Correction:

1.

When preparing the draft recommendations report below, in paragraph 32, the
Commission treated Somerset Council’s stated preference for predominantly
single-councillor divisions as if it were a formal request under the legislation that
guides our reviews, for a uniform pattern of single-member divisions. In fact,
Somerset Council did not make any such formal request.

. This correction note does not change the draft recommendations and the report

remains as published. However, this correction supersedes any specific
reference in that report to a formal request by Somerset Council for a uniform
pattern of single-member divisions. The Council’s position should be understood
as a preference rather than a formal request. Therefore, all those submitting
views can propose both multi-member and single-member divisions.
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A note on our mapping:

The maps shown in this report are for illustrative purposes only. Whilst best
efforts have been made by our staff to ensure that the maps included in

this report are representative of the boundaries described by the text, there
may be slight variations between these maps and the large PDF map that
accompanies this report, or the digital mapping supplied on our consultation
portal. This is due to the way in which the final mapped products are produced.
The reader should therefore refer to either the large PDF supplied with this
report or the digital mapping for the true likeness of the boundaries intended.
The boundaries as shown on either the large PDF map or the digital mapping
should always appear identical.
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Introduction

Who we are and what we do

1 The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament.> We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs
chaired by the Speaker of the House of Commons. Our main role is to carry out
electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

2 The members of the Commission are:

e Professor Colin Mellors OBE e Steve Robinson
(Chair) e Wallace Sampson OBE
e Andrew Scallan CBE e Liz Treacy
(Deputy Chair)
e Amanda Nobbs OBE e Ailsa Irvine (Chief Executive)

What is an electoral review?

3 An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a
local authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:

e How many councillors are needed.

e How many wards or electoral divisions there should be, where their
boundaries are and what they should be called.

e How many councillors should represent each ward or division.

4  When carrying out an electoral review the Commission has three main
considerations:

e Improving electoral equality by equalising the number of electors that each
councillor represents.

e Ensuring that the recommendations reflect community identity.

e Providing arrangements that support effective and convenient local
government.

5 Our task is to strike the best balance between these three considerations when
making our recommendations.

1 Under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.



6 More details regarding the powers that we have, as well as further guidance
and information about electoral reviews and the review process in general, can be
found on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Why Somerset?

7 In 2021, the then Secretary of State agreed to create a new unitary local
government structure for the Somerset county area. The existing Somerset County
Council and the districts of Mendip, Sedgemoor, Somerset West & Taunton and
South Somerset were abolished, and a new single-tier unitary authority of Somerset
was created.

8 A shadow authority was established towards the end of 2021 with interim
electoral arrangements. The new authority held its first elections in May 2022, with
the expectation that the Commission would conduct a full electoral review before the
subsequent elections in 2027.

9  This electoral review is being carried out to ensure that:

e The divisions in Somerset are in the best possible places to help the
Council carry out its responsibilities effectively.

e The number of electors represented by each councillor is approximately
the same across Somerset.

Our proposals for Somerset

10 Somerset should be represented by 96 councillors, 14 fewer than there are
now.

11 Somerset should have 96 divisions, 41 more than there are now.

12 The boundaries of all divisions should change.

How will the recommendations affect you?

13 The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division, and, in some cases, which parish council ward you vote in. Your
division name may also change.

14  Our recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of Somerset
Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take into account
parliamentary constituency boundaries. The recommendations will not have an effect
on local taxes, house prices or car and house insurance premiums, and we are not
able to consider any representations which are based on these issues.


http://www.lgbce.org.uk/

Have your say

15 We will consult on the draft recommendations for a 10-week period, from 3
June 2025 to 11 August 2025. We encourage everyone to use this opportunity to
comment on these proposed divisions as the more public views we hear, the more
informed our decisions will be in making our final recommendations.

16 We ask everyone wishing to contribute ideas for the new divisions to first read
this report and look at the accompanying map before responding to us.

17 You have until 11 August 2025 to have your say on the draft recommendations.
See page 79 for how to send us your response.

Review timetable

18 We wrote to the Council to ask its views on the appropriate number of
councillors for Somerset. We then held a period of consultation with the public on
division patterns for Somerset. This consultation was due to end on 20 January
2025, but was extended by six weeks to 4 March 2025, following a request from the
Council. The submissions received during consultation have informed our draft
recommendations.

19 The review is being conducted as follows:

Stage starts Description

15 October 2024 Number of councillors decided
22 October 2024 Start of consultation seeking views on new divisions

End of consultation; we began analysing submissions and

4 March 202 . ‘
arch 2025 forming draft recommendations

Publication of draft recommendations; start of second

3 June 2025 i
consultation

End of consultation; we begin analysing submissions and

11 August 2025 forming final recommendations

2 December 2025 Publication of final recommendations







Analysis and draft recommendations

20 Legislation? states that our recommendations should not be based only on how
many electors? there are now, but also on how many there are likely to be in the five
years after the publication of our final recommendations. We must also try to
recommend strong, clearly identifiable boundaries for our divisions.

21 Inreality, we are unlikely to be able to create divisions with exactly the same
number of electors in each; we have to be flexible. However, we try to keep the
number of electors represented by each councillor as close to the average for the
council as possible.

22 We work out the average number of electors per councillor for each individual
local authority by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors, as shown on
the table below.

2024 2030

Electorate of Somerset 446,698 467,270
Number of councillors 96 96
Average number of electors per 4,653 4.867
councillor

23 When the number of electors per councillor in a division is within 10% of the
average for the authority, we refer to the division as having ‘good electoral equality’.
All of our proposed divisions for Somerset are forecast to have good electoral
equality by 2030.

Submissions received

24  See Appendix C for details of the submissions received. All submissions may
be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Electorate figures

25 The Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2030, a period five years on
from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2025. These
forecasts were broken down to polling district level and predicted an increase in the
electorate of around 5%.

26 During the consultation on our proposed division arrangements, Rode Parish
Council questioned the electoral forecasts for its area, while a local resident raised
similar concerns regarding the Watchet and Williton areas, both pointing to a

2 Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
3 Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.
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projected decline in electors. While we note these submissions, as we state in our
technical guidance, providing electoral forecasts can be a somewhat inexact
science. While local authorities are well placed to assess planning permissions and
the likely trajectory of development and population growth, such trends are fluid and
can result in either increases or decreases in electorate. In this case, we are
satisfied that the Council’s forecasts are supported by a sound evidence base and
reflect a reasonable approach to predicting future electorates.

27 Both Councillor Kay and a local resident noted that significant development
may take place in Selwood parish. However, in line with our guidance, local
authorities are asked to include only those developments that are expected to
generate a significant number of extra electors within five years of the conclusion of
the review. The Council assessed that the proposed development in Selwood would
not generate a substantial number of electors by 2030 and, accordingly, did not
include it in its projections. We consider this approach is consistent with our
guidance.

28 Having reviewed the evidence in detail, we are satisfied that the Council’s
electoral forecasts are based on a robust and reasonable assessment of likely
electorate changes over the next five years. We therefore consider these forecasts
to be the most reliable figures currently available and have used them as the basis of
our draft recommendations.

29 Our mapping tool uses geocoded electoral registers supplied by the Council to
locate electors, by associating addresses with specific geographic coordinates. It
considers each elector’s location to produce precise elector counts for each ward.
There can be very slight differences between the electorate figures published on our
website at the beginning of the review and the electorate figures published in this
report. However, these are very minor and do not impact on our recommendations.

Number of councillors

30 Somerset Council (‘the Council’) currently has 110 councillors. We have looked
at evidence provided by the Council and have concluded that decreasing this
number by 14 to 96 will ensure the Council can carry out its roles and responsibilities
effectively.

31 We therefore invited proposals for new patterns of divisions that would be
represented by 96 councillors.

32 At a Full Council meeting on 26 September 2024, the Council resolved to
request that the Commission carry out this review on the basis of recommending a



uniform pattern of single-member divisions. There is a presumption in legislation*
that the Commission will agree to such requests and seek to provide a uniform
pattern of single-member divisions across the authority. However, in all cases, this
consideration will not take precedence over our other statutory criteria, and we will
not recommend a uniform pattern of single-member divisions if, in our view, or as is
shown in evidence provided to us, it is not compatible with our other statutory
criteria.

33 In this context, we note the submission from the Yeovil Constituency Labour
Party which expressed support for a pattern of single-member divisions.

34 We received several submissions about the number of councillors in response
to our consultation on division patterns. The submissions expressed a mixture of
both support for and opposition to the reduction in councillors. However, none of
these submissions provided compelling evidence as how an alternative number
would allow the Council to discharge the councillors’ roles and functions more
effectively. We have therefore based our draft recommendations on a pattern of
divisions represented by 96 councillors.

Division boundaries consultation

35 We received 169 submissions in response to our consultation on division
boundaries. Among these were four council-wide proposals — from the Council, the
Somerset Council Liberal Democrat Group (‘the Liberal Democrats’), a local resident
(which comprised 97 councillors, rather than 96) and Kingston St Mary Parish
Council (‘Kingston St Mary’). An additional council-wide scheme developed by the
Council’s Electoral Review Working Group — though rejected by the Council’s
Constitution and Governance Committee — was still submitted by councillors from the
working group and the Somerset Council Conservative Group (referred to in this
report as the ‘Working Group’ submission). The remaining submissions focused on
localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of Somerset.

36 The council-wide schemes all aimed to provide for as many single-councillor
divisions as possible, but all of them apart from the Kingston St Mary scheme
proposed at least three two-councillor divisions.

37 The Kingston St Mary scheme was based on aligning divisions with Somerset
Council’'s Local Community Network (LCN) structure, a principle supported by
several other submissions during consultation. However, while we acknowledge that
aligning division boundaries with LCNs may help to reflect local community identities
and interests, and may contribute to convenient and effective local government, we
are not required to adhere to them when proposing our divisions. We will therefore

4 Section 57 of Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.



cross LCN boundaries if it results in a pattern of divisions for Somerset that we
consider more effectively balances our three statutory criteria.

38 Our draft recommendations draw on elements of the various council-wide
schemes; however, we have more frequently adopted those submitted by the Liberal
Democrats. This is because their proposals generally aligned more closely with the
evidence we received regarding community identity and locally recognised
boundaries. In developing our recommendations, we also gave careful consideration
to other local evidence, which provided further evidence of community links and
locally recognised boundaries. In some instances, we concluded that the submitted
proposals did not achieve an optimal balance between our statutory criteria and we
have therefore identified and proposed alternative boundaries in those areas.

39 We conducted a virtual tour of Somerset in order to look at the various
proposals on the ground. This tour helped us to decide between the different
boundaries proposed. We plan to visit Somerset in person once the consultation on
our draft recommendations has ended and before we finalise our recommendations,
to allow us to focus on those areas where we receive strong evidence and feedback.

Draft recommendations

40 Our draft recommendations are for 96 single-councillor divisions. We consider
that our draft recommendations will provide for good electoral equality while
reflecting community identities and interests where we received such evidence
during consultation.

41 The tables and maps on pages 9—-68 detail our draft recommendations for each
area of Somerset. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory® criteria of:

e Equality of representation.
e Reflecting community interests and identities.
e Providing for effective and convenient local government.

42 A summary of our proposed new divisions is set out in the table starting on
page 85 and on the large map accompanying this report.

43 We welcome all comments on these draft recommendations, particularly on the
location of the division boundaries, and the names of our proposed divisions.

5 Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Number of

Division name ) Variance 2030
councillors

Frome Central 1 -4%

Frome East 1 -10%

Frome North 1 -9%

Frome South 1 2%

Frome West 1 7%

Frome Central, Frome East, Frome North, Frome South and Frome West

44  All five council-wide proposals suggested five divisions for the urban Frome
area, each with significantly different boundaries. However, as these proposals were
all primarily based on polling district boundaries, they resulted in divisions that, in our
view, had unclear boundaries in places.

45 We therefore propose five Frome divisions with boundaries that use natural and
man-made features such as the River Frome, railway lines and, where possible,
main roads. We consider this approach will result in divisions with clear and
identifiable boundaries. Additionally, our proposals seek to avoid placing rural
parishes in divisions covering urban Frome. For instance, we were not persuaded by
the Liberal Democrats’ and the Working Group’s separate proposals to include the
rural parish of Nunney in a division with western Frome, nor by the Council’s
proposal to combine western Frome with Beckington and Berkley parishes. We also
note that the inclusion of Nunney parish within an urban Frome division was opposed
by both Councillor Clarke and Councillor Kay. Instead, we propose including only
Selwood parish in our Frome divisions, as it largely surrounds the town and is thus
closely linked to Frome in terms of community interests and shared local issues.
Selwood parish will be divided between our proposed Frome South and Frome West
divisions, along the existing Selwood East and Selwood West parish ward boundary.

46 We also consider that our Frome Central division reflects the submission made
by Councillor Kay, who requested that Frome town centre be placed in a Frome
Central division.

47 Councillor Boyden proposed a pattern of three two-councillor divisions for
Frome. However, we have not adopted this proposal, as we did not find sufficient
and compelling evidence to justify departing from the presumption that we provide
for a uniform single-councillor division pattern across Somerset.
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Division name Numbgr of Variance 2030
councillors

Beckington, Norton & Rode 1 4%

Chilcompton 1 3%

Coleford 1 0%

Evercreech 1 6%

Beckington, Norton & Rode

48 We based our draft recommendations for the north-eastern part of the authority
on the proposal of the Liberal Democrats and the Working Group. We consider that
their proposals best meet the statutory criteria by uniting the more rural parishes to
the north and west of Frome within a single division. In our assessment, this
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arrangement is preferable to the alternative proposals we received that placed some
of these rural parishes in divisions that contained parts of urban Frome.

49 We propose naming this division Beckington, Norton & Rode, as this name
includes the larger, more identifiable communities within this division. While most of
the proposals we received for this area retained the existing division name of Mendip
North East, we consider that a name that more accurately describes the key
constituent communities to be more reflective of community identities and interests.
We nonetheless welcome feedback on this decision during consultation.

50 Rode Parish Council expressed a preference to remain represented by two
councillors, while Berkley Parish Council requested the retention of the existing
Frome North division. However, we are mindful of the requirement to establish a
uniform pattern of single-councillor divisions across Somerset. On balance, we do
not consider that the evidence presented provides sufficient justification for retaining
a two-member division in this area. We are satisfied that our proposed Beckington,
Norton & Rode division provides a strong reflection of our statutory criteria, uniting
Berkley and Rode parishes with neighbouring rural parishes to the north of Frome in
a cohesive division that achieves a good level of electoral equality.

Chilcompton and Coleford

51 We have decided to adopt the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Chilcompton and
Coleford divisions, with some modifications. We determined that their Chilcompton
division effectively connects several communities with shared community interests,
bounded by the A37 and A367. Similarly, we find that their proposed Coleford
division — which includes the parishes of Coleford, Downhead, Holcombe,
Kilmersdon and Leigh-on-Mendip — brings together communities with strong
geographic and social ties.

52 We do, however, propose adjustments to these divisions. We recommend
including Stratton-on-the-Fosse parish in Chilcompton division rather than in
Coleford division, while Stoke St Michael parish is incorporated into Coleford
division. We consider that these changes better reflect the area’s geography and the
connections between local communities. These modifications also provide for a
slightly better balance of electoral equality across the two divisions.

Evercreech

53 Our proposed Evercreech division is based on the Liberal Democrats’ proposal.
We determined that it best reflected the statutory criteria, by linking the rural parishes
between Frome and Shepton Mallet within a cohesive division that shares
geographic and community ties. We consider that the alternative division proposals
we received for this area were less cohesive, combining parishes with weaker
geographic, road and community connections. For instance, we were not persuaded
by the identical Mendip Central & East division proposed by the Council and the

12



Working Group, which linked Ditcheat parish with Stoke St Michael parish, while
excluding Evercreech parish.

54 The Liberal Democrats’ proposed Evercreech division is projected to have an
electoral variance of -12%, which would not provide for good electoral equality. To
address this, we propose including the parishes of Nunney and Trudoxhill. While the
Liberal Democrats had placed these parishes in divisions with urban Frome, we
consider their community identities and interests would be better reflected in a more
rural division. Additionally, we propose transferring Lamyatt and Milton Clevedon
parishes to our recommended Bruton division. This provides for good electoral
equality across divisions, and we consider both parishes to share good links with
Bruton, given their geographic proximity to the town.

55 The alternative proposals we received for the area suggested a division with
the name Mendip and a directional suffix. However, we have adopted the name of
Evercreech, as suggested by the Liberal Democrats. We also note that the local
resident’s scheme proposed Evercreech as a division name, despite the boundaries
of that division being significantly different to the ones we are recommending. Given
Evercreech is the most populous settlement within the division, we consider this
name to be more recognisable to local electors than the various Mendip-based
suggestions, and therefore more reflective of community identities.

13
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Mendip Hills 1 -5%
Rodney, Westbury & Wookey 1 -1%
Shepton Mallet East 1 -5%
Shepton Mallet West & Pilton 1 4%
Wells St Cuthbert’'s 1 -4%
Wells St Thomas’ 1 0%

Mendip Hills

56 As aresult of our decision to create a Chilcompton division that is centred upon
communities bounded by the A37 and A367, we are unable to adopt the proposals
made by the Council, the Working Group and the local resident. These proposals
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linked communities in that area with those within and on the edge of the Mendip Hills
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We have therefore decided to adopt
the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Mendip Hills division as part of our draft
recommendations, which we consider to provide a good reflection of the statutory
criteria. We determined that it brings together several rural communities to the north
of Wells that have well-established ties with one another and with the Mendip Hills
AONB. We consider this division will reflect local community identities effectively,
while also delivering a good forecast level of electoral equality.

57 While the Kingston St Mary scheme did not link communities near Chilcompton
with those either close to or within the Mendip Hills AONB, we were not persuaded
that their proposed Wells Rural division — which linked Westbury parish with
communities in and around the AONB — would reflect local community identities. We
consider Westbury parish to have closer ties with Rodney Stoke and Wookey, and
that they should therefore be included in the same division.

58 St Cuthbert (Out) Parish Council requested no changes to the existing Mendip
Hills and Mendip West divisions, which are each currently represented by two
councillors and encompass parts of the parish. The Council argued that this
arrangement ensures effective representation for the parish. However, we are
mindful of our requirement to establish a uniform pattern of single-councillor divisions
across Somerset. After consideration, we do not consider the evidence provided by
the parish council was sufficient to justify retaining two-member divisions in this area.

Rodney, Westbury & Wookey

59 Our proposed Rodney, Westbury & Wookey division is based on the
submission made by the Liberal Democrats. We concluded that their proposal to link
the parishes of Rodney Stoke, Westbury and Wookey, which are geographically
close and benefit from reasonable road connectivity via the A371, provides a good
reflection of our statutory criteria. We also note the submission from Rodney Stoke
Parish Council which indicated that the parish should be aligned with Westbury
parish, and the amendment to the Council’s scheme from Councillor Wyke, who
proposed Rodney Stoke, Westbury and Wookey parishes be linked together in the
same division.

60 In comparison, we found that the alternative proposals from the Council,
Councillor Wyke and the Working Group for a Mendip West division did not meet the
statutory criteria as effectively. Their proposals included Walton parish; however, we
consider Walton to have stronger community ties with parishes in the Polden Hills
area. Accordingly, we propose that Walton be placed in a division alongside those
parishes.

61 We also chose not to adopt the proposal within the local resident’s scheme.
This proposal suggested a ‘doughnut’-shaped division comprising Croscombe parish

15



and the St Cuthbert (Out) parish. While we note the latter parish encircles the city of
Wells and is also doughnut shaped, we generally do not recommend such
configurations without compelling supporting evidence, as we consider
communication and community links between the northern and southern parts of
such divisions are often weak.

62 Finally, we did not adopt the Kingston St Mary proposal, as it would result in
adopting a division with a poor level of electoral equality, as their Wells Rural division
is forecast to have an electoral variance of -14% by 2030.

63 We propose to name this division Rodney, Westbury & Wookey, rather than the
Liberal Democrats’ suggested name of Mendip West, as we consider it to better
reflect the identities of the communities it comprises.

64 A local resident stated that the Rodney Stoke parish boundary should be
extended. Another local resident requested changes to the Godney parish boundary.
However, changing parish boundaries is the responsibility of Somerset Council via a
Community Governance Review. This electoral review is solely concerned with
division boundaries.

Shepton Mallet East and Shepton Mallet West & Pilton

65 The town of Shepton Mallet is marginally too small to accommodate two single-
councillor divisions that are entirely within the town council boundary and provide
good electoral equality. As a result, it is necessary to include an adjacent community
in a division alongside part of Shepton Mallet in order to achieve electoral equality.
To this end, all of the authority-wide schemes proposed linking the western part of
Shepton Mallet with Pilton parish. However, the Council suggested an alternative
arrangement, linking Croscombe parish with the western side of the town. Linking
Croscombe parish with Shepton Mallet was supported by a local resident.

66 After careful consideration, our draft recommendations for Shepton Mallet link
the western side of the town with Pilton parish. We consider that Pilton parish shares
good community and geographic ties with Shepton Mallet, and that this configuration
strikes an appropriate balance between the statutory criteria. We did not adopt the
Council’s alternative proposal, as it would result in poor electoral equality, with its
proposed Shepton Mallet West division projected to have an electoral variance of
-12% by 2030.

Wells St Cuthbert’s and Wells St Thomas’

67 All of the authority-wide schemes proposed a two-councillor Wells division that
followed the city council boundary, with the exception of the Kingston St Mary
proposal, which divided the city across three separate divisions.

16



68 We are mindful of the presumption that we provide for a uniform pattern of
single-councillor divisions, and that a departure from this approach must be
supported by compelling evidence demonstrating how a two- or three-councillor
division would reflect our statutory criteria more effectively. In this instance, we did
not consider that the submissions received provided sufficient justification to support
a two-councillor division for Wells. Consequently, we have decided to propose two
single-councillor divisions for the city.

69 While the Kingston St Mary scheme did propose single-member divisions
across Wells, we considered its proposals would result in somewhat incoherent
division boundaries. For instance, we resolved that their proposal of linking the
centre of Wells with the more rural community of Wookey would not reflect
community identities. As such, we are putting forward our own alternative
arrangement. Our proposal comprises two single-member divisions, both wholly
contained within the city council boundary. The boundary between the divisions
would follow Portway and Mountery Road, and then continue to the north of the
Cathedral and run along Tor Street.

70 We propose naming the divisions Wells St Cuthbert’s and Wells St Thomas’.
These names draw on former ward names under the former Mendip District Council
and are likely to be familiar to local communities. We also note that the Kingston St
Mary scheme made use of similar wording in its proposed division hames.

17
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Glastonbury North & West Pennard 1 -5%
Glastonbury South & Meare 1 2%
Street North 1 -7%
Street South 1 8%

Glastonbury North & West Pennard and Glastonbury South & Meare

71 Glastonbury town does not have a sufficiently large electorate to support two
single-councillor divisions wholly contained within its town council boundaries and
with good electoral equality. Therefore, it is necessary to combine parts of
Glastonbury in divisions with neighbouring communities.

72 We have based our draft recommendations for the Glastonbury area on the
proposals submitted by the Liberal Democrats. These proposals link the parishes of
Meare, Sharpham and West Pennard with parts of Glastonbury. We consider these
parishes to have reasonable road and community links with the town and have
concluded that this configuration offers the best balance of the statutory criteria.
However, we propose to use the compass points of North and South in the division
names, as we consider them more suitable than the suggestions of East and West.

73 We have not adopted the alternative proposals submitted for the Glastonbury
area, as each resulted in divisions with relatively high electoral variances. For
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example, both the Council’s and a local resident’s proposals for Glastonbury Tor and
Glastonbury East divisions would result in forecast electoral variances of 13% and
11% respectively by 2030. Similarly, the Working Group’s proposed Glastonbury Tor
division would be too small, with a variance of -12%. We also chose not to adopt the
Kingston St Mary proposal, as we consider that the parishes of Baltonsborough and
West Bradley share closer links with the parishes in our Avalon division, as opposed
to communities in eastern Glastonbury.

Street North and Street South

74 With the exception of the Kingston St Mary proposal, all authority-wide
submissions proposed a two-member Street division that followed the existing town
council boundary.

75 As outlined earlier in this report, we must aim to deliver a uniform pattern of
single-councillor divisions, and any proposal for multi-councillor divisions must
provide strong evidence demonstrating why single-member divisions would not
provide an effective balance of our statutory criteria. In the case of Street, we did not
find the arguments in favour of a two-member division sufficiently persuasive. As a
result, we are not recommending a two-councillor division for the town. We consider
that two single-member divisions can provide for an effective balance of the statutory
criteria.

76  While the Kingston St Mary proposal did include single-member divisions for
Street, we were not persuaded that combining the urban town centre with outlying
rural areas would best reflect the statutory criteria — particularly when electoral
equality can be achieved in Street without incorporating surrounding communities.
We are therefore putting forward our own proposal. Our recommended pattern
comprises two single-member divisions, both entirely contained within the existing
town boundary. We are proposing the names of Street North and Street South,
which we consider to be clear and geographically descriptive. We also note that the
Kingston St Mary scheme adopted compass-point naming for its proposed divisions.
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Division name Numbgr of Variance 2030
councillors

Brent 1 -7%

Cheddar North & Axbridge 1 -10%

Cheddar South 1 -10%

Wedmore & Mark 1 -9%

Brent

77  All of the council-wide schemes included a Brent division, although the
boundaries varied between proposals. After consideration, we have based our
proposed Brent division on the submission from the Liberal Democrats. This was the
only proposal that excluded the parishes of Berrow and Brean. While these parishes
are currently part of the existing Brent division, we received evidence during the
consultation, from Brean Parish Council and Ashley Fox MP (Bridgwater), that
demonstrated why the parishes should be included in a division with part of
Burnham. We agree that, as coastal communities, Berrow and Brean have closer
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ties with Burnham. As such, we consider that the community identity and interests of
both parishes will be better reflected in a division that includes them along with the
northern part of Burnham.

78 Our Brent division includes the parishes of Badgworth, Chapel Allerton and
Weare. Their inclusion is necessary to achieve good electoral equality in the division,
following the transfer of Berrow and Brean parishes. In addition, we consider these
parishes to be a good fit for Brent division, as they share good road links, particularly
via the A38, with the other communities within our proposed Brent division.

Cheddar North & Axbridge and Cheddar South

79 Three of the authority-wide schemes proposed a two-councillor division for the
Cheddar area. The only exceptions were the Working Group scheme, which split the
settlement across two single-councillor divisions, and the Kingston St Mary proposal,
which proposed a single-councillor division with a forecast electoral variance of 19%.
While the latter proposal received support from a local resident, we decided not to
adopt it, as it would not provide for good electoral equality.

80 We are nonetheless mindful of the general presumption in favour of a uniform
pattern of single-councillor divisions and concluded that the three proposals
suggesting a two-councillor division did not present sufficient justification to depart
from this approach in the Cheddar area. Consequently, we are recommending two
single-councillor divisions.

81 Although the Working Group scheme proposed single-member divisions, we
found its proposed boundaries linked communities with apparently limited
connections. For example, its proposal to combine the southern part of Cheddar with
Wedmore parish did not, in our view, reflect local community identities, given the
distance between the two areas. We therefore propose an alternative arrangement.
Our recommended Cheddar North & Axbridge division combines the northern part of
Cheddar with the nearby parishes of Axbridge, Compton Bishop and Shipham. The
remainder of Cheddar parish will form our proposed Cheddar South division. Both
divisions are forecast to have an electoral variance of -10%, ensuring reasonably
good electoral equality by 2030.

82 Alocal resident suggested that Axbridge is distinct from Cheddar and the two
areas should therefore be in separate divisions. However, we have not adopted this
proposal, as we consider that Axbridge has strong connections with Cheddar.
Including Axbridge in the Cheddar North & Axbridge division supports these
community ties while also delivering electoral equality across divisions.

Wedmore & Mark

83 The Council proposed a division comprising the parishes of Mark and
Wedmore. It acknowledged the resulting electoral variance of -17%, but argued that
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it should be accepted as the proposed division reflected local topography and
community ties. The Liberal Democrats also proposed a division comprising Mark
and Wedmore parishes, but included the parish of Burtle, to improve electoral
equality. Their proposed division would have a forecast electoral variance of -11%.

84 Alternative proposals from the Working Group and Kingston St Mary placed the
parishes of Mark and Wedmore in separate divisions. However, we were not
persuaded to adopt either approach, as we consider that the two parishes share
close geographical proximity and good community links and should thus be placed in
the same division. The local resident’'s scheme kept the two parishes together but
required the addition of Chapel Allerton and Weare parishes to achieve electoral
equality. However, we propose to include those parishes in our Brent division, to
ensure good electoral equality in that area.

85 Taking all proposals into account, our draft recommendations are based on the
Liberal Democrats’ proposal. We were not convinced that the Council provided
sufficient justification for a division with an electoral variance as high as -17%. While
the Liberal Democrats’ proposal achieves a slightly better variance of -11%, it still
falls just outside the range we normally consider to provide good electoral equality.

86 To address this, we propose to include in our recommended division the area of
Burnham Without parish that lies east of the M5 motorway, and which includes the
village of Watchfield. We consider that this area has reasonable community
connections with Mark parish, and the M5 provides a clear and logical boundary.
With this adjustment, our proposed Wedmore & Mark division will result in improved
electoral equality, with a projected variance of -9% by 2030.
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Number of

Division name . Variance 2030
councillors

Burnham Central 1 0%

Burnham North, Berrow & Brean 1 6%

Burnham South & Highbridge North 1 4%

Highbridge South 1 9%

Huntspill, Pawlett & Puriton 1 3%

Burnham Central and Burnham North, Berrow & Brean

87 We have decided to base our recommendations for the central and northern
parts of Burnham on the proposals submitted by the Liberal Democrats, Ashley Fox
MP and the Bridgwater Conservative Association. All three proposed linking the
northern section of Burnham with the parishes of Berrow and Brean. We were
persuaded to adopt these proposals, as we received good community evidence that
demonstrated the close links Brean and Berrow parishes share with Burnham.

88 As aresult of connecting the northern part of Burnham with Brean and Berrow,
it is necessary for us to base our Burnham Central division on the proposals put
forward by the Liberal Democrats, Ashley Fox MP and the Bridgwater Conservative
Association as well. This is because the alternative proposals we received for a
central Burnham division would have required the inclusion of a significant number of
electors into our Burnham North, Berrow & Brean division, which would not provide
for good electoral equality. Overall, including both Berrow and Brean parishes along
with additional electors from central Burnham would have resulted in an oversized
division.

89 We propose to adopt the name of Burnham North, Berrow & Brean, as
suggested by Brean Parish Council. We consider this name best reflects the
constituent communities of the proposed division. Additionally, we propose naming
the division containing the commercial centre of the town as Burnham Central.
Although the Liberal Democrats suggested adding the suffix ‘-on-Sea’, we have
chosen to not include it, so it is consistent with the other Burnham divisions. We
nonetheless welcome views as to whether the suffix should be included in this name
and in the name of the other Burnham divisions.

Burnham South & Highbridge North and Highbridge South

90 Both the Council and the Working Group proposed a division that linked the
eastern side of Highbridge with the more rural communities within the parishes of
East Huntspill and Burnham Without. However, we are not minded to adopt this
proposal as we consider that, in this instance, combining distinct urban and rural
areas in such a division would not reflect local community identities or interests.

24



91 The local resident’s scheme proposed that the eastern side of Highbridge be
joined with the entirety of Burnham Without parish. We have also decided not to
adopt this proposal. In our view, the area that contains electors residing on streets
connected to the Frank Foley Parkway, within Burnham Without parish, shares
stronger connections with the southern part of Burnham and the western side of
Highbridge. Additionally, we did not adopt the alternative proposal submitted by
Kingston St Mary, as their Highbridge division would have a very high electoral
variance.

92 Our draft recommendations for the southern part of Burnham and the
Highbridge area are based on the proposals submitted by the Liberal Democrats,
Ashley Fox MP and the Bridgwater Conservative Association. We were persuaded
that their proposal to create an entirely urban division that links southern Burnham
with the northern part of Highbridge best reflects community identities and interests.
We also consider the use of Burnham Road and Bristol Road as the boundary
between this division and Highbridge South to be clear and logical.

93 The Highbridge division proposed by Ashley Fox MP and the Bridgwater
Conservative Association used the River Brue as its southern boundary. In contrast,
the Liberal Democrats proposed extending the division further south to include the
whole of the Alstone area, which is subject to residential development. We agree
with the Liberal Democrats that this area has strong links with the wider Highbridge
community and should therefore be included in our Highbridge South division.

94 We propose to adopt the division names suggested by the Liberal Democrats.
While Ashley Fox MP and the Bridgwater Conservative Association referred to their
divisions as Burnham South and Highbridge, we consider the names Burnham South
& Highbridge North and Highbridge South to more accurately reflect the geography
of the areas concerned.

95 We received several submissions highlighting the distinct identities of
Highbridge and Burnham-on-Sea, despite their shared governance under a single
parish council. Some of these respondents proposed we create separate electoral
divisions based on each area to better reflect their individual community identities
and interests. However, forming divisions wholly based on each area would not
achieve good electoral equality. In any case, we consider that our draft
recommendations strike an appropriate balance between the statutory criteria and
provide a fair reflection of the community interests of both Burnham-on-Sea and
Highbridge.

Huntspill, Pawlett & Puriton

96 We received a range of proposals for the division that would be situated
between Burnham & Highbridge and Bridgwater parishes. After careful
consideration, we have based our draft recommendations on the proposal submitted
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by the Liberal Democrats. Their proposed division would include the parishes of East
Huntspill, Pawlett, Puriton and West Huntspill. We consider this grouping appropriate
on the basis that East Huntspill and West Huntspill share good community links.

97 Consequently, we have not adopted the proposal submitted by the Council and
the Working Group, which placed the rural parish of East Huntspill in a division with
the more urban area of Highbridge. As outlined in the previous section, we consider
that arrangement would not provide a suitable reflection of the statutory criteria. We
have also not adopted the proposal of Ashley Fox MP, which grouped East Huntspill
with Woolavington and the parishes along the Polden Hills. Nor were we persuaded
by the proposal from Kingston St Mary, which linked south Burnham with Burnham
Without, East Huntspill and West Huntspill. The section of south Burnham it
proposed to be included in this division would lack direct access to those parishes,
and we therefore do not consider that this would be a satisfactory arrangement.

98 The local resident scheme did include both East and West Huntspill in the
same division with Pawlett parish. However, this proposal also included Cossington
and Burtle parishes and excluded Puriton parish. We consider that Puriton shares
stronger community ties with East Huntspill, Pawlett and West Huntspill than with
Cossington and Burtle. We have therefore not adopted this proposal as part of our
draft recommendations.

99 The Bridgwater Conservative Association proposed a Puriton & Pawlett division
comprising the parishes of Pawlett, Puriton and West Huntspill, but did not specify
where East Huntspill should be placed. In our view, we consider that our draft
recommendations, which place East Huntspill in a division alongside these three
parishes, provides a good reflection of the statutory criteria.

100 A number of different names were suggested for this division. We propose the

name Huntspill, Pawlett & Puriton to reflect the main communities contained within
the division.
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Division name Numb_er of Variance 2030
councillors
Bridgwater Bower 1 -3%
Bridgwater Eastover 1 9%
Bridgwater Hamp 1 4%
Bridgwater Kingsdown 1 9%
Bridgwater Victoria 1 10%
Bridgwater Wembdon & Durleigh 1 5%
Bridgwater Westover 1 8%

101 Bridgwater Town Council proposed a pattern of multi-member divisions across
the town, expressing a preference for this approach over single-councillor divisions.
However, we were not persuaded to adopt such a proposal, as we are mindful of the
general presumption in favour of a uniform pattern of single-councillor divisions. In
our view, the evidence provided by the Town Council was not sufficiently compelling
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to justify departing from this presumption. Nevertheless, the Town Council also
submitted an alternative proposal based on single-councillor divisions, the merits of
which we have considered in full below.

Bridgwater Bower, Bridgwater Eastover and Bridgwater Kingsdown

102 We received a range of proposals concerning the configuration of divisions on
the eastern side of Bridgwater. The Council, the Liberal Democrats, the Working
Group and Bridgwater Town Council each submitted broadly similar suggestions. All
proposed the creation of a division comprising the new residential development at
Kingsdown, electors residing in between the railway line and the Castlefield
Industrial Estate, and the planned large-scale development to the east of Bower
Lane. In addition, they each proposed a Bridgwater Fairfax division situated in
between this division.

103 Having carefully considered these submissions, we are not minded to adopt
them as part of our draft recommendations. We consider that any emerging
communities in the development to the east of Bower Lane may only have limited
community ties with electors situated between the railway line and the Castlefield
Industrial Estate, whose community interests we consider are more closely
associated with Bridgwater town centre. We also note Councillor Rodrigues opposed
such a proposal.

104 We were also not persuaded to adopt the proposals made by the local resident
or the Kingston St Mary submission, as both would result in divisions with poor levels
of electoral equality.

105 Ashley Fox MP, Councillor Rodrigues and the Bridgwater Conservative
Association proposed a division that linked Bridgwater Without parish with Bawdrip
and Chedzoy parishes, a Bridgwater East division, a Sydenham division and a
Bridgwater Central division, the last of which would straddle the River Parrett. We
have not adopted these proposals, as we consider Bawdrip and Chedzoy to be
distinct rural communities with different interests to Bridgwater Without parish, which
is experiencing significant urban residential growth. Accordingly, we consider that
Bridgwater Without parish is more appropriately placed in a division that includes
areas of the more urban Bridgwater Town Council.

106 We are therefore recommending our own proposals for the east of Bridgwater
which we consider best reflect our statutory criteria. While our proposed Bridgwater
Eastover division generally mirrors that proposed by the Council, the Working Group,
Councillor Redman and Bridgwater Town Council, we propose a Bridgwater
Kingsdown division that links the relatively new Kingsdown community with the
northern part of the Sydenham area. We also propose a Bridgwater Bower division
that comprises that part of Bridgwater Without parish that contains the large-scale
development east of Bower Lane, and the established community of East Bower
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which is in Bridgwater parish. We consider it appropriate to place these two areas in
the same division given their proximity to each other. We also consider that electors
in East Bower are most likely to be impacted by the new development and the two
areas should therefore be in the same division in order to reflect their community
interests.

Bridgwater Hamp

107 All of the council-wide proposals, Bridgwater Town Council, the Bridgwater
Conservative Association, Councillor Redman and Councillor Rodrigues proposed a
Bridgwater Hamp division. We agree that establishing a Bridgwater Hamp division
would appropriately reflect the identity and interests of the Hamp community in
Bridgwater town. Our draft recommendations most closely reflect the Liberal
Democrats’ proposal, which includes the Hamp Bridge parish ward of North
Petherton parish. We note that the parish boundary between Bridgwater and North
Petherton in this area is unclear and intersects residential properties. We consider
that including the Hamp Bridge parish ward within the Bridgwater Hamp division will
provide for a more clearly defined and easily identifiable boundary. This amendment
was also supported by the current North Petherton division councillors.

Bridgwater Victoria, Bridgwater Wembdon & Durleigh and Bridgwater Westover

108 We received varied proposals regarding the divisions on the western side of
Bridgwater town. The Council, the Liberal Democrats and the Working Group
submitted similar proposed divisions. Each proposed three divisions: one centred
around the town centre, one containing the Newtown area and Chilton Trinity parish,
and a third connecting the town’s western edge with the parishes of Durleigh and
Wembdon. Councillor Redman, Bridgwater Town Council and the local resident’s
scheme all largely mirrored these proposals, with the key difference relating to which
division Durleigh parish should be situated in.

109 A contrasting approach was presented by the Kingston St Mary scheme, which
placed the Newtown area and the town centre together in a Victoria division, and
grouped Chilton Trinity with Durleigh and Wembdon parishes. Separately, Ashley
Fox MP and the Bridgwater Conservative Association suggested placing Wembdon
and Chilton Trinity in a division alongside Cannington and proposed a Bridgwater
Central division which would include a significant number of electors to the east of
the River Parrett. They also proposed a Bridgwater West division. The latter two
divisions were also suggested by Councillor Rodrigues.

110 Our draft recommendations for this part of Bridgwater are primarily based on
the submissions from the Council, the Liberal Democrats, the Working Group,
Bridgwater Town Council, Councillor Redman and the local resident. During our
virtual tour of the area, we observed that the parishes of Durleigh and Wembdon are
closely integrated with Bridgwater, with large parts of their electorate located
immediately adjacent to the town. Furthermore, given the anticipated residential
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development in both parishes, we envisage that their ties to Bridgwater may
strengthen further over time. We concluded that the other proposals, which linked
Durleigh and Wembdon in a division with surrounding rural communities, would not
reflect local community identities and interests as effectively.

111 We have made some modifications to the proposals received. We recommend
that the boundary between Bridgwater Victoria and Bridgwater Westover divisions
follow the Bridgwater & Taunton Canal and Wembdon Road, which we regard as
clear and recognisable boundaries. Additionally, we recommend that the area
around Haygrove Road, which includes the development accessed from it, be placed
in Bridgwater Westover division rather than Bridgwater Wembdon & Durleigh, in
order to achieve good electoral equality across divisions.

112 We propose naming the divisions Bridgwater Victoria, Bridgwater Wembdon &
Durleigh and Bridgwater Westover. However, we invite further comments on the
suitability of these names, particularly in light of the range of names submitted during
consultation. These included ‘Bridgwater Central’ in place of Bridgwater Westover
and the potential inclusion of ‘Chilton’ in the name of the Bridgwater Victoria division.
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King Alfred

113 We propose to adopt a King Alfred division broadly based on the proposal
submitted by the Council and which contains the parishes of Ashcott, part of
Bridgwater Without, Burrowbridge, Greinton, Middlezoy, Moorlinch, Othery and
Westonzoyland. However, in order to achieve a better balance between our statutory
criteria, we are recommending some modifications. Specifically, we propose to
include the parish of Walton in this division. We agree with the Liberal Democrats’
and local residents’ schemes that Walton parish shares stronger community ties with
the above-mentioned parishes rather than with those situated between Glastonbury
and Wells. As a consequence of including Walton in King Alfred division, we
recommend placing Burrowbridge parish in our Creech & North Curry division. This
adjustment improves electoral equality across the divisions. We also propose that
Bridgwater Without parish, minus the Kingsdown area, form part of Bridgwater
Bower division.
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North Petherton and Stockmoor & Willstock

114 We received a number of submissions concerning North Petherton parish.
These either proposed that the parish form part of a two-councillor division, or that it
be divided across two single-councillor divisions. Submissions advocating for a two-
councillor option included North Petherton Town Council, Councillor Revans,
Councillor Bradford, Councillor Hyde and Councillor Sharman. All argued that this
would provide the best reflection of the statutory criteria. Ashley Fox MP, Councillor
Redman, Bridgwater Conservative Association, the Working Group and Kingston St
Mary proposed two single-councillor divisions that split North Petherton parish, with
the Stockmoor and Willstock areas forming the basis of one division and North
Petherton town forming the other.

115 After careful consideration of the evidence, we are recommending the latter
approach of dividing North Petherton parish across two single-councillor divisions.
We propose the creation of North Petherton and Stockmoor & Willstock divisions.
We consider that the newer communities of Stockmoor and Willstock are distinct
from the older settlement of North Petherton town, and that these areas would be
more effectively represented by separate single-member divisions that reflect their
identities and local priorities.

We do, however, recommend a change to the proposals submitted. Most suggested
including North Newton and Moorland in a division with Stockmoor and Willstock,
while the Working Group placed these communities in a King Alfred division.
However, we consider that North Newton and Moorland — as communities within
North Petherton parish — have strong connections with North Petherton town and are
therefore better placed in North Petherton division, as put forward by Councillor
Redman. To ensure good electoral equality for our Stockmoor & Willstock division,
we propose it include the planned Gateway Phase Two development, located to the
south of Stockmoor and Willstock villages.

Polden Hills

116 Our draft recommendations for the Polden Hills area represent a mixture of the
differing proposals received for this area. Most proposed a division which linked the
communities along the northern edge of Polden Hills. We consider this to be logical
as doing so combines several closely-linked rural communities that share good
connectivity via the A39 Bath Road. Our Polden Hills division most closely resembles
the Woolavington division submitted by the Working Group. The only difference is
our exclusion of Burtle parish and the inclusion of Bawdrip parish.

117 We also consider the name of Polden Hills, as suggested by the Liberal

Democrats, to be a more suitable name as it better reflects the identity of the area as
a whole.
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Cannington, Lydeard & Stogumber and Quantock Vale

119 Our draft recommendations for the area in and around the Quantock Hills are
primarily based on the proposals submitted by the Liberal Democrats. We concluded
that these proposals provided the best reflection the area’s topography. In contrast,
other respondents proposed divisions that crossed the Quantock Hills, which would
result in placing distinct communities on either side of the hills within the same
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division. We consider that this would not reflect local community identities or
interests or provide for effective and convenient local government.

120 Accordingly, we propose the divisions of Cannington, Lydeard & Stogumber
and Quantock Vale as part of our draft recommendations. These divisions most
closely align with the Liberal Democrats’ proposals. However, we have made some
adjustments to their proposals. We recommend that Sampford Brett parish be
included in Quantock Vale division and that Crowcombe parish is included in
Lydeard & Stogumber division. We consider that Sampford Brett parish has stronger
connections with the predominantly coastal communities in Quantock Vale division,
while Crowcombe parish is more likely to be closely linked with the inland
communities that form our Lydeard & Stogumber division.

121 Councillor Hughes of Broomfield Parish Council expressed the view that
Broomfield parish shares community interests with the neighbouring parishes 