedge End & Hamble 
constituency, for example Gary Swanston (00525). The respondents make it clear 
that Bitterne is very much part of Southampton, with little or no connection with 
Hedge End or Hamble or the issues in these areas. This confirms the argument put 
forward by the Liberal Democrats that there is no community of interest between 
Bitterne and Titchfield Common. As argued by the Liberal Democrat submission, 
moving Bitterne to this new seat is likely to suppress turnout in this area of 
deprivation due to lack of community interest, as happened when Woolston was 
added to Eastleigh in the 1980s. 
 
2) PORTSMOUTH 
 
The official Conservative Party submission for Portsmouth is very brief and makes 
no attempt to propose a minimum change plan by merely splitting one ward, which is 
a pity as the Liberal Democrats have illustrated that this can be achieved with 
minimum disruption. The Conservative submission also enthusiastically endorses the 
inclusion of two orphan wards in the proposed East and West constituencies, which 
we believe do not meet the stated criteria of minimal disruption to current 
coterminousity of constituencies and local authorities. 
 
The Labour proposal for Portsmouth, sadly, is nakedly partisan as it is the only ward 
configuration possible that keeps Labour second in one of East / West seats. We 
believe it should be discounted on these grounds.  
 
3) OXFORDSHIRE 
 
NB The Liberal Democrat map submitted in the first consultation was incorrect (not 
matching the proposal) in repsect of Kirtlington ward which was not placed in Henley 
as it should have been. We also proposed calling the Henley seat “Henley and 
Kidlington” although this is described in some places as “Kidlington and Henley” 
 
Conservative official submission 
 
Overall the Conservative proposals  


 do not respect rivers as natural boundaries in Oxford’s city centre;  







 


Liberal Democrat submission for BCE 2nd consultation 
South East 


PAGE 3 OF 8 


 are internally contradictory as they proclaim the virtue of major rivers as 
boundaries in support of leaving Radley in the existing Oxford West & 
Abingdon but not in Oxford City Centre;  


 are inconsistent as they rightly criticise the Boundary Commission proposal 
for creating an orphan ward (Radley) and thus not being compliant with rule 
1a, but then create two new orphan wards (Otmoor and Hook Norton) and an 
orphan twin, compared to the Lib Dem proposal which have no no orphan 
wards, twins or triplets 


 are incoherent as, in their summary for the South East overall, rightly argue 
for maximising local authority fits (rule 1b) but their Oxfordhsire proposals do 
not respect existing local authority boundaries (for example splitting Cherwell 
DC four ways, and ending the long-standing co-terminosity of Witney with 
West Ofordshire), compared with either the Boundary Commission or 
especially the Liberal Democrat proposals 


 
Going into specific issues we have with the Conservative submission: 
 


1) Transfers two wards (Carfax and North) from the current Oxford West & 
Abingdon into the current Oxford East 


 
This  


 creates two Oxford seats without a clear boundary. The boundary would be 
the centre of minor roads, and the back garden fences of residential roads. 
This is particularly damaging in a University City Centre because many 
thousand voters who are students move residence each year and will find it 
diufficult to relate to a particular constituency, both of which are very different. 
When the boundary between East and West Oxford seats first changed from 
the rivers to road markings, footpaths and back gardens, the turn out of 
student voters in the city centre fell significantly  


 removes the heart of West Oxford and North Oxford from the  seat of 
Abingdon and Oxford North / West; by doing so fails to respect respecting 
community links and fails to use natural boundaries (the river), even though 
they proclaim this virtue elsewhere in their Oxfordshire submission 


 divides the City Council “North Oxford” Area Forum (previously Area 
Committee) between two seats for the first time 


 cuts off the three remaining North Oxford wards from the other part of the City 
(Jericho and Osney) in the rest of the constituency, because the boundary of 
Oxford East would under their propsals cut right across the city, cutting off any 
road links in the city between the two parts. This is obvious from a map of the 
City. 


 divides the University of Oxford and the City Centre more than the Liberal 
Democrat proposal 


  
 


2) Transfers two Cherwell District Council wards, one from Banbury and one 
from Henley into the existing Oxford West & Abingdon constituency 


 
This  


 leaves an orphan Cherwell District Council ward (Otmoor) in Henley;  
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 makes Oxford West & Abingdon very long and banana-shaped; 
 is artificial compared to the Boundary Commission and Liberal Democrat 


proposals in this area as it leaves Launton ward in the Banbury seat, requiring 
the move of Hook Norton ward of Cherwell DC into Witney (see 4 below) 


 is a breach of rule 1b as it creates the two orphan watrds mentioned above 
and splits Cherwell DC 4 ways (comapred to the Lib Dem proposal which 
splits it two ways and creates no orphan wards) 


 and is internally inconsistent since here they argue that the A34 dual 
carriageway trunk road with no footbridges, which passes though one of the 
wards added and some of the rest of the constituency, usefully “unites” the 
seat, while elsewhere they argue that a similar road, with footbridges  -  the 
Oxford ring road - usefully divides two seats (see point 3 below) 


 
3) Transfers two urban wards (Blackbird Leys) from the existing Oxford East to 


rural Henley 
 
This is incoherent as  


 It would involve placing an urban estate on the far edge of a rural seat 
 the suggestion that ring road forms a new natural boundary is not consistent 


with the fact that the ring road is crossed in three other places in the City and 
is internally inconsistent with the view in (2) above that main roads unite 
communities they pass through 


 disrupts existing strong and long-standing community links 
 breaches rule 1b by creating an orphan twin ward from Oxford City in a third 


seat 
 is more disruptive to local authority boundaries by splitting Oxford City 


between three seats instead of two (as the Boundary Commission and the Lib 
Dems propose) and involves the Henley seat spread over three local 
authorities (which the Conservatives criticise in the Boundary Commission 
proposals in respect of Radley) compared to the Liberal Democrat proposals 
which have only two 


 
4) Transfers one Cherwell District Council ward (Hook Norton) from Banbury to 


Witney – which is currently coterminous with West Oxfordshire District Council 
 
This 


 creates an orphan Chewell District Council ward in Witney 
 splits Cherwell DC four ways  
 destroys the co-terminosity of Witney with West Oxfordshire District Council 
 is a clear breach of rule 1b the virtue of respecting they stress elesewhwere in 


their submission 
 
We agree with the Conservative Party’s arguments (and those of many local 
residents) about how the Boundary Commission proposal for Radley is a breach of 
Rule 1a in not respecting rivers, with no or few crossings, as natural boundaries.  
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Labour official submission 
 


 The Labour Party, in supporting the Boundary Commision proposal, argue 
against Liberal Democrat proposals to transfer Hinksey Park, which lies to the 
west of the river,  from Oxford East into our proposed Abingdon and Oxford 
West. They argue that Hinksey Park shares community ties with areas to the 
east of the river  


 However, there is only one bridge across Thames at the very south end of the 
long, thin ward; making access to Oxford East difficult. Hinksey Park has 
many more links with the city centre, in Oxford West & Abingdon, then with 
communities in Oxford East 


 The City Council has always and voluntarily grouped Hinksey Park ward with 
3 other wards, lying west of the river (Holywell, in a South, West and Central 
Area Committee (now Area Forum). This would remain split under the Labour 
and the Boundary Commission proposal but reunited under the Liberal 
Democrat one  


 In contrast the County Council Divisions which Labour’s submission cites are 
artifical and accepted as such in Oxford City. The rule in the City was that 
there would be 8 two-member divisions each made up of three city wards, 
regardless of local links. There are 8 wards lying west of the rivers and thus 
two of these had to be grouped artifically with a ward east of the river, which is 
why Holywell and Hinksey Park wards have to share a County Division with 
an East Oxford ward (Iffley Fields). 


 The Labour Party submission supports splitting Oxford City Centre and the 
University of Oxford down the middle. Aside from the Rule 1d which seeks to 
prevent splitting strong community ties, this is problematic for participation 
and turn-out as there are about 12,000 students in the City Centre, most of 
whom move residence each year. By using the recognised boundary of the 
rivers between east and west Oxford these voters would more easily 
understand which constituency they were in. It is harder for them to 
understand that they move constituencies from Oxford West to Oxford East 
when crossing the small Parks Road and Catte Street or crossing the High 
Street north-south, which is the boundary supported by the Labour Party 


 
Other submissions 
 
Various submissions have been received from the Conservatives and local residents 
in the four Henley wards we propose moving to our Oxford East. They argue that it is 
somehow the equivalent of moving the wards into Oxford City Council itself, which is 
wrong and a complete misunderstanding of what the Boundary Review is about.   
 
It is true that there are strong local links between the four wards which is why the 
Liberal Democrats propose keeping them together in the Oxford East seat.  
 
Far from being an orphan ward, these four wards make up a significant part of the 
Oxford East seat in population and area and would not be a mere add on. 
 
These wards have far stronger links with the City in terms of trasnport, work, leisure 
and services than with the Henely population centre which is much further away in 
the south east of the existing Henley seat. 
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They state this move would aid development of the greenbelt, which as you know is 
completely wrong as that is not affected by parliamentary constituency changes. 
 
The  Conservatives say that it is unacceptable to group rural seats with urban wards 
in constituencies but propose doing precisely this in the south Chewell area by 
adding Kirtlington and Ambroseden and Chesterton to Oxford West, and claiming 
that Kidlington, Begnbroke, Gosford and Yarnton villages must be linked to Oxford 
City rather than with the rest of south Cherwell in the Henley seats as we propose.   
 
The Boundary Commission has also received submissions from residents of 
Launton, Ambroseden and Chesterton in Banbury, objecting to plans by the 
Boundary Commission; the Liberal Democrats and the Conservative Party to break 
ties that those wards currently have with Bicester. However the Boundary 
Commission is right to recognise that the Banbury seat is too big, that two wards 
must move; and that these are the only ones that abut another seat in the sub-region 
in a way that allows the transfer in a way that does not breach rule 1a (splitting off 
parts of Banbury constituency) and breach rule 1b (creating orphan wards, and 
splitting Cherwell four ways) as the Conservatives propose. 
 
The Liberal Democrats recognise that the southern Cherwell wards have a distinct 
identity and community of interest and that is why we group all seven of them 
together in one seat of Henley and Kidlington, rather than splitting them up as the 
Boundary Commission propose.  
 
5) EAST SUSSEX 
 
Lewes and Brighton East / Uckfield 
 
Local residents within the existing Lewes consistency have sent over 700 responses 
outlining their deep concern at losing their own unique identity and history. The vast 
majority, over 80% of those who wrote in, disagreed with the proposals to split apart 
their existing, established communities and put into an artificial constituency with 
urban Brighton. 
 
The overlying themes were: 


 The strong local history of Lewes as the county town and surrounding 
communities – and the need to protect it through a dedicated parliamentary 
seat 


 The lost unique identity of Lewes if it were to be overwhelmed by a urban 
majority in the Boundary Commission’s proposed seat 


 The lost of Lewes’s existing community links with Ringmer, Seaford & 
Newhaven 


 The damages to democratic representation that Lewes and its surrounding 
villages would lose if their voice was drowned out by being incorporated into a 
Brighton seat.  


 People in Newhaven and Seaford have complained that they would have 
transport problems to even see their MP 
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Many residents in Lewes and the surrounding villages noted the negative effect 
these changes would have on their democratic representation. They clearly stated 
that it would be extremely difficult  for an MP of Lewes and East Brighton to fully 
support the two extremely different communities. Due to the unique differences 
between rural and urban life, its very likely that one of the two communities will feel 
forgotten.  
 
Many pointed that the sub-regions should be changed to allow Brighton and Hove to 
move West towards Shoreham, which already feel part of Brighton & hove and is an 
most urban community.  It is pleasing to see so much support in the community for 
proposals put forward in the Liberal Democrat submission. 
 
Residents in Ringmer, Newhaven and Seaford also noted the damage these 
changes would have on their democratic representation. Many pointed out that while 
there is regular public transport links to get to Lewes, there is no direct public 
transport from Newhaven or Seaford to Uckfield. This would make it extremely 
difficult and costly for residents – particularly disabled people and those who don’t 
drive – to see their MP. 
 
Throughout the 700+ responses the overriding theme was the damage that these 
proposed changes would do to the close relationship and community links between 
all the towns and villages of the current Lewes constituency. 
 
Lewes is the historic county town of East Sussex and because of this it has built up 
strong community relations. The surrounding towns and villages all look to Lewes. 
Many local residents pointed out that these changes look to be a matter of 
administrative ease rather than protecting the local community. This is due to the fact 
that the current plans would divide the local District Council between two seats and 
remove Ringmer from the Lewes constituency despite the village being only three 
miles from Lewes. 
 
A significant large number of residents wrote in supporting the Liberal Democrat 
alternative measure to add Uckfield with Lewes Constituency  and allow Polegate to 
move into Wealden.  Many responses pointed out that Uckfield shares many similar 
qualities with the town of Lewes and Lewes already has established transport links to 
Uckfield. Many submissions also stated that Polegate often looks more to 
Eastbourne and Wealden district council than it does to Lewes or Seaford. 
 
We would like to endorse these submissions and urge the Assistant Commissioners 
to consider very carefully all options on the table that keep Lewes as the centre of a 
constituency, separate from Brighton. 
 
We would also like to reiterate the importance of keeping historic Sussex together, 
instead of forming a sub-region of East Sussex and Kent. We strongly believe this 
would be a retrograde and unnecessary move that would set a dangerous 
precedent. We welcome the support of many submissions to the Liberal Democrat 
proposals to link East and West Sussex instead, which already share many services 
– including emergency services. Many people have made impassioned arguments 
for keeping Sussex linked, protecting its history, and we hope the Assistant 
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Commissioners will consider these arguments very carefully and use this opportunity 
to make clear to the Boundary Commission that this would be a mistake and should 
be reversed. 
 
6) KENT 
 
Gillingham & Rainham 
 
The Commission has received 1,898 representations, many in the form of petitions 
and duplicate proformas, relating to the single ward of Hempstead & Wigmore. 
Respondents said they wished to see this kept in Gillingham & Rainham – see URN 
30018. The arguments in support of the BCE proposal are set out by Paul Clark, 
past Labour Member of Parliament for the existing Gillingham and Rainham 
constituency and current Secretary of the Constituency Labour Party – see URN 
025333. However while the BCE proposal does cause a local anomaly, any attempt 
to avoid this appears to create more and – in total – more serious anomalies 
elsewhere. 
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
South West of England 
 
1) CITY OF BRISTOL 
 
We welcome the acceptance by both the Conservative and Labour parties of the 
modest proposals for change in the City of Bristol, and reiterate our own agreement 
with this view. 
 
2) DORSET, BOURNEMOUTH & POOLE 
 
Our previous proposal acknowledged the inevitability of considerable change in the 
County of Dorset, and the Bournemouth and Poole unitary authorities, but promoted 
an alternative scheme which was felt to be less disruptive to community links. 
 
In light of other submissions we would reiterate our view that the initial proposals 
break a number of community links unnecessarily, as a result of the creation of a 
Blandford & Wimborne constituency, covering parts of four different local authorities, 
including a single Poole ward, Merley & Bearwood. 
 
If the Commission adheres to its proposal, we reject the proposal of the 
Conservative Party that the Poole ward of Broadstone should be included in the 
Blandford & Wimborne constituency. 
 
3) GLOUCESTERSHIRE 
 
We note that both the Conservative and Labour parties, as well as a large number of 
members of the general public and representatives of civic society including the 
Gloucester Conservative Association, share our opposition to the removal of the 
Westgate ward from the Gloucester constituency. We remain of the view that the 
best way to remedy this problem lies in taking the unusual course of splitting the 
Westgate ward through the removal of polling district Q1 only into the Forest of Dean 
constituency, which should revert to the previously used name of West 
Gloucestershire. 
 
We oppose the alternative suggested by the Labour party which would involve 
transferring a number of Tewkesbury borough wards into the Forest of Dean, which 
we feel would also break a number of community links in the Tewkesbury area 
unnecessarily.   
 
4) SOUTH GLOUCESTERSHIRE 
 
We continue to reject the dramatic and unnecessary changes proposed in the South 
Gloucestershire Unitary area, which would create two dramatically different semi-
urban/semi-rural seats, and welcome the broad agreement of the Labour party as 
well as a number of other local residents and organisations for this view  
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5) SOMERSET, BATH & NORTH-EAST SOMERSET, NORTH SOMERSET 
 
We reiterate our support for the Commission’s initial proposals as they affect the two 
seats in the North Somerset Unitary Authority area, and with regard to the Bath, 
Bridgwater & West Somerset, Taunton and Yeovil constituencies. 
 
We remain of the view that our alternative proposals for constituencies to be known 
as Central Somerset, Frome and North-east Somerset, and Wells are preferable to 
the Commission’s original proposals in terms of minimising disruption to a number of 
historic, community and transport links, given that the electoral quota makes a 
certain amount of disruption inevitable. 
 
However, we have also given considerable attention to the counter-proposals put 
forward for this area by the Conservative party, and are willing to acknowledge that 
they offer a number of advantages in comparison to the Commission’s original 
proposals. 
 
In particular, they offer the following advantages: 
 


 they maintain a virtually unchanged Somerton & Frome seat in existence 
 they create a Burnham & Glastonbury seat which would keep a larger 


proportion of the voters and communities in the present Wells seat in a single 
constituency 


 the consequential revised Wells seat, including significant parts of the Bath & 
North-East Somerset council area, is a logical consequence of this approach 
in terms of existing and historic links and associations 


 
This alternative also ensures that the major communities of the current Wells 
constituency are only redistributed between two, rather than three, new 
constituencies, and also disrupts a smaller number of electors overall. 
 
In the absence of acceptance of our own alternative, we would therefore consider 
the Conservatives’ proposals for this area as preferable to those initially put forward 
by the Commission.  
 
In this circumstance, consideration should also be given to adopting the more 
convenient name of ‘Avalon’ for the proposed Burnham & Glastonbury seat, as this 
seat would comprise both the historic isles of Avalon and the associated areas of the 
Somerset moors and levels.   
 
We further acknowledge and accept that the retention of a Somerton & Frome 
constituency would leave the Ilminster area within the Yeovil constituency. 
 
However, should the Commission choose to adhere to its original plan, we would 
suggest they implement the proposal of the Labour Party to retain the two Shepton 
Mallet wards in the Wells constituency by transferring the Chewton Mendip & Ston 
Easton ward into the proposed North-East Somerset, and making other minor 
consequential adjustments 
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6) WILTSHIRE & SWINDON 
 
We are pleased to note that the Conservative party and a number of other interested 
individuals and organisations agree with our view that the Lyneham ward should fall 
within the same constituency as the town of Royal Wootton Bassett, and also that 
the constituency should revert to the name of North Wiltshire rather than 
Chippenham. 
 
We maintain our view, however, that several other wards in Wiltshire should be 
reallocated. In particular, we do not concur with the Conservative party’s view that:  
 
“All the wards in this proposed constituency (Trowbridge) have strong ties to the 
county town” 
 
and would continue to contend that the villages in the Summerham and Seend ward 
look more strongly to the town of Devizes, and that the Ethandune ward should 
continue to be in the same constituency as the town of Westbury, namely the 
proposed Warminster & Shaftesbury seat. The current proposals would produce an 
outcome in which the famous and historic landmark of the Westbury White Horse 
would fall in a different constituency from the town of Westbury itself!  
 
We have already presented other minor ward changes which would be 
consequential upon these two changes in order to conform with the requirements of 
the electoral quota throughout the county. 
 
We would also reiterate the desirability of the town of Corsham and its hinterland 
wards (Corsham Without, Box & Colerne) all falling within the same seat – 
Trowbridge – and confirm that our proposals in this regard also meet the arithmetic 
requirements. 
 
7) CORNWALL 
 
Configuration of Seats 
 
The proposed configuration of constituencies in Cornwall is discussed in this section. 
The counter proposal to the BCE initial proposals is to have a Truro/Newquay seat 
and Bodmin/St Austell seat as opposed to the proposal made by the boundary 
commission. 
 
Examples of comments made, in addition to the official Conservative party 
submissions, were:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As 


002048 Hugo Luck Member of Public 


005711 Peter Miln Member of Public 


005748 Keith Rogerson Member of Public 


008032 John Anthony Dyson Member of Public 


008130 John Creswell Member of Public 
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Devon and Cornwall Liberal Democrats strongly disagree with the proposal put 
forward in the official Conservative written and public hearing submissions and by 
their supporters.   
 
All sides recognise that if there had been sufficient flexibility in the allowable 
electorate size then it would have been preferable to have the electoral divisions of 
St. Agnes and Mount Hawke as part of a constituency further west than Bodmin and 
Newquay; however that flexibility is not available.   
 
In our view the Boundary Commission's proposal is far superior to the counter 
proposal because it recognises the nature of the east-west alignment of major 
transport links in mid and east Cornwall and balances the needs of all communities 
not just of a few, within the limits of constituency electorate size.  In particular the 
proposal to join the major towns of Bodmin and St. Austell has very little support in 
either community, breaks significant local links and will harm the representation of 
the north coast residents.  
 
For many years the 'Truro and St. Austell' seat, as proposed by the commission, was 
successfully managed by a number of prominent MPs.  We cannot see any major 
problems in re-establishing this constituency as proposed by the commission.   
Finally we would be very wary of the argument regarding minimum change put 
forward in some submissions.  This argument may have some validity where 
substantial parts of the pattern of existing constituencies are carried forward into new 
proposals.   
 
However, because of the need to achieve equality of electorate size through the 
cross-boundary seat, there must be a complete reconfiguration in mid and east 
Cornwall.  In this case it is a statistical fallacy to assume that one part remains and 
another part moves, or that one constituency is a natural successor to another when 
there are major changes to community relationships that have never been linked in 
electoral terms before. 
 
Use of 2010 Wards 
 
Other submissions to the initial consultation highlighted the issue of using 2010 
wards as the building blocks for constituency design.  The best description of this 
problem was made by Cornwall Council. 
 
BCE_URN Name Responding As Organisation 


019442 Richard Williams Council Cornwall Council 


 
We strongly support the views regarding wards and electoral divisions made in the 
Council's submission. Whilst we recognise the constraints placed on the commission 
by parliament which require the interim electoral divisions to be used in the current 
review, we feel that they should not necessarily be the basis for determining the 
strength of local connections and would hope that the commission can comment on 
this issue in its final report.  It should also be noted that there will be local elections in 
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2013 based on the final divisions whilst the planned general election in 2015 based 
on this review will use the interim divisions known to be strewn with errors. 
 
One example of the problems created by using the interim division boundaries is the 
parish of North Hill.  This has always been part of a 'North Cornwall' constituency 
and was part of 'North Cornwall District Council' and before that 'Launceston Rural 
District Council'.  Most medical services are provided by Launceston, employment is 
in Launceston, secondary education is in Launceston and shopping is in Launceston.  
The ecclesiastical parish of North Hill is linked to the Church of England deanery 
centred on Launceston and is a member of the Launceston Methodist Circuit. The 
whole electoral history of North Hill is connected with Launceston and north 
Cornwall.  The interim electoral divisions placed the parish in Stoke Climsland 
division which will now form part of the Liskeard constituency.  The placing of North 
Hill in Stoke Climsland was noted as an error and corrected in the final 
recommendations for local government boundaries by placing the parish back in 
Altarnun division.  These recommendations were accepted.   
 
This story is repeated in many different parts of Cornwall.  The enforced use of 
unsatisfactory local government boundaries with their accompanying errors will 
cause much resentment. 
 
BIDEFORD AND BUDE 
Cross Boundary Seat 
 
This is by far the most important issue raised by members of the public during the 
initial consultation, although it is clear that many do not understand that this was a 
consequence of the act and not a free choice of the commission. 
 
The people of Cornwall do not want a cross-boundary constituency with Devon.  We 
feel that the social, economic and historic factors in Cornwall should have been 
recognised as a special case in the act of parliament that has forced this situation.   
We have not listed all the submissions but would draw the attention of the 
commission to :- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


010058 Adam Killeya Council Keep Cornwall Whole 


019442 Richard Williams Council Cornwall Council 


 
We realise that the commission has no alternative other than to recommend a cross 
boundary seat.  We also feel that the correct choice has been made with a cross 
boundary seat in the north of the two counties.   
 
The commission can mitigate the cross boundary issue by ensuring that equal 
electorates are achieved on either side of the boundary and minimise the disruption 
to representation in the remaining parts of the north Cornwall coast.  This we believe 
the BCE initial proposals achieve. 
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Proposed Constituency Too Large 
 
The following submissions suggest that the proposed constituency of 'Bideford and 
Bude' is too large:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


000655 Simon Hirsh Member of Public  


002760 Philip Stevenson Council Tresmeer Parish 


003772 Rita Skinner Council Launceston Town Council 


004915 Margaret Blake Member of Public  


020798 P O'Callaghan Council Bodmin Town 


021804 Philip Stevenson Council Tresmeer Parish Council 


 
The current proposal gives a constituency size of 121,070 hectares.  This is just 
smaller than the pre-2010 'North Cornwall' which covered a lot of the same area at 
123,806 hectares.  By road, in the proposed constituency, the distance from 
Delabole to Appledore is approximately 46 miles; in the old 'North Cornwall' 
Morwenstow to Crantock was 57 miles. Whilst the proposal is a large constituency 
which requires good organisation and flexibility to meet the needs of the electorate, 
in our experience, it is entirely practical.  The submissions do not put forward 
alternatives that would make the constituency smaller.  We therefore reject the 
submission that the proposed constituency of Bude and Bideford is too large. 
 
Name of Constituency 
 
Some submissions suggest that there should be an alternative name to 'Bideford and 
Bude'.  These include:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


003772 Rita Skinner Council Launceston Town Council 


011637 Paul Loft Organisation Not stated 


023653 Patricia White Organisation Devon Conservatives 


025292 Roger Pratt Official Party Conservative 


 
Local Liberal Democrats have also held lengthy discussions regarding the name of 
the cross boundary seat; indeed our initial proposal for the constituency was “Upper 
Tamar”.  However, following consultation, this was firmly rejected because it fails to 
recognise the substantial parts of the proposed constituency that are not part of the 
Tamar catchment area.  We also reject ideas that contain either Cornwall or Devon 
in the title because they become to unwieldy or try and use different parts of a 
geographic hierarchy as well as emphasise the cross border issue.   
 
We have also carefully considered whether to use the name of Launceston rather 
than Bude to represent the Cornish side.  Launceston is slightly larger than Bude; a 
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previous capital of the Duchy and one of the fastest growing towns in Cornwall.  
Using “Bideford and Launceston” would also give a 'better' descriptive coverage as 
the towns of Bideford and Launceston lie at either end of the constituency.  On 
balance we feel that “Bideford and Bude” or “Bideford and Launceston” are 
acceptable and certainly superior to “Upper Tamar” or the other suggestions 
submitted. 
 
BODMIN AND NEWQUAY 
Configuration of Constituencies 
 
Examples of submissions supporting a proposal to reconfigure the BCE initial 
constituencies in mid and north Cornwall are:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As 


007010 Linda Higgins Member of Public 


006345 Jo Simmons Member of Public 


007010 Linda Higgins Member of Public 


029829 Lesley Clarke Member of Public 


 
The counter proposal put forward for a seat linking Newquay with Truro is opposed 
by us.  Newquay was part of a 'North Cornwall' constituency for more than fifty years.  
It was only linked with St. Austell in order to create the extra seat for Cornwall at the 
last review based upon  Restormel District Council. With the creation of the cross-
boundary seat and the consequent reduction to five seats in the rest of Cornwall that 
requirement has been removed.   It is also noted that Restormel District Council has 
been abolished.  There is no historic electoral link between the major towns of 
Newquay and Truro whatsoever and whose interests are very different.   
 
We very strongly oppose the suggestion that Bodmin should be linked with St. 
Austell.  Bodmin has been a core part of the 'North Cornwall' constituency for the last 
30 years and with the surrounding division of Lanivet is closely linked with the north 
coast towns and villages.  There is no local support for linking Bodmin with St. 
Austell and considerable fear that the interests of Bodmin and the north coast will be 
harmed if such a proposal was accepted.  Bodmin and the surrounding towns and 
villages are very much focussed on the north coast.  For example, there is the 
important tourist and communication corridor of the Camel Trail which follows the 
long established former rail link joining Bodmin, Wadebridge and Padstow.  This is a 
key economic asset in the area.  Another example would be the connection between 
Wadebridge and Newquay schools in delivering further education. 
 
It has already been noted that the cross-boundary seat is strongly opposed by the 
vast majority of the electorate in Cornwall and that the Boundary Commission for 
England have no mathematically possible alternative but to create one.  The initial 
proposal mainly effects the electorate of the existing 'North Cornwall' constituency.  
We believe that the only practical ways that the commission can improve on this very 
unsatisfactory outcome for Cornwall is to make the best configuration of 
constituencies possible and equalise the electorates in the cross-boundary seat.   
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It is essential that the interests of the north Cornwall coastal area are respected in 
the remaining parts of the division of the 'North Cornwall' constituency that are not 
part of the cross boundary seat.  As emphasised in Lord Taylor's submission the 
economies, social structures, history and  interests of the north coast and south 
coast are very different.  Having created the cross boundary seat in the north, the 
further hiving off of the remaining parts of the 'North Cornwall' constituency as 
annexes to St. Austell on the south coast would just add to the considerable 
resentment already felt.  We oppose all such suggested configurations of 
constituencies.  We believe that the constituency of 'Bodmin and Newquay' is the 
only proposal which retains the interests of the north coast and recognises the 
historic importance of Bodmin to east and north Cornwall. 
 
Configuration of Wards 
 
Some contributions submit that the two most westerly electoral divisions do not 
belong in the new constituency of  'Bodmin and Newquay' and have closer links with 
Truro.  Examples are:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As 


001779 Matthew Moye Member of Public 


007010 Linda Higgins Member of Public 


017652 Patrick Lambshead Councillor 


 
We have some sympathy with the views expressed. However, no practical 
alternative arises if the broad constituency distribution as proposed by the BCE, and 
strongly supported by us, for mid and north Cornwall is to remain.  It is not practical 
to find any other configuration of wards which meets the constituency electorate size.  
There has been some suggestions that this could be overcome by allowing the 
splitting of wards, but we believe that BCE policy of not doing so is correct. Whilst 
the configuration of wards in the west of this proposed constituency are not ideal, we 
have no doubt that the proposal remains a very viable area to be represented, has 
common interests and the only alternatives allowed by the act would be very much 
worse for other parts of Cornwall. 
 
Poor Transport Links 
 
The official Conservative party submission and some others refer to the elongated 
shape of the constituency and poor transport links.  Examples of submissions are:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As 


025292 Roger Pratt Official Party 


001779 Matthew Moye Member of Public 
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The distance from the two settlements at either end of the proposed constituency is 
39 miles and a typical journey would take about 55 minutes.  This compares well 
with other constituencies in the region.  For example the two extremes of the 
'Tavistock and Plympton' seat are about 45 miles apart and a typical journey would 
take 80 minutes. 
 
The proposed constituency is well served by the A30, A39 and A3075; all basically 
east - west links as recognised by the commission.  In fact for a large rural 
constituency in the South West the road links are good in comparison to many other 
constituencies and travel times are far more likely to be dominated by summer 
holiday traffic or winter sea fogs than the designed or imagined inadequacy of the 
road network. 
 
TRURO AND ST. AUSTELL 
Configuration of Constituencies 
 
There is some support for a 'Truro and Newquay' seat, which we oppose as 
described above.  However two issues arise which are specific to the proposed 
'Truro and St. Austell' constituency.  One is the impracticality of a Truro / St. Austell 
seat and the other issue is splitting the 'clay area'. 
 
It is suggested by the submission of Margaret Cresswell 007903 and other 
Conservative proposals, that a Truro / St. Austell constituency would be impractical 
because of poor transport links and the east-west orientation. We would counter that 
a similar seat was very successfully managed for decades by Members of 
Parliament who were most effective.  The A390, the major link between St. Austell 
and Truro, makes it a more manageable constituency than the proposed Truro / 
Newquay seat, which in comparison has a poor road connection. 
 
 
Whilst it may be desirable to keep the whole of the clay villages within one 
constituency, we do not believe that is possible given the constraints on constituency 
size and the complete lack of support from local people for the linking of Bodmin with 
St. Austell.  We feel that the submission by the  parish council sums up the true local 
feeling and is quoted:- 
 


“Although not entirely enthusiastic about the parish being split into two 
constituencies, or indeed the clay area being split.  On balance council favours 
the Truro/St. Austell constituency (St. Stephen Ward includes the villages of 
Foxhole, St. Stephen, High Street/Lanjeth and Coombe).  And the 
Bodmin/Newquay constituency (St. Dennis Ward which includes Nanpean and 
Trebiscoe with the Roche Ward covering the village of Whitemoor).  All these 
villages are part of St. Stephen in Brannel Parish council.” 
 


The clay communities all point in different directions; St. Dennis to St. Austell and 
Fraddon / Indian Queens to Newquay.  Although they are, of course, a very similar 
set of communities they look naturally toward the major towns that they are nearest.  
These interests have to be balanced with the requirement to achieve constituencies 
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within the electorate limit.  We believe that the initial proposal made by the 
Boundaries Commission achieves this in mid-Cornwall as far as it is practicable to do 
so. 
 
We would therefore urge the Boundary Commission to reject the counter proposals 
for a Truro/Newquay seat and support their initial proposal to restore a Truro/St 
Austell seat which we believe is in the interests of the majority of the electorate in 
Cornwall. 
 
LISKEARD 
Name Change from 'Liskeard' to 'South East Cornwall' 
 
Many submissions, including ours at both the public hearings and written comments 
on the BCE initial proposals, have suggested that the name of the proposed 
constituency of 'Liskeard' should revert to the more familiar constituency of 'South 
East Cornwall'. 
 
Examples are:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


001486 Ronald Vickery Member of Public  


007271 Charles Hyde Council St. Martin by Looe 


009642 A P Hall Organisation SE Cornwall Conservatives 


018870 Anne Frith Council Looe Town Council 


019442 Richard Williams Council Cornwall Council 


020316 Vicki White Council St Germans 


020858 Sheryl Murray MP SE Cornwall Constituency 


 
We continue to support this change.  
 
7) DEVON 
 
TAVISTOCK AND PLYMPTON 
Configuration of Wards 
 
The official Conservative party submission and others suggest that the wards of 
'Broadheath' and 'Forest' should be moved from this proposed constituency into the 
cross boundary seat.  Examples of submissions are:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


020487 Lesley Hughes Council Ivybridge Town Council 


023653 Patricia White Organisation Devon Conservatives 
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BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


025292 Roger Pratt Official Party Conservatives 


 
We strongly oppose this suggestion.  Whilst it is true that the two wards are part of 
Torridge District council and this counter-proposal would reduce the number of 
district councils in the Tavistock and Plympton constituency it completely ignores the 
vital issue of electoral equality on either side of the Cornwall/Devon border.  As 
paragraph 38 of the Boundary Commission's initial report makes clear, and as 
supported by our submissions, electoral equality is one of the few areas where the 
boundary commission can mitigate the effects of having to recommend a cross 
boundary seat which is opposed by the vast majority of the electorate in Cornwall. 
 
As currently proposed there will be 35,272 electors on the Cornish side and 39,413 
on the Devon side.  Because of ward sizes and the 'knock-on' effects of even minor 
changes to ward configurations this is about the best that could be achieved.  The 
proposal to move two more Devon wards into the cross boundary seat will make this 
even more unbalanced.  Whilst the extra electorate may not be very large, the 
symbolism is appalling, would enhance resentment within the new constituency and 
should be resisted.   
 
We urge the Boundary Commission to remain steadfast to its stated principle of 
electoral equality in the cross boundary seat as far as practical and keep Broadheath 
and Forest wards in the Tavistock and Plympton constituencies. 
 
TOTNES AND IVYBRIDGE 
Name Change 
 
A number of submissions suggest that the name of the constituency should be 
changed.  Examples are:- 
 
BCE URN Name Responding As Organisation 


007388 Sarah Woolaston MP  


018987 Sarah Wollaston MP  


025025 Rupert Hancock Organisation Totnes Conservatives 


025295 Roger Pratt Official Party  


 
It is felt that the proposed name does not recognise the largest settlement in the 
constituency, Brixham.  We would agree with that position; however, what is not 
agreed is an alternative.  It would appear that 'South Devon' is a leading suggestion 
if somewhat geographically inexact.  Other suggestions are to recognise the largest 
settlement with 'Brixham and the South Hams' or 'Brixham and Totnes'. 
 







 


Liberal Democrat submission for BCE 2nd consultation 
South West 


PAGE 12 OF 12 


Other Proposed Constituencies 
 
We do not wish to comment on submissions with regard to other proposed 
constituencies in the region.  We are content with the initial proposals of the 
Boundary Commission. 
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for England 
second period of consultation: 
West Midlands 
 
NB numbering refers to paragraphs in our opponents’ submissions 
 
 
1) COMMENTS ON THE LABOUR PARTY SUBMISSION 
 
9 b)  The Labour party recommends that the Region should have only two sub-regions – 
one for Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent, and one for the rest of the West Midlands. There 
seems to be an assumption that there have to be sub-regions, although these are purely a 
creation of the BCE, and have no statutory authority whatsoever. It is only a small step to 
remove this restriction altogether, rather than treating the north of the Region differently. 


9 c) We do not agree with all the seats supported by the Labour party, and these will be 
addressed later in the comments. 


9 d) We support the retention of the Cannock Chase and Burton constituencies, but 
think it would be more appropriate to re-name the latter as East Staffordshire. We do not 
support the BCE’s Tamworth constituency, as we believe a better solution – supported by 
the Tamworth Herald – would be to include 4 wards from North Warwickshire which lie to 
the east of the town, and return 4 of the 7 ‘borrowed’ wards on the west side to Lichfield.  


We accept the Labour Party objection to combining Newcastle-under-Lyme with Stone, but 
not the alternative put forward to carve up Staffordshire Moorlands instead. We believe 
that the counter-proposal from a resident of Trentham, presented at the Stafford hearing, 
offers a better solution, by keeping the Stone constituency separate. By adding 4 wards 
from the south of Stoke-on-Trent, and 4 wards from the south of Newcastle-under-Lyme 
(including 2 presently in the Stone constituency) it leaves Staffordshire Moorlands intact. 
Stone would also keep the 6 Stafford Borough wards listed in the BCE initial proposal. 
Creating Stoke-on-Trent North and South seats totally within the borough, avoids the split 
of Burslem, and allows all the northern wards in the borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme to 
become part of a single constituency. 


We agree that the Church Eaton, and Eccleshall wards should be transferred to Stafford, 
but not Gnosall & Woodseaves, which would be replaced with the Haywood & Hixon ward 
from Lichfield, keeping the Lichfield constituency within 2 local authorities instead of 3. 


9 e) We support the unchanged North Shropshire constituency, but not Shrewsbury, 
which we believe should become a Shrewsbury & West Shropshire constituency, adding 3 
of the electoral divisions along the Welsh border in exchange for transferring one division 
on the eastern side to a different Bridgnorth & Wellington constituency to the Labour one. 


We strongly support the view that Telford should remain as one constituency, with the 
addition of Hadley & Leegomery, and Donnington from the present Wrekin constituency. 
However, we do not accept the topping up of the rest of The Wrekin with more divisions 
from Shropshire, which creates a doughnut round Telford lacking any real community ties.   
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9 f) The Labour party seems happy to accept the major disruption to Herefordshire by 
the BCE proposals, and claims that the Ludlow & Leominster and Malvern & Ledbury 
constituencies “have strong internal communications despite their large and sparsely 
populated areas.” This is a nonsense, and it is obvious that the London Labour party has 
never visited this area, where one rural constituency stretches 75 miles from end to end, 
and the other crosses two counties and three local authority areas and the River Severn. 


9 g) Again, the Labour party says that it accepts extensive disruption to Worcestershire, 
caused by the BCE proposals in the county. Yet this is unnecessary, and shows Labour’s 
ignorance of the Shires, compared to their great interest in the urban areas of the Region. 
Although the Labour party accepts the need to increase the electorate of Redditch, it just 
agrees with the splitting of the Bromsgrove constituency, which was within the UK quota, 
and the compensation of adding on Droitwich from another local authority – Wychavon.  


Since Labour did not accept the two BCE sub-regions in the south of the Region, there 
was no barrier to crossing the county boundary of Warwickshire and Worcestershire in 
preference to that of Herefordshire and Worcestershire. Yet it seems that they did not 
consider the possibility of increasing the electorate of Redditch with the north-western 
wards of Stratford-on-Avon, some of which, like Studley, are almost part of Redditch. 
Retaining the Mid and West Worcestershire constituencies would have been preferable. 


9 h) We agree with the Labour party contention that “it is appropriate to create a 
constituency comprising part of the Borough of Solihull with part of the county of 
Warwickshire” but not the alternative counter-proposal they put forward. We share the 
belief that “the precise configurations which the Commission have adopted are 
unnecessarily disruptive of existing constituencies” and have proposed better solutions. 


9 i) We agree with a North Warwickshire constituency that has 3 northern wards from 
the Borough of Solihull, so that the new Nuneaton constituency benefits from being totally 
within the borough of Nuneaton & Bedworth rather than borrowing wards from Rugby. 


Rugby constituency would then keep all its wards as well as the Bulkington ward (already 
in the constituency from Nuneaton & Bedworth), better complying with Rule 5 than that of 
the Labour party which shares out wards in all directions, with Stratford-on-Avon district in 
4 different constituencies, similar to the BCE Initial Proposals. 


We support a Kenilworth & Meriden constituency in place of the Kenilworth & Dorridge, but 
with Bickenhill ward included as part of the ‘Meriden Gap’ and not Ryton-on-Dunsmore, 
which should be returned to Rugby CC from the disbanded Kenilworth & Southam seat. 


9 ii) We support the retention of the three Coventry seats unchanged, and agree that the 
Solihull constituency should not be changed from its present configuration. However, we 
believe that the Labour party counter-proposals for the surrounding area are inappropriate. 


We do not support a Chelmsley Wood & Stechford constituency, which would take one 
ward from the Hodge Hill constituency and one from Yardley. This would split Yardley and 
leave a small border between Sheldon and South Yardley. Adding Bordesley Green (which 
should remain paired with Washwood Heath) does not balance the transfer of Stechford & 
Yardley North, or any break-up of the Birmingham City boundary on the east side.  


This is not necessary in order to allow the 4 Sutton Coldfield wards to remain unchanged. 
The Labour party also proposes exporting the Birmingham wards of Handsworth (splitting 
this off from East Handsworth) and Soho into a revised Smethwick & Handsworth seat, 
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leaving Perry Barr with a ‘hole’ on its west side to accommodate Kingstanding from their 
modified Erdington with Hodge Hill and Castle Bromwich. This is really unacceptable. 


We do not agree with the Labour counter-proposals for Walsall, or the proposed Walsall 
South & Bilston constituency, including wards from four different local authorities. We do 
not support the resulting Wolverhampton North and South seats, believing a better split is 
to create a Wolverhampton West and East with the inclusion of the Spring Vale ward. 


We do not support Labour’s rearrangement of wards in the Dudley and Sandwell areas, 
and have proposed alternatives which we believe better respect existing constituencies in 
the West Midlands conurbation. We have added wards from South Staffordshire on the 
west side of Dudley, to avoid distortions caused by matching up various ward sizes, and 
achieving benefits in a number of adjacent constituencies by altering one constituency. 
South Staffordshire has no major centre, and its scattered communities have better links 
with adjacent urban areas. The BCE propose that Penkridge stays as part of the Stafford 
constituency, and we propose that an East Shropshire and West Staffordshire is created 
from the east of The Wrekin and just over half of the South Staffordshire constituency.    


 
2) COMMENTS ON THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY SUBMISSION  
 
 
1.3 & 1.4 We do not agree that dividing the Region into sub-regions ensures that Rule 
5 (1) b & c is better met than by utilising an holistic approach to the Region; or believe that 
the Commission’s division of sub-regions represents the least disruptive solution for the 54 
new constituencies in the West Midlands. 
 
1.6, 1.7 & 1.8        We do not accept that Worcestershire should be linked with 
Herefordshire, when it would be more appropriate to link the east side of Worcestershire 
with Warwickshire. The Conservatives have just accepted the BCE sub-regions based on 
the total number of electors within each, without any consideration of the distribution of 
those electors across the chosen sub-regions.  This neglect has resulted in some strange 
combinations, which do not respect Rule 5.  
 
1.9 Having accepted the BCE sub-regions without question, the Conservative proposals 
are therefore based on these non-statutory strictures, and do not consider any alternatives 
which better address the requirements of Rule 5, which they claim to better represent. 
 
2.1 & 2.2 We do not accept the Conservative claim that there was a need to increase 
the electorate of the existing Bromsgrove constituency. It already has 73,279 electors, 470 
above the minimum requirement. Taking Droitwich out of Wychavon District Council does 
not respect its local authority boundary, or the existing constituency of Mid Worcestershire, 
totally contained within that district. 
 
2.4 The London-based Conservative party clearly has no knowledge of the strong local 
support for a single Telford constituency. The BCE proposals split the communities of the 
largest town in Shropshire into a north and south Telford by claiming the M54 motorway as 
a ‘natural boundary’ and the doubtful benefits of combining urban and rural areas. It is also 
falsely claimed that “It is impossible to create a constituency just from Telford.” In fact the 
urban area of Telford town has 78,142 electors and is well within the statutory tolerance. 
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2.6 We agree that the BCE has given no thought to the fact that Alveley and Claverley 
division is to the ENE of the River Severn with no road crossing of the river within it, and 
therefore accessibility has been disregarded in the Ludlow & Leominster constituency. 
 
2.7 We agree with returning the Golden Valley wards into South Herefordshire where 
they belong, but the existing constituency name should be retained. But we do not agree 
that the modified Ludlow and Leominster constituency is “appropriate”, because of the 
unacceptable knock-on effects in the adjacent Malvern & Ledbury constituency.  
 
2.8 We do not accept this constituency which crosses 3 district boundaries when it was 
totally unnecessary to do so. It is no solution to upset the unchanged constituencies of 
Wyre Forest and Worcester by ‘tacking on’ the three wards to the east of the River Severn 
in exchange for a few more wards south of Malvern.  
 
2.9 The Conservatives claim that important local ties in Malvern have been broken by 
the BCE proposal, and that the transfer of Morton & Wells wards will solve this anomaly. 
However, leaving West Worcestershire almost as it is now, does not break any local ties, 
as the whole of the Malvern Hills District would be in the one constituency, and is far more 
respectful of Rule 5 than the tinkering round the edges which the Conservatives propose. 
 
2.11 We do not accept an Evesham or South Worcestershire seat, when the existing 
constituencies of West and Mid Worcestershire are totally contained within the district 
boundaries of Malvern Hills and Wychavon, respecting local authority boundaries and the 
local ties within the present constituencies. The alternatives all fly in the face of Rule 5. 
 
2.13 We do not accept that the “county boundaries are crossed in the correct places” 
and believe it was a serious mistake to cross from Herefordshire into Worcestershire, 
when the shortfall in Redditch could be solved with the surplus wards from Stratford-on-
Avon in Warwickshire. This would keep 6 of the constituencies in Herefordshire and 
Worcestershire virtually the same; with North Herefordshire gaining 4 electoral divisions 
from Ludlow to become Ludlow & North Herefordshire; and Redditch gaining 5 wards from 
Stratford, ensuring Stratford wards were in just two constituencies instead of the BCE’s 4. 
 
3.1 We support eleven constituencies, but not totally within the Stafford County area. 
 
3.2 We support the Staffordshire Moorlands seat which is coterminous with the local 
authority, but do not agree with the splitting of Newcastle-under-Lyme into two seats. 
 
3.3 We do not support the Kidsgrove & Tunstall seat which splits Burslem, but believe 
all of Kidsgrove should be recombined into a Newcastle-under-Lyme constituency.  
 
3.4 Linking Newcastle with Stone is considered unacceptable by people in both, and is 
not the “correct option”. Creating two Stoke-on-Trent seats, North and South, would keep 
Tunstall & Burslem together in the North; and Hanley, Stoke, Fenton & Longton together in 
the South – the 6 towns in the ‘federation’.  Stone would remain a constituency in its own 
right, with wards from the southern extremity of Stoke, instead of Staffordshire Moorlands. 
 
3.5 We agree with the retention of Cannock Chase and Burton (although we prefer the 
name of the latter to become East Staffordshire). We do not support the retention of South 
Staffordshire, which has less cohesion than many other existing constituencies, because 
of the benefits its wards can provide to the electorates of its adjacent constituencies. But 







 


Liberal Democrat submission for BCE 2nd consultation 
West Midlands 


 


PAGE 5 OF 8 


we do support the larger part of the constituency being combined with East Shropshire, 
(the east of the existing Wrekin constituency) including Newport, Shifnal and Albrighton.  
 
3.6 We do not agree with the revised Lichfield seat being in three local authorities. It 
already has three wards from East Staffordshire District, which was too large for a single 
constituency, and it was a mistake to add the Haywood & Hixon ward from Stafford. The 
BCE proposal is the result of too rigid adherence to self-imposed sub-regions, which did 
not allow any crossover between Staffordshire and adjacent areas. Removing these non-
statutory barriers allows a better solution for Lichfield and Tamworth (supported locally). 
 
3.7 We do not accept that the BCE proposals are a “logical creation” because it is not 
logical to impose artificial restrictions to the achievement of results which better respect 
Rule 5. A slavish acceptance of the BCE’s Initial Proposals excludes better solutions. 
 
3.8 to 3.11 We cannot agree with the overall conclusions in this section. In particular, it 
is clear that the BCE proposal to split Newcastle-under-Lyme and combine it with Stone 
has generated major objections in the area. The suggestion from local opponents to split 
Staffordshire Moorlands is not accepted. The logical solution is to transfer wards from the 
south of Stoke-on-Trent to Stone, rather than combining northern wards with Kidsgrove. 
 
4.1 We agree with the allocation of 31 constituencies in this part of the Region, but not 
constrained by the boundaries of a rigid sub-region. 
 
4.6 We support the decision to keep the three Coventry constituencies unchanged. 
 
4.7 We agree with the principle, but not the proposed Conservative implementation. 
 
4.8 We agree that Water Orton, and Coleshill North & South should be returned to 
North Warwickshire, but do not agree with the Conservative alternative solution which, like 
the BCE proposal, causes major disruption across local authority boundaries to the south. 
 
4.10 We do not accept that Avon & Swift ward on the outskirts of Rugby has better links 
with Nuneaton, and believe all the Rugby wards should be in the Rugby constituency, and 
not transferred to Nuneaton for the benefit of North Warwickshire alone. 
 
4.11 We do not accept the changes proposed in this section. It is not consistent to move 
wards across district boundaries in some cases but not in others. County boundaries are 
no more important than district or borough boundaries in the BCE Guide to the Review. 
 
4.12 We agree that Knowle should be part of a Meriden constituency with Kenilworth, but 
not the proposed Kenilworth and Dorridge constituency which includes parts of three local 
authorities instead of two, and splits part of the green belt area in the ‘Meriden Gap’. 
 
4.15 The reduction of Birmingham seats from ten to nine is not accepted as justification 
for ‘inevitable disruption’. Ten seats can be accommodated without exporting city wards. 
 
4.16 In general, splitting wards is not a good idea. In Birmingham there are exceptional 
and compelling reasons for considering this possibility, and splitting only three wards out of 
40, would allow all the existing ten constituencies to be retained, minimising disruption.  
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4.18 to 4.22 We do not accept the unnecessary disruption to the Sutton Coldfield and 
Erdington constituencies. Even without splitting wards, it is still possible to achieve a better 
configuration for Birmingham constituencies without exporting four wards from the city. 
 
4.23 This is not a logical proposal. Acocks Green is north of Hall Green which is north of 
Billesley, so it does not make sense to rearrange the wards in this area, as proposed here. 
Solihull should remain as it is now, without splitting the town of Shirley. This keeps the city 
boundary intact on the east side, and this allows Birmingham Yardley to remain the same. 
 
4.25 & 4.26 We support the retention of the Stourbridge, and Halesowen & Rowley Regis 
constituencies with minimum change, with Kinver joining the Stourbridge constituency. 
 
4.27 & 4.28 We support Dudley South and Dudley North constituencies rather than 
Dudley East and Dudley West, with the addition of wards from South Staffordshire to bring 
them within quota. 
 
4.30 We believe that Birmingham wards should not be exported, and Sandwell should 
have 2 constituencies totally within its borough, and one (Halesowen & Rowley Regis) 
shared with Dudley as at present. Instead of a Smethwick and Wednesbury (or preferably 
West Bromwich) seat, it would be possible to create Sandwell East and West seats, which 
use the Sandwell name in the title, as requested by the borough, like neighbouring Dudley. 
 
4.31 & 4.32 We support the counter-proposal that Wolverhampton should have a West 
and East constituency, rather than a North and South. The only difference we propose in 
the configuration of Wolverhampton West is the addition of the 3 Perton wards from South 
Staffordshire in place of the Penn Ward. This would join Lower Penn & Wombourne in our 
proposed Dudley North (& Penn) constituency. In Wolverhampton East, Spring Vale has 
links with Bilston, and should replace Darlaston South, which is in the Walsall borough.  
 
4.33 The Conservative proposal now supports the addition of Wednesfield North & South 
to the Walsall West constituency, which seems to have general support from all parties. 
However, we believe that the two Darlaston wards should remain together in Walsall West, 
with Wednesbury North from Sandwell, which has community links with Darlaston. Birchills 
Leamore should be part of Walsall North, and Pleck part of Walsall South, due to its links 
with the Palfrey and St Matthew’s wards. 
 
4.34 We accept the new Walsall North and Walsall South named constituencies with a 
few changes. First, Birchills Leamore should be back in Walsall North along with Bloxwich 
and Blakenhall; and Oscott should remain in a Birmingham constituency. To compensate 
for this, Aldridge Central & South would move from Walsall North to South, and Pleck from 
Walsall West to Walsall South. Constituencies with three names are not accepted by BCE. 
 
5.1 We do not believe that the Conservative counter-proposals represent the best 
solution for the West Midlands. An holistic approach to the Region avoids the distortions 
that are made necessary by the imposition of non-statutory sub-regions, and we hope that 
our comments will be given due consideration by the Commission. 
 
5.6 We support the proposed changes in this section, but recognise other areas where 
anomalies could have been resolved, particularly in the case of the 10 Birmingham seats. 
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Footnote: 
 
Work on the Liberal Democrat proposals started in the autumn of 2010, and consultations 
were held across the West Midlands to ascertain views on possible configurations for the 
proposed 54 constituencies in the Region. As soon as the UK average of 76,641 electors 
was announced, detailed proposals were developed and circulated for discussion. It is not 
clear how much consultation was undertaken by other parties to determine local opinions, 
but we believe that the Liberal Democrat submissions better reflect Rule 5 of Schedule 2. 
 
3) COMMENTS ON ALL SUBMISSIONS FROM 4 PROPOSED CONSTITUENCIES 
 
a) Solihull BC 
 
90% of the submissions in respect of Solihull requested that the constituency should 
remain unchanged. There were strong arguments against splitting the town of Shirley and 
adding in the Birmingham ward of Sheldon. With an electorate of 77,354 there was no 
need to alter this constituency, and these views corresponded with the majority of the 
submissions from adjacent constituencies. We trust that these views will be respected. 
 
There were suggestions that it was more logical to include Bickenhill and Meriden with the 
Kenilworth constituency to compensate for Shirley South and West staying in Solihull. This 
would keep Knowle in with the other two rural wards with which it has more affinity.  
 
b) Birmingham Yardley 
 
Out of 76 submissions from this constituency, 73% were in favour of no change to the 
existing constituency. In particular, there was strong aversion to substituting Bordesley 
Green for Sheldon. There were strong arguments for keeping the River Cole as the local 
boundary, which it had been for 1,000 years, and noted the different demographics 
between the two. It was felt that Bordesley Green and Washwood Heath ‘belonged 
together’ and it would be a mistake to split them on the grounds of electoral numbers. 
 
A few people in Sheldon liked the idea of being part of Solihull, but did not comment on the 
knock-on effects in other areas, like splitting Shirley, and the existing community links in 
Yardley by so doing. We believe that there are satisfactory alternatives which do not break 
up the boundary of Birmingham City on the east side, and hope that the Boundary 
Commission will take due note of the majority views expressed. There were also 
objections to alternatives which split Yardley by removing Stechford and Yardley out of the 
constituency instead of Sheldon.   
 
c) North Warwickshire 
 
Over 100 submissions argued strongly that Water Orton and Coleshill should remain in 
North Warwickshire, and not become part of Meriden, and a lesser number suggested that 
Weddington be returned to Nuneaton to compensate. Some of the views were related to 
the high-speed rail link through the area, which is supported by the MP for Meriden and 
not by the MP for North Warwickshire. 
 
Coleshill Town Council proposed changes to 6 other constituencies as an alternative that 
would keep Water Orton & Coleshill in the existing North Warwickshire constituency. If 
North Warwickshire was the only constituency affected, then it might be sensible to look at 
it in isolation, and add the borough of North Warwickshire (with only 49,627 electors) to 
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Bedworth, which is part of the separate Nuneaton & Bedworth borough. However, this 
stops Nuneaton from being a constituency within its own local authority area, and results in 
Nuneaton having to ‘borrow’ wards from Rugby; and Rugby having to ‘borrow’ wards from 
Stratford-on-Avon. Rugby should also be a constituency within its existing district, and only 
need one ward from Nuneaton (Bulkington) which is already in the constituency. This 
would better respect Rule 5 and avoid problems with the BCE proposals in this area.  
 
We support the view that Water Orton and Coleshill should remain in North Warwickshire, 
but have suggested that 3 northern wards from Solihull should be added, rather than the 
other way round. We also propose that 3 of the Bedworth wards are returned to Nuneaton 
to create a compact constituency totally within its borough. Also that the 4 northern wards 
of Dordon, Polesworth E&W, and Newton Regis & Warton should be part of the Tamworth 
constituency. This would not move them into Staffordshire from North Warwickshire; their 
services would still be provided by Warwickshire, despite fears expressed to the contrary. 
 
d) South Staffordshire 
 
There were 40 submissions from South Staffordshire, all wanting the existing constituency 
to remain, as proposed by the BCE, despite the bizarre solutions that the Commission had 
had to propose in the surrounding areas of Shropshire and the West Midlands. It was clear 
from these submissions, that they thought the Lib Dem proposals would physically move 
them into a different local authority, that they would lose their District Council and local 
services, and that their Council Tax would be decided by the urban authorities with which 
they might be associated. 
 
The misinformation was consistent, with the same responses coming from a number of 
intelligent and educated sources, complaining that they would cease to be part of the 
county of Staffordshire. Many admitted that the present constituency was a collection of 27 
individual communities, but none provided the evidence of community links between, say, 
Kinver in the south, and the ex-mining community of Huntington & Hatherton in the north. 
 
The BCE made it clear in its Guide to the 2013 Review (para 32) that “this does not mean 
that an existing constituency should be automatically considered to be ‘protected from 
change’, simply on the basis of its electorate figure already falling within the statutory 
range.” With a 2011 electorate of 74,189, South Staffordshire meets the new quota, but 
unlike many other constituencies has no major or natural centre. The benefits to adjacent 
constituencies by the redistribution of some of its wards should be seriously considered.  
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for 
England second period of consultation: 
Yorkshire & The Humber 
 
1) INTRODUCTION 
 
The Liberal Democrats feel it is important for the commission to remember that we 
have already substantially altered our original submission in the light of submissions 
we became aware of at the hearings. These changes cover the entire area to the 
east of Leeds and between Leeds and Sheffield and were submitted before the 
deadline for phase one of this exercise. 
 
Comments below therefore are limited to the areas not already addressed and 
mainly cover the issues involving Leeds and Bradford. 
 
2) LEEDS 
 
Leeds North West & Nidderdale 
 
Public Submissions 
 
The proposal for Leeds North West and Nidderdale which includes the Leeds City 
Council ward of Adel & Wharfedale but not Otley & Yeadon has provoked many 
comments from members of the public who wish to see the two wards remain 
together within a single parliamentary constituency.   We strongly support the views 
expressed by 13 individual members of the public1 who have written in opposition to 
the separation of the villages of Pool-in-Wharfedale, Arthington and Bramhope from 
the market town of Otley, breaking strong and long established medical, educational, 
community, social and cultural links. 
 
                                                   
1  


BCE 
URN Name 


624 Keir Carver 
7036 Margaret Wright 
8842 William Barr 


11113 John Nicholson 
11241 Colin Campbell 


  Fred Archenbold 
12973 Sandy Lay 
14417 Diana Jakeways 
17339 David Pilbeam 


  Lawrence Ross 
18411 Ray Georgeson MBE 
19545 Lesley Swales 
19597 Steven Brady 
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As has been pointed out by members of the public in their responses2, including Adel 
& Wharfedale but not Weetwood ward within this constituency introduces a boundary 
through the community of Cookridge / Holt Park / Adel / LS16, creating a barrier to 
current long established and successful representational structures in this part of 
Leeds.    We concur with their views and feel that is would be quite wrong therefore 
to have a seat that does not unite Cookridge/Holt Park/Adel/LS16. 
 
The suggestion of having Adel & Wharfedale in separate wards (opposed by nearly 
all submissions, apart from the Conservatives) also completely ignores the fact that 
the A660 is the main line of communication in that 'corridor' of Leeds, between Otley 
into Leeds and binds these largely suburban communities together. 
 
The Labour Party submission  
 
Acknowledged the existence of numerous broken ties and shortcomings but offered 
no alternative solution.   Our submission retains the links between these two wards 
and between Adel & Wharfedale and Weetwood. 
 
The Conservative submission  
 
Opposes any combination of North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire wards in 
parliamentary constituencies but suggests that combinations that cross the borders 
of predominantly urban authorities are more appropriate.  We do not share this view 
and believe that cross boundary arrangements, whilst not ideal, should be 
determined on a case by case basis    
 
The Harrogate and Craven districts of North Yorkshire were part of the West Riding 
until the 1973 local government reorganisation and therefore have strong historic ties 
to the south.   Pre-existing links between small rural communities in Wharfedale 
means that there are common features between the North Yorkshire wards and rural 
areas within Leeds City Council’s boundaries.    
 
We do believe however that if there are to be any cross county seats, then the rural 
North Yorkshire wards included in the Leeds North West & Nidderdale proposed seat 
would be far more appropriately attached to a constituency which includes Otley 
since it is the historic market town serving this area.      
 
Guiseley & Yeadon 
 
Public Submissions 
 
There is widespread public opposition to the proposed arrangement which would 
damage many existing successful close links between Otley and Leeds which have 
grown up around the A660 corridor running through the existing  Leeds North West 


                                                   
2  


BCE 
URN Name 


11632 William Hunt 
17743 John Griffiths 
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constituency. We agree with this and believe that it is totally inappropriate to be 
suggesting that Otley & Yeadon ward goes into a constituency that includes part of 
Bradford. 
 
Otley’s ties are with Leeds, not Bradford; Otley is a town in the Leeds Metropolitan 
district and it is vital that Otley remains linked to inner Leeds, via tha A660 corridor, 
which is the dominant line of communication in this corridor. It is clear from the 
numerous comments made by members of the public that they see both difficulties of 
access3 in the proposed Guiseley & Yeadon constituency and potential conflicts of 
interest inevitably arising in a constituency which includes areas of two very different 
cities4. These same problems would be there following the Conservative's solution, 
which still includes Otley with part of Bradford as well as ignoring the A660 corridor, 
the main line of communication.    
 
A number of respondents5 have commented that the rural North Yorkshire wards 
proposed as part of the Leeds North West & Nidderdale constituency would more 
appropriately be joined with Otley as these rural communities have strong historic 
ties to Otley as the market town.   We share this view and believe if there has to be a 
seat that crosses the county boundary, that these communities could only be with a 
seat including Otley and also be linked to the A660 corridor. 
 
 
Leeds North 
 
Public Submissions 
 
We do not agree with the submission by Steven Clapcote in favour of a Leeds North 
constituency which includes most of the student population of Leeds within its area.   
                                                   
3  


BCE URN Name 
624 Keir Carver 


11241 Colin Campbell 
13789 Katherine Whelan 


  Lawrence Ross 
18411 Ray Georgeson MBE 


 
4  


1579 Beatrice Rogers 
7036 Margaret Wright 
8842 William Barr 


11113 John Nicholson 
12973 Sandy Lay 
14417 Diana Jakeways 
18411 Ray Georgeson MBE 


 
5  


BCE URN Name 
4477 Richard Davies 


17743 John Griffiths 
19545 Lesley Swales 
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We agree that the proposed constituency would concentrate student problems in one 
area but it would also have the effect of further marginalising the interests of long-
term residents.   The submission by Douglas Kemp (015663), who represents the 
views of long-term residents in Weetwood Ward sums up the concerns with this 
arrangement. Again, the clear linkage of the communities in the A660 corridor is 
crucial and Cookridge / Holt Park / Adel / LS16 are not split arbitrarily, which means 
keeping the communities from Otley, Bramhope, Adel, Cookridge, Holt Park, 
Weetwood and Far Headingley in the same parliamentary seat. 
 
 
 
3) BRADFORD 
 
Conservative Submission 
 
The Conservative proposal results in combining Bolton, Bowling, Bradford Moor & 
Eccleshill with Calverley and Horsforth (page 22). It also puts Idle in Otley, and 
Windhill and Baildon in Shipley (page 25). 
 
These proposals make a mockery of maintaining community links. The resulting 
constituency would stretch from Bradford city centre through some of the most 
deprived areas in the city and beyond the district in to some of the most affluent 
suburbs in Leeds. There are no historic ties between the two areas in order to make 
this constituency work.  
 
The Conservatives will be breaking many well-established ties across north east 
Bradford. Both Idle and Wrose share very strong links with Eccleshill and Bolton, 
they share a number of services and amenities from school catchment areas to 
neighbourhood policing teams. 
 
It would be near impossible for any MP to satisfy the needs of all the communities 
outlined in this proposal crossing in substantial proportions  across two Local 
Authorities.      
 
Mark Holmes Submission 
 
This is a comprehensive response, which results in suggesting Baildon, Idle and 
Windhill being put in Shipley with Great Horton and Little Horton in Bradford East 
instead (URN 019396). 
 
Bradford historically and today has been divided into an Eastern and Western side. 
Many people in the city very rarely venture beyond the city centre. There are no real 
community ties between Great and Little Horton and the rest of East Bradford would 
create a seat stretched across the city and would artificially divide the city. 
 
Idle, Bolton and Wrose have a far stronger link as outlined in the Liberal Democrat 
submission with the communities in Eccleshill and the city of Bradford has no natural 
affinity with the Aire Valley. 
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4) HULL 
 
Conservative Submission 
 
The suggestion of dividing Hull between north and south defies the natural divide 
between East and West created by the River Hull. The communities fall naturally and 
historically therefore into Hull North with Cottingham, and Hull West with 
Haltemprice. There is no need to go against this natural community divide. 
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Submission to the Boundary Commission for England 
second period of consultation: 
West Midlands 
 
NB numbering refers to paragraphs in our opponents’ submissions 
 
 
1) COMMENTS ON THE LABOUR PARTY SUBMISSION 
 
9 b)  The Labour party recommends that the Region should have only two sub-regions – 
one for Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent, and one for the rest of the West Midlands. There 
seems to be an assumption that there have to be sub-regions, although these are purely a 
creation of the BCE, and have no statutory authority whatsoever. It is only a small step to 
remove this restriction altogether, rather than treating the north of the Region differently. 

9 c) We do not agree with all the seats supported by the Labour party, and these will be 
addressed later in the comments. 

9 d) We support the retention of the Cannock Chase and Burton constituencies, but 
think it would be more appropriate to re-name the latter as East Staffordshire. We do not 
support the BCE’s Tamworth constituency, as we believe a better solution – supported by 
the Tamworth Herald – would be to include 4 wards from North Warwickshire which lie to 
the east of the town, and return 4 of the 7 ‘borrowed’ wards on the west side to Lichfield.  

We accept the Labour Party objection to combining Newcastle-under-Lyme with Stone, but 
not the alternative put forward to carve up Staffordshire Moorlands instead. We believe 
that the counter-proposal from a resident of Trentham, presented at the Stafford hearing, 
offers a better solution, by keeping the Stone constituency separate. By adding 4 wards 
from the south of Stoke-on-Trent, and 4 wards from the south of Newcastle-under-Lyme 
(including 2 presently in the Stone constituency) it leaves Staffordshire Moorlands intact. 
Stone would also keep the 6 Stafford Borough wards listed in the BCE initial proposal. 
Creating Stoke-on-Trent North and South seats totally within the borough, avoids the split 
of Burslem, and allows all the northern wards in the borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme to 
become part of a single constituency. 

We agree that the Church Eaton, and Eccleshall wards should be transferred to Stafford, 
but not Gnosall & Woodseaves, which would be replaced with the Haywood & Hixon ward 
from Lichfield, keeping the Lichfield constituency within 2 local authorities instead of 3. 

9 e) We support the unchanged North Shropshire constituency, but not Shrewsbury, 
which we believe should become a Shrewsbury & West Shropshire constituency, adding 3 
of the electoral divisions along the Welsh border in exchange for transferring one division 
on the eastern side to a different Bridgnorth & Wellington constituency to the Labour one. 

We strongly support the view that Telford should remain as one constituency, with the 
addition of Hadley & Leegomery, and Donnington from the present Wrekin constituency. 
However, we do not accept the topping up of the rest of The Wrekin with more divisions 
from Shropshire, which creates a doughnut round Telford lacking any real community ties.   
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9 f) The Labour party seems happy to accept the major disruption to Herefordshire by 
the BCE proposals, and claims that the Ludlow & Leominster and Malvern & Ledbury 
constituencies “have strong internal communications despite their large and sparsely 
populated areas.” This is a nonsense, and it is obvious that the London Labour party has 
never visited this area, where one rural constituency stretches 75 miles from end to end, 
and the other crosses two counties and three local authority areas and the River Severn. 

9 g) Again, the Labour party says that it accepts extensive disruption to Worcestershire, 
caused by the BCE proposals in the county. Yet this is unnecessary, and shows Labour’s 
ignorance of the Shires, compared to their great interest in the urban areas of the Region. 
Although the Labour party accepts the need to increase the electorate of Redditch, it just 
agrees with the splitting of the Bromsgrove constituency, which was within the UK quota, 
and the compensation of adding on Droitwich from another local authority – Wychavon.  

Since Labour did not accept the two BCE sub-regions in the south of the Region, there 
was no barrier to crossing the county boundary of Warwickshire and Worcestershire in 
preference to that of Herefordshire and Worcestershire. Yet it seems that they did not 
consider the possibility of increasing the electorate of Redditch with the north-western 
wards of Stratford-on-Avon, some of which, like Studley, are almost part of Redditch. 
Retaining the Mid and West Worcestershire constituencies would have been preferable. 

9 h) We agree with the Labour party contention that “it is appropriate to create a 
constituency comprising part of the Borough of Solihull with part of the county of 
Warwickshire” but not the alternative counter-proposal they put forward. We share the 
belief that “the precise configurations which the Commission have adopted are 
unnecessarily disruptive of existing constituencies” and have proposed better solutions. 

9 i) We agree with a North Warwickshire constituency that has 3 northern wards from 
the Borough of Solihull, so that the new Nuneaton constituency benefits from being totally 
within the borough of Nuneaton & Bedworth rather than borrowing wards from Rugby. 

Rugby constituency would then keep all its wards as well as the Bulkington ward (already 
in the constituency from Nuneaton & Bedworth), better complying with Rule 5 than that of 
the Labour party which shares out wards in all directions, with Stratford-on-Avon district in 
4 different constituencies, similar to the BCE Initial Proposals. 

We support a Kenilworth & Meriden constituency in place of the Kenilworth & Dorridge, but 
with Bickenhill ward included as part of the ‘Meriden Gap’ and not Ryton-on-Dunsmore, 
which should be returned to Rugby CC from the disbanded Kenilworth & Southam seat. 

9 ii) We support the retention of the three Coventry seats unchanged, and agree that the 
Solihull constituency should not be changed from its present configuration. However, we 
believe that the Labour party counter-proposals for the surrounding area are inappropriate. 

We do not support a Chelmsley Wood & Stechford constituency, which would take one 
ward from the Hodge Hill constituency and one from Yardley. This would split Yardley and 
leave a small border between Sheldon and South Yardley. Adding Bordesley Green (which 
should remain paired with Washwood Heath) does not balance the transfer of Stechford & 
Yardley North, or any break-up of the Birmingham City boundary on the east side.  

This is not necessary in order to allow the 4 Sutton Coldfield wards to remain unchanged. 
The Labour party also proposes exporting the Birmingham wards of Handsworth (splitting 
this off from East Handsworth) and Soho into a revised Smethwick & Handsworth seat, 
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leaving Perry Barr with a ‘hole’ on its west side to accommodate Kingstanding from their 
modified Erdington with Hodge Hill and Castle Bromwich. This is really unacceptable. 

We do not agree with the Labour counter-proposals for Walsall, or the proposed Walsall 
South & Bilston constituency, including wards from four different local authorities. We do 
not support the resulting Wolverhampton North and South seats, believing a better split is 
to create a Wolverhampton West and East with the inclusion of the Spring Vale ward. 

We do not support Labour’s rearrangement of wards in the Dudley and Sandwell areas, 
and have proposed alternatives which we believe better respect existing constituencies in 
the West Midlands conurbation. We have added wards from South Staffordshire on the 
west side of Dudley, to avoid distortions caused by matching up various ward sizes, and 
achieving benefits in a number of adjacent constituencies by altering one constituency. 
South Staffordshire has no major centre, and its scattered communities have better links 
with adjacent urban areas. The BCE propose that Penkridge stays as part of the Stafford 
constituency, and we propose that an East Shropshire and West Staffordshire is created 
from the east of The Wrekin and just over half of the South Staffordshire constituency.    

 
2) COMMENTS ON THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY SUBMISSION  
 
 
1.3 & 1.4 We do not agree that dividing the Region into sub-regions ensures that Rule 
5 (1) b & c is better met than by utilising an holistic approach to the Region; or believe that 
the Commission’s division of sub-regions represents the least disruptive solution for the 54 
new constituencies in the West Midlands. 
 
1.6, 1.7 & 1.8        We do not accept that Worcestershire should be linked with 
Herefordshire, when it would be more appropriate to link the east side of Worcestershire 
with Warwickshire. The Conservatives have just accepted the BCE sub-regions based on 
the total number of electors within each, without any consideration of the distribution of 
those electors across the chosen sub-regions.  This neglect has resulted in some strange 
combinations, which do not respect Rule 5.  
 
1.9 Having accepted the BCE sub-regions without question, the Conservative proposals 
are therefore based on these non-statutory strictures, and do not consider any alternatives 
which better address the requirements of Rule 5, which they claim to better represent. 
 
2.1 & 2.2 We do not accept the Conservative claim that there was a need to increase 
the electorate of the existing Bromsgrove constituency. It already has 73,279 electors, 470 
above the minimum requirement. Taking Droitwich out of Wychavon District Council does 
not respect its local authority boundary, or the existing constituency of Mid Worcestershire, 
totally contained within that district. 
 
2.4 The London-based Conservative party clearly has no knowledge of the strong local 
support for a single Telford constituency. The BCE proposals split the communities of the 
largest town in Shropshire into a north and south Telford by claiming the M54 motorway as 
a ‘natural boundary’ and the doubtful benefits of combining urban and rural areas. It is also 
falsely claimed that “It is impossible to create a constituency just from Telford.” In fact the 
urban area of Telford town has 78,142 electors and is well within the statutory tolerance. 
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2.6 We agree that the BCE has given no thought to the fact that Alveley and Claverley 
division is to the ENE of the River Severn with no road crossing of the river within it, and 
therefore accessibility has been disregarded in the Ludlow & Leominster constituency. 
 
2.7 We agree with returning the Golden Valley wards into South Herefordshire where 
they belong, but the existing constituency name should be retained. But we do not agree 
that the modified Ludlow and Leominster constituency is “appropriate”, because of the 
unacceptable knock-on effects in the adjacent Malvern & Ledbury constituency.  
 
2.8 We do not accept this constituency which crosses 3 district boundaries when it was 
totally unnecessary to do so. It is no solution to upset the unchanged constituencies of 
Wyre Forest and Worcester by ‘tacking on’ the three wards to the east of the River Severn 
in exchange for a few more wards south of Malvern.  
 
2.9 The Conservatives claim that important local ties in Malvern have been broken by 
the BCE proposal, and that the transfer of Morton & Wells wards will solve this anomaly. 
However, leaving West Worcestershire almost as it is now, does not break any local ties, 
as the whole of the Malvern Hills District would be in the one constituency, and is far more 
respectful of Rule 5 than the tinkering round the edges which the Conservatives propose. 
 
2.11 We do not accept an Evesham or South Worcestershire seat, when the existing 
constituencies of West and Mid Worcestershire are totally contained within the district 
boundaries of Malvern Hills and Wychavon, respecting local authority boundaries and the 
local ties within the present constituencies. The alternatives all fly in the face of Rule 5. 
 
2.13 We do not accept that the “county boundaries are crossed in the correct places” 
and believe it was a serious mistake to cross from Herefordshire into Worcestershire, 
when the shortfall in Redditch could be solved with the surplus wards from Stratford-on-
Avon in Warwickshire. This would keep 6 of the constituencies in Herefordshire and 
Worcestershire virtually the same; with North Herefordshire gaining 4 electoral divisions 
from Ludlow to become Ludlow & North Herefordshire; and Redditch gaining 5 wards from 
Stratford, ensuring Stratford wards were in just two constituencies instead of the BCE’s 4. 
 
3.1 We support eleven constituencies, but not totally within the Stafford County area. 
 
3.2 We support the Staffordshire Moorlands seat which is coterminous with the local 
authority, but do not agree with the splitting of Newcastle-under-Lyme into two seats. 
 
3.3 We do not support the Kidsgrove & Tunstall seat which splits Burslem, but believe 
all of Kidsgrove should be recombined into a Newcastle-under-Lyme constituency.  
 
3.4 Linking Newcastle with Stone is considered unacceptable by people in both, and is 
not the “correct option”. Creating two Stoke-on-Trent seats, North and South, would keep 
Tunstall & Burslem together in the North; and Hanley, Stoke, Fenton & Longton together in 
the South – the 6 towns in the ‘federation’.  Stone would remain a constituency in its own 
right, with wards from the southern extremity of Stoke, instead of Staffordshire Moorlands. 
 
3.5 We agree with the retention of Cannock Chase and Burton (although we prefer the 
name of the latter to become East Staffordshire). We do not support the retention of South 
Staffordshire, which has less cohesion than many other existing constituencies, because 
of the benefits its wards can provide to the electorates of its adjacent constituencies. But 
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we do support the larger part of the constituency being combined with East Shropshire, 
(the east of the existing Wrekin constituency) including Newport, Shifnal and Albrighton.  
 
3.6 We do not agree with the revised Lichfield seat being in three local authorities. It 
already has three wards from East Staffordshire District, which was too large for a single 
constituency, and it was a mistake to add the Haywood & Hixon ward from Stafford. The 
BCE proposal is the result of too rigid adherence to self-imposed sub-regions, which did 
not allow any crossover between Staffordshire and adjacent areas. Removing these non-
statutory barriers allows a better solution for Lichfield and Tamworth (supported locally). 
 
3.7 We do not accept that the BCE proposals are a “logical creation” because it is not 
logical to impose artificial restrictions to the achievement of results which better respect 
Rule 5. A slavish acceptance of the BCE’s Initial Proposals excludes better solutions. 
 
3.8 to 3.11 We cannot agree with the overall conclusions in this section. In particular, it 
is clear that the BCE proposal to split Newcastle-under-Lyme and combine it with Stone 
has generated major objections in the area. The suggestion from local opponents to split 
Staffordshire Moorlands is not accepted. The logical solution is to transfer wards from the 
south of Stoke-on-Trent to Stone, rather than combining northern wards with Kidsgrove. 
 
4.1 We agree with the allocation of 31 constituencies in this part of the Region, but not 
constrained by the boundaries of a rigid sub-region. 
 
4.6 We support the decision to keep the three Coventry constituencies unchanged. 
 
4.7 We agree with the principle, but not the proposed Conservative implementation. 
 
4.8 We agree that Water Orton, and Coleshill North & South should be returned to 
North Warwickshire, but do not agree with the Conservative alternative solution which, like 
the BCE proposal, causes major disruption across local authority boundaries to the south. 
 
4.10 We do not accept that Avon & Swift ward on the outskirts of Rugby has better links 
with Nuneaton, and believe all the Rugby wards should be in the Rugby constituency, and 
not transferred to Nuneaton for the benefit of North Warwickshire alone. 
 
4.11 We do not accept the changes proposed in this section. It is not consistent to move 
wards across district boundaries in some cases but not in others. County boundaries are 
no more important than district or borough boundaries in the BCE Guide to the Review. 
 
4.12 We agree that Knowle should be part of a Meriden constituency with Kenilworth, but 
not the proposed Kenilworth and Dorridge constituency which includes parts of three local 
authorities instead of two, and splits part of the green belt area in the ‘Meriden Gap’. 
 
4.15 The reduction of Birmingham seats from ten to nine is not accepted as justification 
for ‘inevitable disruption’. Ten seats can be accommodated without exporting city wards. 
 
4.16 In general, splitting wards is not a good idea. In Birmingham there are exceptional 
and compelling reasons for considering this possibility, and splitting only three wards out of 
40, would allow all the existing ten constituencies to be retained, minimising disruption.  
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4.18 to 4.22 We do not accept the unnecessary disruption to the Sutton Coldfield and 
Erdington constituencies. Even without splitting wards, it is still possible to achieve a better 
configuration for Birmingham constituencies without exporting four wards from the city. 
 
4.23 This is not a logical proposal. Acocks Green is north of Hall Green which is north of 
Billesley, so it does not make sense to rearrange the wards in this area, as proposed here. 
Solihull should remain as it is now, without splitting the town of Shirley. This keeps the city 
boundary intact on the east side, and this allows Birmingham Yardley to remain the same. 
 
4.25 & 4.26 We support the retention of the Stourbridge, and Halesowen & Rowley Regis 
constituencies with minimum change, with Kinver joining the Stourbridge constituency. 
 
4.27 & 4.28 We support Dudley South and Dudley North constituencies rather than 
Dudley East and Dudley West, with the addition of wards from South Staffordshire to bring 
them within quota. 
 
4.30 We believe that Birmingham wards should not be exported, and Sandwell should 
have 2 constituencies totally within its borough, and one (Halesowen & Rowley Regis) 
shared with Dudley as at present. Instead of a Smethwick and Wednesbury (or preferably 
West Bromwich) seat, it would be possible to create Sandwell East and West seats, which 
use the Sandwell name in the title, as requested by the borough, like neighbouring Dudley. 
 
4.31 & 4.32 We support the counter-proposal that Wolverhampton should have a West 
and East constituency, rather than a North and South. The only difference we propose in 
the configuration of Wolverhampton West is the addition of the 3 Perton wards from South 
Staffordshire in place of the Penn Ward. This would join Lower Penn & Wombourne in our 
proposed Dudley North (& Penn) constituency. In Wolverhampton East, Spring Vale has 
links with Bilston, and should replace Darlaston South, which is in the Walsall borough.  
 
4.33 The Conservative proposal now supports the addition of Wednesfield North & South 
to the Walsall West constituency, which seems to have general support from all parties. 
However, we believe that the two Darlaston wards should remain together in Walsall West, 
with Wednesbury North from Sandwell, which has community links with Darlaston. Birchills 
Leamore should be part of Walsall North, and Pleck part of Walsall South, due to its links 
with the Palfrey and St Matthew’s wards. 
 
4.34 We accept the new Walsall North and Walsall South named constituencies with a 
few changes. First, Birchills Leamore should be back in Walsall North along with Bloxwich 
and Blakenhall; and Oscott should remain in a Birmingham constituency. To compensate 
for this, Aldridge Central & South would move from Walsall North to South, and Pleck from 
Walsall West to Walsall South. Constituencies with three names are not accepted by BCE. 
 
5.1 We do not believe that the Conservative counter-proposals represent the best 
solution for the West Midlands. An holistic approach to the Region avoids the distortions 
that are made necessary by the imposition of non-statutory sub-regions, and we hope that 
our comments will be given due consideration by the Commission. 
 
5.6 We support the proposed changes in this section, but recognise other areas where 
anomalies could have been resolved, particularly in the case of the 10 Birmingham seats. 
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Footnote: 
 
Work on the Liberal Democrat proposals started in the autumn of 2010, and consultations 
were held across the West Midlands to ascertain views on possible configurations for the 
proposed 54 constituencies in the Region. As soon as the UK average of 76,641 electors 
was announced, detailed proposals were developed and circulated for discussion. It is not 
clear how much consultation was undertaken by other parties to determine local opinions, 
but we believe that the Liberal Democrat submissions better reflect Rule 5 of Schedule 2. 
 
3) COMMENTS ON ALL SUBMISSIONS FROM 4 PROPOSED CONSTITUENCIES 
 
a) Solihull BC 
 
90% of the submissions in respect of Solihull requested that the constituency should 
remain unchanged. There were strong arguments against splitting the town of Shirley and 
adding in the Birmingham ward of Sheldon. With an electorate of 77,354 there was no 
need to alter this constituency, and these views corresponded with the majority of the 
submissions from adjacent constituencies. We trust that these views will be respected. 
 
There were suggestions that it was more logical to include Bickenhill and Meriden with the 
Kenilworth constituency to compensate for Shirley South and West staying in Solihull. This 
would keep Knowle in with the other two rural wards with which it has more affinity.  
 
b) Birmingham Yardley 
 
Out of 76 submissions from this constituency, 73% were in favour of no change to the 
existing constituency. In particular, there was strong aversion to substituting Bordesley 
Green for Sheldon. There were strong arguments for keeping the River Cole as the local 
boundary, which it had been for 1,000 years, and noted the different demographics 
between the two. It was felt that Bordesley Green and Washwood Heath ‘belonged 
together’ and it would be a mistake to split them on the grounds of electoral numbers. 
 
A few people in Sheldon liked the idea of being part of Solihull, but did not comment on the 
knock-on effects in other areas, like splitting Shirley, and the existing community links in 
Yardley by so doing. We believe that there are satisfactory alternatives which do not break 
up the boundary of Birmingham City on the east side, and hope that the Boundary 
Commission will take due note of the majority views expressed. There were also 
objections to alternatives which split Yardley by removing Stechford and Yardley out of the 
constituency instead of Sheldon.   
 
c) North Warwickshire 
 
Over 100 submissions argued strongly that Water Orton and Coleshill should remain in 
North Warwickshire, and not become part of Meriden, and a lesser number suggested that 
Weddington be returned to Nuneaton to compensate. Some of the views were related to 
the high-speed rail link through the area, which is supported by the MP for Meriden and 
not by the MP for North Warwickshire. 
 
Coleshill Town Council proposed changes to 6 other constituencies as an alternative that 
would keep Water Orton & Coleshill in the existing North Warwickshire constituency. If 
North Warwickshire was the only constituency affected, then it might be sensible to look at 
it in isolation, and add the borough of North Warwickshire (with only 49,627 electors) to 
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Bedworth, which is part of the separate Nuneaton & Bedworth borough. However, this 
stops Nuneaton from being a constituency within its own local authority area, and results in 
Nuneaton having to ‘borrow’ wards from Rugby; and Rugby having to ‘borrow’ wards from 
Stratford-on-Avon. Rugby should also be a constituency within its existing district, and only 
need one ward from Nuneaton (Bulkington) which is already in the constituency. This 
would better respect Rule 5 and avoid problems with the BCE proposals in this area.  
 
We support the view that Water Orton and Coleshill should remain in North Warwickshire, 
but have suggested that 3 northern wards from Solihull should be added, rather than the 
other way round. We also propose that 3 of the Bedworth wards are returned to Nuneaton 
to create a compact constituency totally within its borough. Also that the 4 northern wards 
of Dordon, Polesworth E&W, and Newton Regis & Warton should be part of the Tamworth 
constituency. This would not move them into Staffordshire from North Warwickshire; their 
services would still be provided by Warwickshire, despite fears expressed to the contrary. 
 
d) South Staffordshire 
 
There were 40 submissions from South Staffordshire, all wanting the existing constituency 
to remain, as proposed by the BCE, despite the bizarre solutions that the Commission had 
had to propose in the surrounding areas of Shropshire and the West Midlands. It was clear 
from these submissions, that they thought the Lib Dem proposals would physically move 
them into a different local authority, that they would lose their District Council and local 
services, and that their Council Tax would be decided by the urban authorities with which 
they might be associated. 
 
The misinformation was consistent, with the same responses coming from a number of 
intelligent and educated sources, complaining that they would cease to be part of the 
county of Staffordshire. Many admitted that the present constituency was a collection of 27 
individual communities, but none provided the evidence of community links between, say, 
Kinver in the south, and the ex-mining community of Huntington & Hatherton in the north. 
 
The BCE made it clear in its Guide to the 2013 Review (para 32) that “this does not mean 
that an existing constituency should be automatically considered to be ‘protected from 
change’, simply on the basis of its electorate figure already falling within the statutory 
range.” With a 2011 electorate of 74,189, South Staffordshire meets the new quota, but 
unlike many other constituencies has no major or natural centre. The benefits to adjacent 
constituencies by the redistribution of some of its wards should be seriously considered.  
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