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AGENDA
GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE
Thursday 22 July 2021 at 6.30 pm
Council Chamber, Town Hall, Royal Tunbridge Wells, TN1 1RS

Members:

Councillor Barrington-King (Chairman), Councillors Holden (Vice-Chairman),
Lewis, Pope, Rands, Scott, Simmons and Wormington

Quorum:

3 Members

1

Apologies for Absence
To receive any apologies for absence.

(Pages 5 - 6)

2

Declarations of Interest:
To receive any declarations of interest by members in items on
the agenda. For any advice on declarations of interest, please
contact the Monitoring Officer.

(Pages 7 - 8)

3

Notification of Visiting Members wishing to speak (in
accordance with Council Procedure Rule 18):
Members should indicate which item(s) they wish to speak on and
the nature of their concern/question/request for clarification.

4

Minutes of the meeting of 27 April 2021
To approve the minutes of the previous meeting as a correct
record. The only issue relating to the minutes that can be
discussed is their accuracy.

(Pages 11 - 12)

5

Whole Council Elections
To consider the contents and proposals set out in the attached
report.

(Pages 13 - 86)

6

Electoral Review
To consider the contents and proposals as set out in the attached
report.

7

Urgent Business

(Pages 9 - 10)

(Pages 87 - 120)

(Pages 121 - 122)
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To consider any other items which the Chairman decides are
urgent, for reasons to be stated, in accordance with Section
100B(4) of the Local Government Act 1972.
8

Date of Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday 19 October 2021 at
6:30pm.

Democratic Services Team
Tel:
(01892) 554413
Email: Committee@TunbridgeWells.gov.uk

(Pages 123 - 124)

Town Hall
ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS
Kent TN1 1RS

mod.gov app – go paperless
Easily download, annotate and keep all committee paperwork on your
mobile device using the mod.gov app – all for free!.
Visit www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/modgovapp for details.
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All visitors wishing to attend a public meeting at the Town Hall between the hours of 9.00am
and 5.00pm should report to reception via the side entrance in Monson Way. After 5pm,
access will be via the front door on the corner of Crescent Road and Mount Pleasant Road,
except for disabled access which will continue by use of an 'out of hours' button at the entrance
in Monson Way
Notes on Procedure
(1)

A list of background papers appears at the end of each report, where appropriate,
pursuant to the Local Government Act 1972, section 100D(i).

(2)

Members seeking factual information about agenda items are requested to contact the
appropriate Service Manager prior to the meeting.

(3)

Members of the public and other stakeholders are required to register with the Democratic
Services Officer if they wish to speak on an agenda item at a meeting. Places are limited
to a maximum of four speakers per item. The deadline for registering to speak is 4.00 pm
the last working day before the meeting. Each speaker will be given a maximum of 3
minutes to address the Committee.

(4)

All meetings are open to the public except where confidential or exempt information is
being discussed. The agenda will identify whether a meeting or part of a meeting is not
open to the public. Meeting rooms have a maximum public capacity as follows:
Council Chamber: 100, Committee Room A: 20, Committee Room B: 10.

(5)

Please note that the public proceedings of this meeting will be recorded and made
available for playback on the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council website. Any other third
party may also record or film meetings, unless exempt or confidential information is being
considered, but are requested as a courtesy to others to give notice of this to the
Democratic Services Officer before the meeting. The Council is not liable for any third
party recordings.
Further details are available on the website (www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk) or from
Democratic Services.

If you require this information in another format
please contact us, call 01892 526121 or email
committee@tunbridgewells.gov.uk
Accessibility into and within the Town Hall – There is a wheelchair accessible lift
by the main staircase, giving access to the first floor where the committee rooms are
situated. There are a few steps leading to the Council Chamber itself but there is a
platform chairlift in the foyer.
Hearing Loop System – The Council Chamber and Committee Rooms A and B
have been equipped with hearing induction loop systems. The Council Chamber also
has a fully equipped audio-visual system.
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Agenda Item 1

Apologies for Absence
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22 July 2021

Procedural Item
To receive any apologies for absence.
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Agenda Item 2

Declarations of Interest
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22 July 2021

Procedural Item
To receive any declarations of interest by members in items on the agenda in accordance
with the Members’ Code of Conduct. For any advice on declarations of interest, please
contact the Monitoring Office before the meeting.
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Agenda Item 3

Notification of Persons Registered to
Speak
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22 July 2021

Procedural Item
To note any Visiting Members or members of the public wishing to speak, of which due
notice has been given in accordance with Council Procedure Rule 18 or 19, and which
item(s) they wish to speak on.

Information for members of the public wishing to speak.
Members of the public are encouraged to participate and those wishing to comment on an
agenda item will need to register with Democratic Services in advance. Registration opens
when the agenda is published and closes at 4pm on the last working day before the meeting.
There may be up to 4 speakers per agenda item and a maximum of 3 minutes is permitted
per speaker. Places are allocated on a first come first serve basis.
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Agenda Item 4
1
GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE
Tuesday, 27 April 2021
Present: Councillor James Scholes (Chairman)
Councillors Funnell, Dr Hall, Williams and Pope
Officers in Attendance: Jane Clarke (Head of Policy and Governance) and Caroline Britt
(Democratic Services Officer)
Other Members in Attendance:
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
GP15/20

Apologies were received from Councillors Lewis and Rands.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST:
GP16/20

There were no disclosable pecuniary or other significant interests declared at
the meeting.

NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS WISHING TO SPEAK (IN ACCORDANCE WITH
COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 18):
GP17/20

There were no visiting Members who had registered as wishing to speak.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 25 FEBRUARY 2021
GP18/20

Members reviewed the minutes. No amendments were proposed.
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting dated 25 February 2021 be
approved as a correct record.

TEMPORARY CHANGE OF POLLING STATION FOR POLLING DISTRICTS OO AND PP
GP19/20

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance presented the report that asked
the Committee to note a temporary change of polling station from the Rackliff
Centre to the St Paul’s Church Centre in Rusthall (Districts OO and PP).
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the following:
-

-

-

-

In January 2021 surveys were sent out to all polling station sites to
ask a number of key questions including, social distancing,
accommodations, one way flows and how the site would work under
the current Covid restrictions.
The Rackliff Centre raised a number of concerns. The size of the
venue presented issues around social distancing with no separate exit
point and an entry point that was quite narrow.
The only way a one way flow could be accommodated at the Rackliff
Centre was to use the kitchen area. This was deemed inappropriate
as this was the only area election staff could use during their breaks.
If electors were to use this route, election staff would have had to
remain in their PPE gear which was not acceptable.
Alternative stations were investigated and the St Paul’s Church Centre
was assessed as suitable. The room was large, with separate entry
and exit points.
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-

-

-

-

-

Because this would be a temporary change, only taking place due to
the Covid pandemic, the Chief Executive made an executive decision
to move the polling station to the St Paul’s Church Centre. The
change would be just for this election.
A suggestion to use the St Paul’s Church Centre for future elections
had been received. This would be considered as part of the polling
district review.
The number of electorate using the venue was approximately 2,000
for the OO district and approximately 1,500 for the PP district (total
electorate, not turn out figures).
Voters were initially notified of the change in polling station via their
poll cards. Following notification of a slight error on the cards, a letter
including a map was sent to all electors.
There was disabled parking available near the St Paul’s Church
Centre but only limited on street parking. However, it was normal
practice to locate polling stations within easy walking distance for
residents so parking provision was not an issue.

RESOLVED – That the report be noted.
URGENT BUSINESS
GP20/20

There was no urgent business.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING
GP21/20

The date of the next meeting was scheduled for Tuesday 6 July 2021 at
6:30pm.

NOTE: The meeting concluded at 6.50 pm.
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Whole Council Elections
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22 July 2021

Summary
Lead Member: Cllr Barrington-King – Chairman of General Purposes Committee
Lead Director: Lee Colyer – Director of Finance, Policy and Development
Head of Service: Jane Clarke – Head of Policy and Governance
Report Author: Jane Clarke – Head of Policy and Governance
Classification: Public document (non-exempt)
Wards Affected: All
Approval Timetable
Management Board
Chairman
General Purposes Committee

Date
7 July 2021
9 July 2021
22 July 2021

Recommendations
Officer / Committee recommendations:
1. That the General Purposes Committee agrees to launch a consultation with
stakeholders as set out at Appendix A, on whether to move to a whole council
(all-out) electoral cycle or continue with an election by thirds electoral cycle.
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1. Introduction and Background
1.1

The legislation governing the move to whole council (all out) elections is
contained within the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act
2007 and the Localism Act 2011. The Acts give councils the power to decide
whether to move to whole council elections, or back to elections by halves or
elections by thirds (if they have elected this way at some point since 1 April
1974). The Council cannot move to a ‘halves’ electoral cycle as it has not elected
this way in the past.

1.2

The most recent Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE)
data shows that seven authorities elect by halves, 112 by thirds, and 223 on a
whole-council basis. Within Kent, ten of the 12 districts operate on a wholeCouncil basis with Tunbridge Wells and Maidstone borough councils electing by
thirds. Medway Unitary and Kent County councils also operate on a wholeCouncil basis.

1.3

Within the county of Kent 10 out of the 12 district councils hold all out elections
as does Medway Unitary, County and PCC. Maidstone Brough Council are the
only other authority not to hold all out elections.

2. Whole Council Elections
2.1

The Council currently elects ‘by thirds’, which means that one third of Councillors
(16 seats) are elected each year, with the final year in a term being a ‘fallow’ year
where County Council elections must take place. Borough council elections and
county council elections cannot normally be combined.

2.2

Whole-council elections (or all-out elections) are where all the seats on a council
are up for election at the same time. These elections occur once every four years
and can be combined with other elections that are not county elections, such as
the elections for the Police and Crime Commissioner, or for Parliament (should it
fall in the same year as a Borough election). Borough elections can, and are,
also combined with parish and town council elections.

Benefits of Whole-Council Elections
2.3

There is a limited amount of research on the subject of different electoral cycles
and their benefits, however the Electoral Commission conducted research in
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2003 on the subject of local government electoral cycles, which is attached at
Appendix A, and which concluded that whole council elections would provide a
clearer and more equitable system of voting for electors in the area.
2.4

The research focusses primarily on promoting a consistent national pattern of
local elections, which it claimed would help to focus national attention on local
government issues. Tunbridge Wells Borough Council is considering a move to
whole-council elections independently of any future government programme to
regularise local council elections however, so this point is not necessarily valid.

2.5

The report goes on to discuss issues around clarity and understanding for
electors, which it claims is reduced by a system that elects by thirds. Research
conducted by MORI that forms part of the report highlights the level of
misunderstanding amongst electors regarding who they are voting for, or how
often they are expected to vote. This confusion increases amongst younger
voters or those from black or minority ethnic groups which suggests there are
equalities issues to consider when considering an appropriate electoral system.

2.6

More recently, a Best Value Report on Liverpool City Council by the Government
Appointed Lead Inspector, Max Caller CBE, recommended that the City Council
move from a thirds electoral system to a whole-council electoral system, noting
that “LCC being in election mode every year provides less opportunity to
scrutinise the Mayor’s actions…” and that a whole-council electoral system would
provide LCC a better ability to have a “longer-term focus”.1

2.7

This report has prompted a recent statement from Robert Jenrick, Secretary of
State for the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, to say
that:
“I of course recognise that there are many excellent councillors up and
down the country performing their duties effectively with elections by
thirds or other patterns. But holding elections three years out of four, or
every other year, risks creating a culture of perpetual electioneering in a
council where there is little focus on the strategic, an inability to address
longer term challenges and leadership which can lack the stability needed
for a high performing authority.
“In contrast, holding whole council elections every fourth year can
facilitate stable, strategic local leadership, delivering a clear programme
for which it can be held to account by the electorate, and having the time
to tackle some of the longer term issues its communities might face.
Whole council elections can thus add a higher degree of accountability,
and the stability they can bring can help effective partnership working and
give greater confidence to the business community in their dealings with
the council. Whole council elections are also more cost effective than
holding elections say three years out of four, and hence I am clear they
represent better value for money for local taxpayers.

1

Liverpool City Council: Best Value Inspection Report; Max Caller CBE, Lead Inspector; April 2021
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/liverpool-city-council-best-value-inspection-report
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“Accordingly, for all these reasons I would like to take this opportunity
strongly to urge all those councils still not holding whole council elections
to consider using the powers which Parliament has given them to switch
to such elections. I believe this could lead to councils providing stronger,
more accountable local leadership better able to serve their communities,
promote local economic growth, and drive forward the levelling up of
opportunity and prosperity across the country”.2
2.8

Whilst the situation in Tunbridge Wells Borough Council is very different to the
situation at Liverpool City Council, the arguments in favour of whole-council
elections are still relevant and the view of the Government should be taken into
account by the Committee when considering the issue.

Benefits of Elections by Thirds
2.9

The current system of electing by thirds means that 16 seats are elected every
year for three years, with a County Council election taking place in the fourth
year.

2.10 The benefits of this system have in past been stated as providing greater stability
for the Council in terms of its membership. Electing by thirds reduces the risk of
wholesale change within the Council (although for some this may be desirable
and so not a risk but an opportunity) and allows for succession planning because
there is always a mixture of new and experienced councillors on the Council.
2.11 Additionally, electing by thirds provides the electorate a greater opportunity to be
involved in decision-making at the Council, and arguments have been put
forward that this makes councillors more democratically accountable.
2.12 Lastly, it has been stated that some smaller political parties would find it difficult
to field enough candidates to contest all seats at an all-out election. However,
electing by thirds does not, in and of itself, create a greater availability of
candidates for any party, but those candidates who are willing to stand have
more frequent opportunities to do so.
2.13 It has been suggested that electing by thirds ensures that knowledge on
delivering elections is retained and maintained within the Electoral Services
team. However, as there are a wide variety of electoral events that take place
across the cycle (which use similar procedures and legislation) this would not
have a significant impact on the training and/or expertise of the team.

Previous Debates on the Issue
2.14 The Council has debated the issue of whole Council elections in the past, with
each Group on the Council expressing their views at the time. Debates were held
2

Statement to the House from Robert Jenrick, Secretary of State for the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government; 10 June 2021; https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/writtenstatements/detail/2021-06-10/hcws84
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on 1 November 2011 at the Economy & Governance Overview and Scrutiny
Select Committee and on 20 February 2013 at Full Council.
2.15 The last time the issue was significantly debated was at Full Council in
December 2015, following an Overview and Scrutiny review. The minutes of this
debate are available at Appendix B.

3. Costs and Savings
3.1

Whilst the costs of holding elections may not be an issue that Councillors feel is
persuasive, as a Best Value authority, Members are required to consider the
costs of services, and from time to time review those costs to ensure that the taxpayer is receiving best value for money.

3.2

It is the case that whole Council elections cost less to run than electing by thirds,
in particular where those whole Council elections can be combined with other
significant elections such as the Police and Crime Commissioner elections (as
the costs for fixed entities such as polling stations, staff on polling stations, and
sundries, are shared).

3.3

An example of the savings that could be achieved over a four-year period is set
out at Appendix C. This shows that over the four-year cycle from 2024 to 2027
the authority would save over £200,000 by not holding Borough elections in 2026
or 2027.

4. Previous Public Consultation
4.1

Formal public consultation has not previously taken place on this issue within the
Borough, although the annual budget consultation does include a question on
where members of the public think the council should save money.

4.2

It should be noted that the area where members of the public think the most
money should be saved is Committee, Mayoral and Democratic Services (see
previous budget consultation responses in 2020
https://democracy.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/documents/s53262/7%20Appendix%20
C%20Budget%20Consultation%202021_22.pdf) which suggests there may be
some public support for saving money through moving to whole-Council
elections.

5. Process for Whole Council Elections
5.1

If the General Purposes Committee wishes to consider moving to whole-Council
elections there are certain steps that must be taken, which are required by the
legislation.
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Consultation
5.2

The Council must take reasonable steps to consult with those it thinks
appropriate on the proposed change. For TWBC, this would certainly mean with
members themselves, political parties, town and parish councils who would be
consequentially affected by the change, the Members of Parliament for the area,
the public, KCC and potentially nearby authorities.

5.3

There may be other stakeholders the Committee feels it is appropriate to consult
with. Whilst the consultation period is not prescribed, it would need to be of a
reasonable period, which has commonly been deemed as six weeks by this
Council, although it could be shorter for this process if necessary.

Decision-Making Process
5.4

Following the consultation the results would need to be reported back to the
General Purposes Committee for consideration, and, should the Committee be
minded at that stage to proceed with whole Council elections, a formal
recommendation would need to be made to Full Council.

5.5

The Full Council must then vote with a two thirds majority (32 or more in favour),
to resolve to move the whole-Council elections. Should this happen, the
resolution would establish whole Council elections from 2024, with members
being elected in 2022 for a two-year term, and members being elected in 2023
for a one-year term.

5.6

The resolution must be made at a special meeting of Full Council and state the
year in which the first ordinary elections at which all councillors are elected will
be held.

5.7

The benefit of starting the new whole council elections in May 2024 is that it
synchronises the Council elections going forwards with PCC elections, thus
always combining and sharing the cost of running the election with the PCC. This
will increase the savings that can be achieved through running the elections
combined with another authority.

6. Parish and Town Councils
6.1

The Council has the power to determine the electoral cycle for Parish and Town
Councils in its area, and any move to whole council elections for the Borough
would have an impact on parish and town councils, as in some years the
Borough would not hold elections where parish and town elections were taking
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place. This would increase the costs for these councils as they would not be able
to share the cost with the Borough.
6.2

Any changes to Parish and Town Council electoral areas or election cycles must
take place through a Community Governance Review. However, as the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England is currently undertaking an
Electoral Review of the Borough, Community Governance Reviews for parish
and town Councils cannot take place until this has been completed.

6.3

The Electoral Review is expected to take until the end of 2022, so any
Community Governance Reviews would need to be scheduled to take place in
2023.

7. Next Steps
7.1

If the General Purposes Committee is minded to proceed with the investigating
the potential for whole-Council elections, the next step would be to approve a
public consultation on the terms set out at appendix D with stakeholders as
identified within this report, plus any other stakeholders the Committee feels are
appropriate through discussion.

7.2

Proceeding with a public consultation does not in any way bind the Committee in
terms of the recommendation it may make to Full Council following the
consultation, and the results of the consultation would be submitted to the
Committee in September for further discussion and consideration.

7.3

If the Committee chooses not to proceed with whole Council elections at this
stage, no further action needs to be taken.

8. Appendices and Background Documents
Appendices:
•

Appendix A: The Cycle of Local Government Elections in England (Electoral
Commission 2004)

•

Appendix B:

•

Appendix C:

•

Appendix D:

Background Papers:
•

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/liverpool-city-council-best-valueinspection-report
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•

https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-0610/hcws84

•

https://democracy.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=166&MID=1
575

•

https://democracy.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=6205
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9. Cross Cutting Issues
A. Legal (including the Human Rights Act)
The legislation governing the move to whole-council (all out) elections is the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 and the Localism Act 2011. The Acts
give councils the power to decide whether to move to whole-council elections, or back to
elections by halves or elections by thirds (if they have elected this way at some point since 1
April 1974). The Council cannot move to a ‘halves’ electoral cycle as it has not elected this
way in the past.
The decision must be made by a special meeting of the Full Council with a two-thirds majority
in favour of the recommendation to move to all out elections.

Gina Clarke, Lawyer, 25 June 2021

B. Finance and Other Resources
The move to all-out elections would save the avoid costs of two elections within a four-year
cycle. An example of the savings that could be made in 2026 and 2027 is detailed in the
report at section 3.
The Borough Council is a Best Value authority defined in the Local Government Act 1999.
Best Value authorities are under a general Duty of Best Value to “make arrangements to
secure continuous improvement in the way in which its functions are exercised, having
regard to a combination of economy, efficiency and effectiveness.
The consideration of moving to whole council elections by the General Purposes Committee,
and consulting with the public and stakeholders on this issue fulfils this duty.

Jane Fineman, Head of Finance, Parking and Procurement, 25 June 2021

C. Staffing
Elections, referendums, Neighbourhood Planning referendums, Business Improvement
District Polls and Parish Polls are organised, managed and run by the Electoral Services
team within the Council. This team also administers the Register of Electoral and the annual
canvass of electors. Reducing the number of Borough elections within the cycle would not
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significantly reduce the amount of work required to be done by the Electoral Services team,
and so this report would not affect the internal resources of the Council in a substantial way.

Nicky Carter, Head of HR, Communities and Customer Services

D. Risk Management
There are no risk management issues as part of this report.

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021

E. Environment and Sustainability
There are no environment or sustainability issues to consider as part of this report.
Section 40, National Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006
40(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions have regard so
far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the
purpose of conserving biodiversity.
Section 85, Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000
85(1) In exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to
affect, land in an area of outstanding natural beauty, a relevant authority
shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural
beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty.
[Name, title and date of Sustainability Officer who signed off the report.]

F. Community Safety
There are no community safety issues to consider as part of this report.
Section 17, Crime and Disorder Act 1998
17(1) Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it, it shall be the
duty of each authority to which this section applies to exercise its various
functions with due regard to the likely effect of the exercise of those
functions on, and the need to do all that it reasonably can to prevent, crime
and disorder in its area.
[Name, title and date of Community Safety Officer who signed off the report.]
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G. Equalities
The Electoral Commission report from 2002 references research which suggests that both
younger age groups and those with an ethnicity other than white were less likely to know
when local elections were taking place, and that moving to a nationwide pattern of all out
elections would improve enfranchisement for these groups compared with those who do not
share their characteristics.
The Council is under a duty to advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic (in this case age and ethnicity) and persons who do not
share it. Moving to all out elections may provide an opportunity for the Council to positively
impact on the opportunities of these groups to participate and vote in elections.
Section 149, Equality Act 2010
149(1) A public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have due
regard to the need to –
(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct
that is prohibited by or under this Act;
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021

H. Data Protection
Should the Council decide to launch a public consultation the personal details of respondents
will be kept private unless the respondent gives specific consent for their details to be made
public. Councillors may request the personal details of respondents for confidential use in the
roles as Members of the Council
Article 5, General Data Protection Regulation 2016
1. Personal data shall be:
(a) processed lawfully, fairly and in a transparent manner in relation to the
data subject;
(b) collected for specific, explicit and legitimate purposes and not further
processed in a manner that is incompatible with those purposes;
(c) adequate, relevant and limited to what is necessary in relation to the
purposes for which they are processed;
(d) accurate and, where necessary, kept up to date;
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(e) kept in a form which permits identification of data subjects for no longer
than is necessary for the purposes for which the personal data are
processed;
(f) processed in a manner that ensures appropriate security of the personal
data, including protection against unauthorised or unlawful processing and
against accidental loss, destruction or damage, using appropriate technical
or organisational measures.

Jane Clarke, Data Protection Officer, 25 June 2021

I. Health and Safety
There are no health and safety considerations as part of this report.

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021

J. Health and Wellbeing
There are no health and wellbeing considerations as part of this report.
1. Areas of deprivation: Will the proposal have an impact (positive of
negative) on those living in areas of deprivation within the borough (40%
most deprived in the country). These are Sherwood, Southborough and High
Brooms, Broadwater and Rusthall.
2. Healthier lifestyle opportunities: Will residents be more or less able to
make healthier lifestyle choices such as physical activity (e.g. active travel,
access to green spaces or access to leisure facilities), healthy eating (e.g.
proximity or access to take away shops, allotments, food stores) and being
smokefree
3. Social and Community networks: Will the proposal make it easier for
people to interact with one another e.g. encouraging community engagement
4. Living and Working Conditions: does to proposal improve work or home
environments, increase job, education or training opportunities, improve
access to health services or housing
5. General Socioeconomic, cultural and environmental conditions: Are there
any other factors that may impact the above

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021
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The Electoral Commission
We are an independent body that was set up by the
UK Parliament. We aim to gain public confidence and
encourage people to take part in the democratic process
within the UK by modernising the electoral process,
promoting public awareness of electoral matters,
and regulating political parties.
On 1 April 2002, The Boundary Committee for England
(formerly the Local Government Commission for England)
became a statutory committee of The Electoral Commission.
Its duties include reviewing local electoral boundaries.
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Executive summary
Following a request made under
the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000 (PPERA)
in January 2003, this report to the
Deputy Prime Minister contains
the findings of The Electoral
Commission’s review of the cycle
of local government elections in
England, and its recommendations
for change to simplify the
current cycle.

On 28 January 2003, The Electoral Commission received
a formal request from the Deputy Prime Minister to
‘review and submit a report to him on the cycle of local
government elections in England, identifying options
for change that would simplify the current cycle’.
The Commission was also required to assess the
desirability and practicality of any options for change,
and make recommendations for the implementation of
those options.
We published an evidence and consultation paper in
July 2003, summarising the findings of research on
public attitudes and awareness, electoral turnout and
local authority performance, and seeking views on a
range of questions. We received a total of 269
submissions to our consultation paper and attended a
number of meetings to discuss issues in more detail.

Simplification and change
The current pattern of local electoral cycles in England
is unclear and inconsistent, both between and within
local authority types. There are wide variations in the
opportunities available to electors to participate in local
elections, depending on the area in which they live.
This disjointed and inconsistent pattern of local electoral
cycles has come about as a result of historical accident,
and the piecemeal approach to structural change in local
government during the past 30 years.
The apparent disparities and contradictions of the
current pattern of electoral cycles are not, in themselves,
of particular concern to us. However, our research has
found significant evidence of confusion and
misunderstanding which suggests that many electors
simply do not know when or why local elections are held
in their area. We are concerned that the complex current
pattern of different local electoral cycles across England
does not help electors to understand the opportunities
open to them for participation in the democratic process.
We are also concerned that opportunities for access to
the local democratic process should be equitable. It is
fundamentally unfair and, in our view, unacceptable that
within an individual local authority some electors may
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have fewer opportunities to vote and influence the
political composition of the authority than their
neighbours in a different ward. It is clear that the current
pattern of local government elections in England does
not provide equal access to the democratic process
for all electors, particularly in areas with partial
council elections.

Whole council elections would require no change to
local authorities’ current electoral arrangements.
However, The Boundary Committee for England has
noted that the requirement to recommend a uniform
pattern of three-member wards in metropolitan borough
areas has caused specific difficulties when attempting
to reflect community identities in some authorities.
The Committee notes that the flexibility to recommend
single-, two- or three-member wards enables it to more
easily reflect local communities while continuing to
provide good levels of electoral equality. Under a pattern
of whole council elections, authorities would not be
restricted to any particular ward size, since the entire
electorate would be eligible to vote together once every
four years.

We consider that the pattern of local electoral cycles in
England is unnecessarily complex and confusing, and
that there is a strong case for simplification of the current
arrangements. We note the important debate on the
merits of diversity of practice in local government.
However, we can see no good reason why one of the
fundamental elements of local democracy should vary
from area to area.
The Commission recommends that the cycle of local
and sub-national government elections in England
should follow a clear and consistent pattern, within
and across local authorities. Individual authorities
should not be permitted to ‘opt out’ of this pattern,
and any newly created authorities should also follow
the same pattern.

Having taken into account the evidence and arguments
presented during our consultation process, we have
concluded that a pattern of whole council elections for all
local authorities in England would provide a clear, equitable
and easy to understand electoral process that would best
serve the interests of local government electors.
The Commission recommends that each local authority
in England should hold whole council elections, with all
councillors elected simultaneously, once every four years.

Recommendations for the local electoral
cycle in England
Responses to our consultation underlined many of the
arguments surrounding the debate for and against either
whole council or partial elections. However, we received
little new information or evidence to support respondents’
positions. While we have sympathy with many of these
arguments, the balance of evidence that we have
considered suggests that whole council elections are
more likely to provide clarity for electors and a degree
of stability for local authorities.
We also consider that a key principle for the electoral
cycle of local authorities should be to ensure that
all electors are given the same opportunities for
participation in the local democratic process. A more
equitable pattern of electoral arrangements under
elections by thirds would require a uniform pattern of
three-member wards across authorities, or a uniform
pattern of two-member wards with biennial elections.

Implementation
Our proposals for the implementation of our
recommendations attempt to balance the need for a
pragmatic approach to change with our desire to see
timely reform of the local electoral cycle in England.
We considered several options for the implementation of
our recommendations for change, and rejected an option
under which all local government elections would take
place in the same year. We considered that this proposal
would diminish the important distinction between
different local government elections taking place in the
same area, and between the roles and responsibilities
of local and sub-national government where it exists.
Our preferred approach to the implementation of our
recommendation would balance simplicity and a
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national focus on local government issues, with a clear
distinction between different tiers of local or sub-national
government. Under our recommendation all local
government electors in England would have the
opportunity to vote for their district, metropolitan
borough, London borough or unitary council in the first
year of the electoral cycle. Those electors in areas with
other local or sub-national authorities would vote again
two years later.
The Commission recommends that all local government
electors in England should elect members of their district,
metropolitan borough, London borough or unitary council
simultaneously once every four years. Two years later,
in the mid-point of the electoral cycle, electors in areas
with county councils, city-wide authorities or any future
sub-national government should elect representatives
to those bodies.
If the recommendations of this review are accepted
by Government and Parliament, we will work with central
and local government partners to identify the most
appropriate approach to timely implementation.
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1 Introduction
Following a request made under
section 6(2) of the Political Parties,
Elections and Referendums Act
2000 (PPERA) in January 2003,
this report to the Deputy Prime
Minister contains the findings of
The Electoral Commission’s review
of the cycle of local government
elections in England, and its
recommendations for change
to simplify the current cycle.

Background
1.1 In its white paper Strong local leadership – quality
public services,1 published in December 2001, the
Government noted that:
The current cycle of local government elections is confusing.
Some councils have elections once every four years while
others have elections in three years out of four. It is too easy for
electors to lose track of when elections are to be held or how
many votes they have on any particular election day. And this
arrangement can lessen the immediate impact of voters’
behaviour on council control.

1.2 The Government went on to indicate in the white
paper that it proposed to invite The Electoral Commission
to review and recommend options to simplify the current
cycle of local elections.

Request
1.3 Under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000 (PPERA), which established
The Electoral Commission, the Secretary of State may
request the Commission to review and report on any
matter specified by him.2 On 28 January 2003, the
Commission received a formal request from the Deputy
Prime Minister, pursuant to section 6(2) of PPERA, to:
review and submit a report to him on the cycle of local
government elections in England, identifying options for
change that would simplify the current cycle.

Under the terms of the request, the Commission has also
been required to assess the desirability and practicality
of any options for change, and make recommendations
for the implementation of these options.
1.4 The request specified that the Commission’s report
must be submitted to the Deputy Prime Minister no later
than 12 months after the date of the request. It also
outlined the scope and terms of reference to be
considered by the Commission in its review. The full text
of the request is included in Appendix 1 to this paper.

1

Cm 5237.

2

Section 6(2) Political Parties, Elections and Referendums Act 2000.
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Scope and terms of reference
1.5 In undertaking this review, The Electoral Commission
has carefully considered the scope and terms of
reference that were outlined in the request submitted
by the Deputy Prime Minster. Under the terms of the
request, the Commission’s report on the cycle of local
government elections in England must include
consideration of the normal elections for:
• principal authorities – districts (including unitary
authorities and metropolitan boroughs), London
boroughs and counties;

7

• be likely to improve participation in the electoral
process;
• help facilitate the effective management of local
authorities; and
• be facilitated by new ways of voting, including
increased postal voting, electronic counting or
multi-channel e-voting.
1.9 The Commission was also required to consider
the relationship between different local government
elections in related areas, and between local government
elections and other elections in England (i.e., elections
to the Westminster and European parliaments).

• the Greater London Authority (GLA);
• elected mayors; and

The Electoral Commission

• parish councils.
1.6 While the terms of the request specify elections to the
GLA, we have also considered it appropriate to take into
account elections to potential future levels of sub-national
government as well as any existing bodies.
1.7 In considering any options for change to the current
cycle of local government elections, the Commission’s
recommendations might involve changes to:
• councillors’ terms of office; or

1.10 This review has been carried out under the
guidance of a project board including Sam Younger,
Chairman of The Electoral Commission, Pamela Gordon,
Commissioner and Chair of The Boundary Committee
for England, and two Deputy Electoral Commissioners,
Joan Jones CBE and Professor Michael Clarke CBE.
However, the views presented in this report are those of
The Electoral Commission alone, and do not necessarily
reflect the opinions of project board members or others
who have contributed to the review process.

• local authorities’ electoral arrangements
in England, including:
- the number of councillors for the local authority area;
- the boundaries of wards or divisions for the area; or
- the number of wards or divisions for the area.
1.8 The Government’s request also specified a range
of matters to which the Commission must have regard
in carrying out this review. These included, but were not
limited to, consideration of the extent to which any
options for change would:
• improve the democratic legitimacy and local
accountability of councils;
• enable greater understanding of when elections
are to be held and their purpose;
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2 Review process
From the outset of this review we
have recognised that it was likely
to provoke both interest and
controversy, among the local
government community in particular.
We also acknowledged that there
might be no straightforward ‘right’
answer to the issues involved.
We have been especially keen to
ensure that our recommendations
are based on objective evidence,
and that we have consulted widely.

Evidence
2.1 We noted at the outset of this review the importance
of gathering objective evidence to complement the
valuable views of stakeholders and consultation
respondents. In particular, we were eager to gauge the
views of the electorate, including both voters and nonvoters. We asked MORI to undertake public survey
research that would not simply explore electors’ views
and attitudes on the frequency of local elections in
England, but would also explore in some depth their
understanding and awareness of opportunities to vote
in their local area.
2.2 The initial survey results provided a broad
impression of perceptions of local government electoral
arrangements. However, at the analysis stage, the
answers given by respondents about their perceptions
of local government elections were compared with
details of the electoral cycle and arrangements in their
area, to give a measure of levels of actual understanding
and awareness. We summarised the key findings of this
public perceptions study in our consultation paper, and
the full text of the report from MORI has been made
available to download on our website. The results of
the study are discussed in more detail in chapter 3
of this report.
2.3 We also asked the Local Government Chronicle
Elections Centre, University of Plymouth, to undertake
a statistical analysis of the relationship between local
government electoral cycles and turnout. Drawing on
data from their historical database of local election
results from the past 30 years, the Elections Centre was
able to provide an assessment of the specific impact of
the cycle or frequency of elections on turnout at local
government elections. Again, the full text of the Elections
Centre’s report was made available to download on
our website.
2.4 Finally, we undertook our own consideration of the
Audit Commission’s Comprehensive Performance
Assessment (CPA) outcomes, to ascertain whether there
were any discernible links between performance and
different forms of electoral cycles. Our conclusions were
included in the consultation paper published in July 2003.
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Consultation
2.5 At the beginning of July 2003, we issued a
consultation paper that brought together evidence on
a range of issues, as detailed above, and sought views
and comments on a number of questions. The paper
was sent to the Chief Executives and Leaders of all local
authorities in England, and to all local authority electoral
services managers. It was also sent to a range of relevant
local government stakeholders, including local authority
members and officers, political parties and
representative organisations including the Local
Government Association (LGA), the Society of Local
Authority Chief Executives and Senior Managers
(SOLACE), the Association of Electoral Administrators
(AEA) and the National Association of Local Councils
(NALC). The paper was also available to download on
our website. We sought comments on the questions and
issues raised in the consultation paper by the beginning
of October 2003.
2.6 In our consultation paper we also issued an open
invitation to individuals or groups to contact us and
arrange to meet the project team to discuss issues relating
to the review. During the consultation period, we held
or attended 17 such meetings, detailed in Appendix 2.

Responses to consultation
2.7 During the consultation period we received a total
of 269 responses by post or email, from a wide range of
organisations and individuals, primarily within the local
government community. A total of 143 local authorities
and 16 local parish or town councils responded, and
we also received individual responses from 20 local
councillors and eight local authority officers. Nine
registered political parties submitted responses, and
we also received comments from seven MPs, three
members of the House of Lords and 34 local political
groups. We received further comments from 11 individual
respondents, two academics and a total of 16 other
organisations or groups. A full list of respondents is
included in Appendix 2 of this report. Copies of all nonconfidential responses can be viewed at our office.

9

2.8 Responses ranged in depth from detailed
consideration of each of the questions and issues
raised in the consultation paper, to a broad outline of
respondents’ positions. We greatly appreciate the input
of those who took part in our consultation exercise, and
we value the experience and expertise that respondents
have been able to bring to this review. We have also
found it particularly useful to meet interested groups
in person during the consultation period, to gauge the
strength of feeling on the issues involved and discuss
them in more detail.

Next steps
2.9 This report sets out The Electoral Commission’s
recommendations to the Deputy Prime Minister for
changes to the local government electoral cycle in
England, as required by his request. The Commission
recognises that its role in relation to electoral law is
advisory, and it is not for the Commission to make the
final determination as to how local government electoral
cycles might be changed. It is for the Government to
initiate, and ultimately for Parliament to decide on any
proposals for legislative change.
2.10 Nevertheless, we feel strongly that reform to simplify
the local electoral cycle in England is overdue, and we
would urge the Government to take forward the
recommendations contained in this report at the earliest
opportunity. Chapter 5 of this report outlines some
suggested options for the implementation of our
recommendations, and we will continue to work with
the Government to ensure that timely progress towards
reform is made.
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3 Simplification
and change
In looking at the cycle of local
government elections in England
we have been asked to identify
options for change that would
simplify the current cycle. Our
priority has been to identify a
pattern of local elections that
best serves the democratic and
community interests of electors.

Current arrangements
3.1 In our consultation paper, we examined in detail the
current cycle of local government elections in England.
We found the current pattern to be unclear and
inconsistent, both within and between local authority
types, and noted that there are wide variations in the range
of opportunities available to electors to participate in local
elections, depending on the area in which they live.
3.2 As shown in Table 1 below, a total of 137 authorities
currently elect by thirds, with one-third of members
retiring each year and their seats up for fresh election.
Seven authorities elect by halves, while 243 hold whole
council elections once every four years. All metropolitan
boroughs currently have a uniform pattern of threemember wards, while district, unitary and London
councils may have between one and three members
per ward. County councils may have either one or two
members per division, but the large majority of divisions
are represented by only one councillor.
Table 1: summary of local government electoral cycle
in England, by authority type
Authority type
County council
District/borough council
Unitary council
London borough
Metropolitan borough
Parish and town councils

Thirds
82
19
36
-

Halves
7
-

Whole
34
149
27
33
8,700

Total
34
238
46
33
36
8,700

3.3 At present there is no clear pattern of electoral cycle
for local authorities in England, and the frequency with
which authorities elect their members varies considerably
from one area to another. In practice, this also means
that the frequency with which electors are given the
opportunity to vote varies from area to area, depending
on the number and type of local authorities in each area.
Electors in London may vote twice in each four-year
electoral cycle (in borough and Greater London Authority
elections), while those living in metropolitan borough
areas can vote three times during the same period.
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All electors in two-tier areas can vote in county council
elections once every four years, but elections to shire
districts may take place in each of the three years inbetween county elections.

While there were no borough elections in London in
2000, more than five million electors were able to vote
in elections to the GLA.

3.4 Moreover, this disparity is also repeated within many
local authority areas, where electors may be offered
fewer or greater opportunities to vote for the same
authority depending on the size of the individual ward
in which they live. In unitary authorities that hold whole
council elections every four years, all electors will be
given the opportunity to vote once in each four-year
electoral cycle. However, in those unitary authorities
where members are elected by thirds, electors in singlemember wards may vote only once in a four-year cycle,
those in two-member wards may vote twice, and those
in three-member wards may vote three times, with one
year fallow.
3.5 In two-tier shire areas, all electors can vote in county
council elections once every four years. Electors in
districts that hold whole council elections can also vote in
the third year of the electoral cycle. However, in districts
where members are elected by thirds, electors in singlemember wards may vote twice in each four-year cycle
(once for their district or borough ward and once for their
county division), while their neighbours in two-member
wards may vote three times, and those in three-member
wards may vote in all four years of the cycle. In the small
number of districts that elect by halves, all electors will
be able to vote in three out of four years.
3.6 One of the overall effects of these disparities in
electoral cycle is that there is no consistent pattern to
the scale of local elections from year to year. The number
of authorities holding elections, wards or seats to be
elected and electors eligible to vote changes each year,
and in recent elections, the proportion of the total local
government electorate eligible to vote has varied
significantly. In 1999 and 2003, when elections were held
in all metropolitan boroughs and shire districts, around
80% of the total local government electorate were eligible
to vote. In local elections in 1996 and 2000, however, less
than half of the total electorate were eligible to vote.

3.7 This disjointed and inconsistent pattern of local
electoral cycles has come about as a result of historical
accident and the piecemeal approach to structural
change in local government during the past 30 years.
Where such change has taken place, from the largescale reorganisation in the early 1970s to more recent
structural reviews in the mid 1990s, it appears that little
consideration has been given to the overall national
impact of decisions on individual local authority electoral
cycles. Government has continued to emphasise the
importance of local choice of electoral cycle for nonmetropolitan districts, and in particular rejected the
recommendation of the 1986 Widdicombe Committee
report on the conduct of local government for a uniform
system of local government elections.3 This emphasis on
local choice has led to a patchwork pattern of electoral
cycles across England, and each new phase of
reorganisation has not only left these discrepancies
unaddressed, but in many cases has added to the
overall picture of inconsistency.

Issues
3.8 The apparent disparities and contradictions of the
current pattern of electoral cycles are not, in themselves,
of particular concern to us. This review was not intended
to be an exercise in electoral tidiness. Rather, we have
considered the problems and difficulties for electors
that may be a direct consequence of this complexity
and inconsistency. The evidence we have gathered
suggests that the majority of electors simply do not
know when, why or for which authority local elections
are held in their area, and we are concerned that the
complex current pattern of local electoral cycles may
not encourage understanding of democratic
opportunities across England.

3

Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Conduct of Local Authority Business
(1986) Cmnd 9797.
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3.9 The study of public awareness that MORI carried out
for us revealed a mixed picture of levels of understanding
of the local electoral cycle among electors. Overall, a total
of 77% of respondents knew whether or not there were
local elections taking place in their area in May 2003.
However, while some 84% of respondents in areas where
elections were due to take place knew that they would
have the opportunity to vote, one-sixth of the electorate
were potentially disenfranchised – whether they wanted
to vote or not – simply by being ill-informed or unaware
of the elections taking place. In a similar study from 2002,
MORI found that nearly a quarter of those in areas with
elections were unaware that elections were taking place.4
Younger respondents were significantly more likely to say
they didn’t know whether local elections would be held in
their area (34% of respondents aged 15 to 24 compared
with only 10% of those aged 25 plus). Respondents from
black and minority ethnic communities were three times
less likely than white respondents to be able to give an
answer (12% compared with 39%).
3.10 Many respondents who thought there were local
elections in their area actually had little understanding
of which authority the elections were actually for. Nearly
one in five respondents overall (19%) did not know which
authority they would be voting for in May 2003. Although
county council elections were not held in May, 15%
of respondents in shire district areas thought elections
would be held for the county council. Some 12% of
respondents in metropolitan borough areas and 21%
in unitary authority areas, where there is no second tier
of local government, were under the impression that
elections were for county councils, although this may
also demonstrate some lack of understanding of local
government terminology. More positively, two-thirds
of respondents in shire district areas (66%) correctly
identified that the forthcoming elections were for
their district or borough council.
3.11 There was also widespread confusion and a lack of
understanding about exactly how often electors have the

4

MORI Social Research Institute survey for Green Issues Communications (2002),
Many Councillors ‘Divorced’ from the Electorate.
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opportunity to vote in different areas of England. Nearly
one-third of all respondents (30%) conceded that they
did not know how often elections were held in their area,
and only 16% overall were able to correctly identify the
actual cycle of local elections. When other responses
were compared with the actual frequency of elections at
a ward level, it appears that the varied pattern of electoral
cycle across England may have a particular effect on
levels of awareness and understanding. Respondents in
wards where elections were held either annually or only
once every four years were most likely to answer
correctly (34% and 30% respectively). However, only 5%
of respondents in areas with elections in three years out
of four answered correctly, and they were actually more
likely to think that elections are held every year (37%).
Respondents in areas with elections in two out of four
years were also more likely to think that elections were
held only once every four years.
3.12 Attitudes towards change to the electoral cycle were
mixed – perhaps unsurprisingly, given the generally poor
level of awareness of the local government electoral
cycle. Seventy-one per cent of respondents felt that the
frequency of local elections in their area was ‘about right’,
although one in five (19%) were unable to express a view.
MORI found slightly more support among respondents
for proposals to hold all local elections at the same time
(53%) than for allowing the frequency of elections to
vary locally (45%).

Change and local diversity
3.13 Respondents to our consultation paper were
divided in their views as to the merits or desirability of a
more uniform pattern of local electoral cycle. While many
accepted the potential benefits to voter awareness and
understanding of simplifications to the current cycle,
others resented perceived interference from the centre
in what they view as a matter for local choice.
3.14 Many responses dealt in limited terms with the
benefits or disadvantages of individual local electoral
cycles, and did not take into account the wider picture
of a nationwide pattern of elections. These respondents
disagreed that confusion and low public awareness of
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local elections is a particular problem in their own area,
if not nationally. While they maintained that local electors
did understand when elections were held, the evidence
of consistently low electoral turnouts across local
government and the results of our opinion research
work suggest that this view may be somewhat optimistic.
Other respondents saw benefit in a more consistent
pattern of local electoral cycles, but felt that the cycle
in their own areas should be retained, and that other
authorities should follow their example.

3.17 One respondent noted that ‘uniformity involves
change in at least some local authorities, and the costs
of change have to be balanced against any assumed
benefits’, and argued that change ‘should only be
undertaken for strong reasons and not because
uniformity is seen as inherently desirable.’ As we have
discussed earlier, we do not see a consistent pattern of
local electoral cycles as necessarily desirable in its own
right. Rather, we recognise the significant benefits to
wider public understanding and awareness of democratic
rights that a more consistent pattern would bring.

3.15 A majority of respondents, however, accepted that
a more uniform pattern of local electoral cycles would be
beneficial, even if it would involve change to their own
local arrangements. Many agreed that a clearer and more
predictable local election cycle would help electors to
understand when elections take place. Others noted the
importance of consistency, both within and across local
authorities, in ensuring that all electors have the same
rights and opportunities to vote. Respondents also
placed great value on the potential of a consistent local
election pattern across England to help develop a
‘national voting habit’, which would promote local
democratic renewal and civic responsibility by
highlighting opportunities for democratic input. Certainly,
it was noted that a nationally applicable pattern of local
elections, whether every year, every other year or every
four years, would enable a greater collective national
focus on local government issues.
3.16 We recognise that there is some opposition among
local government stakeholders to the imposition of
change, and in particular the imposition of uniformity,
from above. Some respondents to our consultation
paper argued that local choice of electoral cycle is both
important and useful, and that what works well in some
areas may work less well in others. These respondents
reject the notion that a single electoral cycle would be
suitable for all local authorities, and argue that flexibility
of choice at a local level is necessary to respond to
diverse local needs and circumstances. They also
suggest that local elected representatives are best placed
to decide which pattern is most suitable for their area.

The need for clarity
3.18 It is of fundamental importance to the future health
and relevance of local government, especially in the
context of continued low turnout at local elections, that
the electoral system is clear and easily understood by
the public. Well-informed electors who understand how
and when to vote are better placed to hold their local
representatives to account, while confusion about when
and why elections take place can only serve to further
distance electors from local democracy. We would echo
the conclusion of the Widdicombe Committee report
that ‘a system which is as complex and inconsistent
as the present one is hardly calculated to encourage
electoral participation’.
3.19 The current pattern of local government electoral
cycles in England, with considerable diversity between
and within local authorities, appears to be well
supported by many of those within local government.
Locally determined arrangements suit those with
established interests who may have worked with
particular arrangements for a considerable length of
time, and understand how best to work within local
political processes. It is clear, however, that these
arrangements work less well for voters, who do not
understand how and when they are entitled to take part
in the democratic process. As we have noted above,
there is widespread confusion and misunderstanding
among electors about when and why local elections
are held in their own immediate area.
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The need for consistency
3.20 In its report, the Widdicombe Committee
suggested that citizens had a reasonable expectation
that when they moved from one area to another electoral
arrangements should be the same, unless there was
a clear case to the contrary. We would add that a more
consistent pattern of local electoral cycles in England
would also help to encourage the development of a
broader, deeper collective understanding of local
elections as an event across the country. It would
enable a clearer national focus on the wider roles
and responsibilities of local government, while also
highlighting the particular issues at stake at a local
level. While greater consistency would enable nationwide
voter awareness campaigns to the benefit of all electors,
it would also provide an opportunity for targeted
campaigns to address more effectively particular
groups who may be less likely to participate.
3.21 A further strong theme among responses to our
consultation has been a recognition of the importance of
ensuring fairness and equity in electoral arrangements.
In addition to greater national consistency of electoral
cycle, opportunities for access to the democratic process
locally should be consistent and equitable – that is, all
electors within each individual authority should have the
same opportunities to influence the outcome of local
elections and the policies of the authority. It is clear that
the current pattern of local government elections in
England does not provide equal access to the
democratic process for electors at the local level.
3.22 As we have noted earlier in this chapter, many
authorities that elect by thirds, outside the metropolitan
borough areas, do not have a uniform pattern of threemember wards. In these areas electors may be offered
fewer or greater opportunities to vote for the same
authority depending on the size of the individual ward
in which they live. Some electors may have three
opportunities to vote in elections to their local authority
within a four-year period, while others can vote only
once in the same period. It is fundamentally unfair and,
in our view, unacceptable that within an individual local
authority some electors should have fewer opportunities
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to vote and influence the political composition of the
authority than their neighbours in a different ward.
3.23 A more consistent and clearly understandable
pattern of local electoral cycles across England should
also seek to ensure greater equity in access to the
democratic process at a local level. Equality of
opportunity to vote within local authorities under current
warding arrangements could be achieved if all electors
were to vote at the same time, once every four years.
Correspondingly, a consistent pattern of elections by
thirds or halves would require a move to a uniform
pattern of three- or two-member wards respectively,
involving significant changes to local electoral
arrangements across England.

Recommendation
3.24 We have outlined above our concern that the current
mixed pattern of local electoral cycles in England
provides an unclear and inconsistent picture to voters
which, at the very least, does not help to encourage
participation in the democratic process at a local level.
We have also noted that some electors within individual
authorities may have fewer opportunities to vote and
influence the political composition of the authority than
their neighbours in a different ward. We have highlighted
the benefits that greater clarity and consistency could
bring in both these areas. In our view, this review presents
an opportunity to think strategically about a future pattern
of local electoral cycles which will better serve the
interests and needs of electors across England.
3.25 If we were starting afresh in planning a pattern
of electoral cycles for local government in England,
we would not wish to replicate existing arrangements.
We must, of course, accept that we are not starting from
scratch in this instance, and we have considered the most
appropriate way forward in light of existing circumstances.
Nevertheless, we consider that the current pattern of local
electoral cycles in England is unnecessarily complex
and confusing, and that there is a strong case for
simplification of the current arrangements.
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3.26 We note the important debate on the merits of
diversity of practice in local government. While we
accept that local choice and diversity of practice may
be valuable in many areas of local government, we do
not believe that the case for local choice has been made
in relation to local authorities’ electoral cycles. Local
authorities may choose to deliver their services or
scrutinise decisions in a variety of ways, and electors
will pass judgment on their achievements through the
democratic process. However, we can see no good
reason why one of the fundamental elements of local
democracy should vary from area to area. It would not
be acceptable, for example, to have a locally determined
and varying franchise or terms of office for councillors.
Moreover, we note that local government elections in
Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and in the majority
of comparable Western democracies follow nationally
consistent patterns in electing their members, and
diversity in local practice has not extended to choice
of electoral cycle.5
3.27 On balance, and most importantly when viewed
against the substantial evidence of confusion and
misunderstanding among electors, we consider that
the democratic needs of electors across England would
be better met by a clearer and more consistent pattern
of local electoral cycles.
The Commission recommends that the cycle of
local and sub-national government elections in England
should follow a clear and consistent pattern, within and
across local authorities. Individual authorities should not
be permitted to ‘opt out’ of this pattern, and any newly
created authorities should also follow the same pattern.
3.28 Our recommendation for the pattern of local
electoral cycles in England follows in chapter 4.

5

New Zealand, Australia, Canada, the Republic of Ireland, France, Spain,
Denmark and the Netherlands, for example, all have consistent patterns of
local electoral cycles. For more information, see The constitutional status of
local government in other countries prepared for the Commission on Local
Government and the Scottish Parliament in 1998.
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4 Recommendations
for the cycle of local
authorities in England
We have recommended that the
cycle of local government elections
in England should follow a clearer
and more consistent pattern, within
and across local authorities.
However, we recognise that there
is considerable disagreement about
the relative benefits of the various
local electoral cycles currently
adopted by local authorities.

4.1 In our consultation paper we outlined in some detail
the range of arguments surrounding the debate for and
against either whole council or partial elections.
Responses to our consultation echoed and underlined
many of these arguments, but we received little new
information or evidence to support respondents’ positions.
Many responses drew heavily on evidence of local
experiences, and often reflected individual preferences
for retaining existing local electoral cycles.
4.2 Following our recommendation for a consistent
pattern of local electoral cycles in England, we have
also considered options for the most appropriate cycle.
We have carefully considered the arguments and
evidence submitted to us during the consultation period.
The range of matters to which we have been required to
have regard in making this recommendation are outlined
in the introduction of this report and reproduced in full
in Appendix 1.

Priorities
4.3 In previous work The Electoral Commission has
outlined its priorities in relation to the reform of electoral
procedures and law. It aims to place the voter at the centre
of its concerns, but also recognises the need to encourage
the participation of a wide range of candidates and
political parties and to ensure that electoral arrangements
can be effectively and efficiently administered.
4.4 These priorities have remained highly relevant in our
consideration of the local electoral cycle in England –
above all, we have sought to ensure that the democratic
needs of electors are addressed appropriately. However,
we recognise that other individuals, groups and
organisations are essential to the continued health of local
democracy, and it is clear that other issues must also be
considered. One respondent usefully summarised the
need for a balanced view:

Page 43
The cycle of local government elections in England: recommendations for the cycle of local authorities in England

1035 Cycle of local elec

26/1/04

9:17

Page 18

Appendix A

18

It is important to ensure that the frequency of elections does not
adversely affect the ability of any local authority to effectively
manage and deliver their responsibilities, whilst at the same time
maintaining the ability of the electorate to have adequate
opportunity to influence the political control of the authority.

4.5 We have sought primarily to identify a pattern of local
electoral cycles that is likely to be well understood by the
public and encourage their participation in elections.
However, our recommendations should also give elected
members confidence that they have a legitimate
democratic mandate to act on behalf of their communities,
and assure these communities that they can effectively
hold their representatives to account. Any proposals for
change must also recognise the need to support local
authorities in the effective and efficient management and
delivery of services to local communities.
4.6 As we noted in our consultation paper, we recognise
that a single ‘correct’ solution, which satisfies all of the
concerns raised by stakeholders, is unlikely to exist.
We have given a balanced consideration to the merits
of each pattern of electoral cycles, and have assessed
the evidence available to us against the range of criteria
specified by the Secretary of State.

4.9 Supporters of whole council elections also note that,
particularly in the case of elections by thirds, when fewer
than half the seats are up for election, overall political
control of the authority may not change, even if the ruling
party loses all the seats contested at a particular election.
Similarly, in areas with partial elections but no uniform
pattern of members per ward, electors may be confused
or disaffected if control of the council changes as the result
of an election in which they were not able to participate.
4.10 Opponents of whole council elections express
concern that important but controversial decisions may
be postponed for political reasons until after an election,
giving electors no opportunity for democratic protest for
three years. On the other hand, elections of the whole
council can give the ruling group the opportunity of a clear
four-year period within which it can fulfil its manifesto
promises before being judged on its policies and
performance, including the setting of council tax.
4.11 Responses to our consultation paper underlined
these arguments. Those who have experience of working
with authorities that hold whole council elections value the
clear mandate and legitimacy they provide. In contrast,
other respondents from areas that elect by thirds placed
particular emphasis on the importance of continued close
contact and responsiveness to electors. However,
respondents were largely unable to supplement their
arguments with clear objective evidence of the practical
benefits to electors of either system.

Democratic legitimacy
and local accountability
4.7 Local authorities in England derive democratic
legitimacy from the regular election of their members
by the communities that they serve. Once elected, local
representatives are held to account for the decisions
they have made on behalf of their communities
through re-election.
4.8 Supporters of partial elections argue that electing half
or a third of an authority’s members in rotation can help
to ensure that the composition of the council better reflects
the political complexion of the electorate, and that more
frequent elections can provide sharper accountability by
keeping representatives ‘on their toes’. Whole council
elections, on the other hand, ensure that all eligible
electors in the authority area have the opportunity to
influence the political composition and control of the
authority at the same time.

4.12 The arguments for and against whole council or
partial elections have been well rehearsed by local
government stakeholders, and we accept that many of
them have some apparent merit. However, as we have
discussed previously, there is a clear need for more
consistent and equitable opportunities for local
democratic accountability within authorities. In particular,
the cycle of local elections should allow all electors within
each individual authority to vote at the same time.
A more equitable pattern of electoral arrangements under
elections by thirds would require a uniform pattern of threemember wards across England, or a uniform pattern of
two-member wards with biennial elections. Whole council
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elections would require no change to local authorities’
current electoral arrangements.
4.13 The Boundary Committee for England has noted that
the requirement to recommend a number of councillors
per ward divisible by three in metropolitan borough areas
(in practice meaning three-member wards), has caused
specific difficulties when attempting to reflect community
identities in authorities such as Liverpool and Wakefield.
As one respondent to our consultation also observed,
‘enforced three-member wards necessarily involve
uncomfortable marriages between unconnected areas
and equally unsatisfactory division of communities’.
4.14 The Boundary Committee notes that the flexibility to
recommend single-, two- or three-member wards enables
it to more easily reflect local communities while continuing
to provide good levels of electoral equality.6 Under a
pattern of whole council elections, authorities would not
be restricted to any particular ward size, since the entire
electorate would be eligible to vote together once every
four years.

Awareness and understanding of elections
4.15 As we have noted in the previous chapter, it
is fundamentally important to ensure that electors
understand when and why local elections are held.
Electors with little understanding of the local electoral
process will be less likely to participate in the democratic
process, and less able to participate effectively. A clear
and straight-forward pattern of local elections that electors
understand will also contribute to increased transparency
of the democratic process and local accountability.
4.16 We have discussed in detail in chapter 3 the
findings of public awareness research conducted by
MORI in the weeks leading up to the May 2003 local
elections in England. The evidence available to us
indicates that electors are generally ill-informed and
unaware of the current pattern of local elections, and we
6

The Boundary Committee for England is the body charged with reviewing
the internal warding arrangements of local authorities in England. It is required
by statute to ensure electoral equality between wards within individual local
authority areas, and to reflect local community identities and interests.
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have recommended that the local electoral cycle should
follow a clearer and more consistent pattern across
England. It is also clear that there is a need for greater
consistency within local authorities. Although nearly one
in three respondents overall said they didn’t know how
frequently local elections were held in their area,
respondents in wards where elections were held either
annually or only once every four years were most likely to
answer correctly (34% and 30% respectively). Only 5% of
respondents in areas with elections in three years out of
four and 19% of those in areas with elections in two out
of four years were able to correctly identify how often
they were able to vote.
4.17 The evidence available to us from the research
carried out by MORI suggests that it is particularly
important to ensure consistency not only nationally
across England, but also internally within individual
authorities. A deeper understanding of the local
democratic process would be greatly aided by a more
equitable pattern of local elections, as discussed above.
Electors would be certain either that they will be able to
vote every year or once every four years, and that their
neighbours will do likewise.

Participation and turnout
4.18 Good levels of turnout, as well as participation more
generally in the democratic process, are essential to the
continued relevance and legitimacy of local government.
Continued low turnout may undermine the authority of
local government to speak and act on behalf of the
communities it represents.
4.19 Annual or biennial elections hold the potential for
more frequent opportunities for participation by electors.
However, there is also concern that more frequent
elections may tend to dilute public interest in elections,
and that in practice electors may tire of passing judgment
on their representatives annually. As we have noted
above, it can be difficult – and in certain circumstances
impossible – for electors to change overall political control
of an authority when fewer than half the seats are up for
election, and it is clear that this can act as a major
disincentive to vote.
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4.20 Certainly poor awareness and understanding of the
local electoral cycle can affect turnout and participation.
Electors who do not understand when local elections are
held will be less able to participate in the democratic
process and less likely to vote. As we noted earlier in
chapter 3, one-sixth of the respondents to the public
attitudes survey carried out by MORI were potentially
disenfranchised – whether they wanted to vote or not –
simply by being ill-informed or unaware of the elections
taking place.
4.21 In our consultation paper we outlined the findings
from a study of the relationship between the local electoral
cycle and local election turnout, carried out by the Local
Government Chronicle Elections Centre, University of
Plymouth. Taking into account social, economic and
political characteristics, the research sought to identify
the particular contribution to overall local turnout made
by the electoral cycle, and consider what effect changing
electoral cycles might have on turnout in those authorities
that currently have whole council elections or elections
by thirds.

they held elections by thirds, and would rise slightly if
authorities that normally have elections by thirds held
whole council elections instead.
4.24 Many respondents, particularly those from within local
government itself, suggested that the true cause of low
levels of turnout and engagement lay in the decreasing
powers and relevance of local government, and poor
perceptions among electors of local government’s ability
to effect change. In their view, changes to the electoral
cycle were unlikely to help improve turnout or democratic
participation. Several respondents from local authority
areas that currently elect by thirds also suggested that
turnout figures in their own areas did not concur with the
overall findings of the Elections Centre. We recognise that
many different factors may influence levels of turnout, but
do not accept that individual exceptions to the Elections
Centre’s findings invalidate its conclusions. The balance
of evidence suggests that local government electors are
less likely to participate in the democratic process in
areas that hold elections by thirds.

Management and performance
4.22 The Elections Centre’s evidence gives some weight
to the suggestion that more frequent elections can tend
to dilute public interest and reduce turnout. Over the last
30 years, they found that the four-yearly elected London
boroughs generally have had a higher electoral turnout
than the metropolitan boroughs, which elect by thirds.
In all years when both types of authority have held
elections, with the single exception of 2002, the turnout
in London has been between two and ten percentage
points higher than in the metropolitan authorities. Similar
differences were measured between shire districts that
hold either partial or whole council elections. In those
years when both types of district hold elections, turnout
has been lower in shire districts with elections by thirds.
4.23 Analysing social, economic, structural and political
variables, the Elections Centre sought to understand the
key determinants of local participation and turnout, and
also assessed the theoretical effect of applying the
alternative electoral cycle to the authorities included in the
study. Its findings suggested that turnout would decline in
authorities that normally have whole council elections if

4.25 In addition to democratic considerations discussed
above, the cycle or frequency of elections may also
have some impact on the capacity of local authorities
to manage effectively and deliver their responsibilities.
It is clear from our consultation that local government
stakeholders particularly value the role of stability and
leadership in enabling effective management of
local authorities.
4.26 However, respondents viewed the idea of stability in
different ways. For those supporting elections by thirds,
stability meant less potential for abrupt changes of political
control and switches of policy. Those who favour whole
council elections every four years, on the other hand,
emphasised the importance of consistency of policies and
representatives through a defined period of office, without
the interruption and diversion of intervening elections.
4.27 In our consultation and evidence paper, we also
examined the results of the Audit Commission’s
Comprehensive Performance Assessment inspections
of county councils, London boroughs, metropolitan
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boroughs and unitary councils. It was not clear to us that
there was any direct link between the electoral cycle of
individual authorities and their CPA inspection rating.
Although some inspection reports noted issues such as
relatively high levels of turnover of councillors, it is clear
that other unrelated factors have far greater bearing on the
performance of local authorities, in particular the need for
strong political and officer leadership.
4.28 It is clear that strong and otherwise well-managed
authorities can perform well and deliver services effectively
under either type of electoral cycle, and equally that either
system can be problematic when things go wrong.
However, such evidence as there is suggests that whole
council elections every four years can provide a degree
of inherent stability. Whole council elections give a clear
mandate to representatives for a programme of policies
during the following four years, and allow time for an
administration to carry through its policies. At the end
of the four-year period the administration is held to account
by the electorate and can be judged by its record, its
success or failure. We note that many authorities that
elect by thirds, particularly metropolitan boroughs,
have traditionally had strong single-party political control,
a legacy of political stability rather than any inherent
structural stability.

Other issues
4.29 We have also been asked to consider the extent to
which any option for change to the electoral cycle might
be facilitated by possible new ways of voting, including
increased postal voting, electronic counting and multichannel e-voting. We recognise that an option involving a
significantly increased number of elections may present
some administrative challenges, and that new ways of
voting may be helpful for both electors and administrators.
However, we do not view this as a significant factor to be
taken into account in considering the most appropriate
electoral cycle for local authorities in England. We also
note that the frequency of opportunities to pilot new
voting technologies in England may be affected by the
recommendations of this review. Again, while this may
be an important factor within the context of the overall
electoral pilots programme, we have not considered it
significant in this review.
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Recommendation
4.30 We have carefully considered the range of arguments
advanced by respondents in favour of either whole council
or partial elections for local authorities in England. While
we have sympathy with many of these arguments, the
balance of evidence that we have considered suggests
that whole council elections are more likely to provide
clarity for electors and a degree of stability for local
authorities. In particular, certain key principles have
emerged that have guided our conclusions.
4.31 We have recommended that the cycle of local
government elections in England should follow a clear and
consistent pattern, within and across local authorities. In our
view, a key principle in considering the electoral cycle for
local authorities should be to ensure that all electors are
given the same opportunities for participation in the local
democratic process. Having taken into account the evidence
and arguments presented during our consultation process,
we have concluded that a pattern of whole council elections
for all local authorities in England would provide a clear,
equitable and easy to understand electoral process that
would best serve the interests of local government electors.
4.32 In particular, a pattern of whole council elections
would allow community identities to be more easily
reflected in ward boundaries when reviewing local
authorities’ electoral arrangements. We also note that,
under a consistent pattern of whole council elections
across England, there would be no obvious reason why
metropolitan boroughs should continue to be required to
have three-member wards. The opportunity of this review
might be taken to remove the current requirement that
metropolitan borough wards must have a number of
members divisible by three, although we recognise that
this would require change to primary legislation.
4.33 The Commission recommends that each local
authority in England should hold whole council elections,
with all councillors elected simultaneously, once every
four years.
4.34 Our suggestions for the implementation of the
recommendations of this review are outlined in the
following chapter.
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5 Implementation
We recognise that our
recommendations to simplify the
current cycle of local government
elections in England would, if
implemented, involve considerable
change to existing arrangements.
Our proposals therefore seek to
balance the need for a pragmatic
approach to change with our
desire to see timely reform.

Implementation issues
5.1 Under our recommendations for change to the
current local electoral cycle in England, outlined in the
previous two chapters, each local authority would elect
all of its members simultaneously, once every four years.
Voters in London would continue to elect their mayor and
members of the London Assembly every four years.
5.2 However, several significant issues for the
implementation of our recommendations remain, which
we have not fully addressed in the preceding chapters.
While we are content to recommend that individual local
authorities should hold whole council elections once
every four years, we are conscious that a national pattern
of electoral cycles will be created by bringing these
individual electoral cycles together. We have considered
a number of issues relating to the national pattern of
local electoral cycles below, and propose some options
for implementation for further consideration by the
Government and others.
Councillors’ terms of office
5.3 As we noted in our consultation paper, four-year
terms of office have been the norm in local government
in England since the reorganisation of local government
in the early 1970s. However, we recognised that certain
possible options for change to the local electoral cycle
might require some change to the normal term of office
for councillors. A three-year term, for example, would
allow annual elections by thirds with no fallow year.
During consultation, we asked respondents whether
the four-year term of office for local councillors should
be retained.
5.4 The balance of views on the most appropriate term
of office for councillors was strongly in support of
retaining the current four-year term, with a significant
majority opposing change. Respondents were in broad
agreement that four years allow sufficient time for
councillors to grow into their role and plan for the
medium term, without sacrificing the advantages
of regular electoral accountability. One respondent
proposed a five-year term of office to allow coordination
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with European parliamentary elections, while several
others suggested that a three-year term for councillors
would mean greater accountability.
5.5 We have seen no significant evidence to suggest that
the current four-year term is inappropriate, and there is
certainly little support for change among respondents.
However, it is likely that some changes to initial terms
of office for councillors will be necessary during the
transition between current arrangements and any future
pattern. Issues relating to this transitional period are
discussed in more detail below.
Timing of elections
5.6 Under current arrangements for elections in areas
with two tiers of local government, elections to the
different authorities are not held at the same time,
although parish council elections are normally held in
the same year as those of the principal authority.
County council elections are held in the fallow fourth
year of the electoral cycle for district authorities that
elect by thirds, which is also the mid-point for districts
that hold whole council elections. In considering the
implementation of proposals for change to the local
electoral cycle, we asked respondents whether it was
appropriate to continue to stagger elections to different
tiers of local government.
5.7 There was broad support in response to our
consultation paper for continuing to stagger elections
in areas with two tiers of local government, with less than
a quarter of respondents preferring to hold elections in
the same year. Respondents particularly emphasised the
importance of highlighting the distinction between the
roles and responsibilities of different tiers of local
government, in order to reduce confusion and ensure
clear lines of accountability. One respondent noted that
‘it is not unusual for a member of a district authority to
unfairly take the blame for poor service delivery from
a county authority (and vice versa)’.
5.8 Those who preferred not to stagger local elections
suggested that combining elections in a single ‘local
election day’ would clearly highlight the opportunity for
The cycle of local government elections in England: implementation

participation in the democratic process. They also
suggested that combining elections could reduce costs,
both for political parties and electoral administrators in
relation to the running of elections. However, several
respondents argued that combined local government
elections would be more susceptible to being used
as an informal referendum on national government.
5.9 We recognise that respondents would largely prefer
that elections continue to be staggered in two-tier areas.
We have outlined two alternative patterns. Under the first
of these, different types of authorities would hold
elections in the same year, while, under the second,
elections for district councils and county councils or citywide authorities would be staggered. It does, however,
seem sensible to us that parish councils should continue
to be elected at the same time as the district or unitary
council. Elected mayors, where they have been put in
place under the Local Government Act 2000, should also
be elected at the same time as the principal authority.
5.10 A majority of respondents also preferred not to
combine local elections with elections to the Westminster
or European parliaments. While they acknowledged that
local turnout may increase, they also expressed concern
that local government issues were likely to be
overshadowed by national concerns. Indeed, turnout at
local elections in England does tend to increase when
held at the same time as Westminster parliamentary
general elections, and can also rise when held at the
same time as European parliament elections. However,
analysis of national and local media in Scotland
in May 2003 suggested that the local elections were
overshadowed by the Scottish Parliament contest,
receiving little coverage or commentary.8 We have some
sympathy with this concern, and would ordinarily prefer
Westminster or European parliament elections to take
place in a different year to local government elections in
England. However, we recognise that this is an unrealistic
expectation at present, given the absence of a fixed term
for the Westminster Parliament and the five-year term
of the European Parliament.
8

Institute of Governance, University of Edinburgh (2003) Media Coverage of the
Council Elections in Scotland, 2003.

Page 50

1035 Cycle of local elec

26/1/04

9:17

Page 25

Appendix A

Options for implementation

Table 2: option one

5.11 We outline below two proposals for the
implementation of our recommendations for change
to the cycle of local government elections in England.
Other options for implementation were considered but
dismissed. We have included provisional suggestions for
the cycle of elections to any future regional assemblies,
in line with our recommendation that any future bodies
should remain consistent with the pattern of local
government electoral cycles. However, we recognise that
the introduction of any regional assemblies is dependent
on the result of future referendums in those areas. We
have also included details of Westminster and European
parliamentary election cycles in the summary tables.
While European parliamentary elections take place every
five years, Westminster parliamentary elections are not
held on a fixed term, and we have assumed a full fiveyear term for Westminster in the models described below.

Year
1

5.12 We have not included specific dates for the
implementation of the models discussed below. We have
indicated the points during the four-year electoral cycle
at which elections might take place, but the actual
implementation of any model should be the subject of
further discussion and debate.
Option one
5.13 Under the first of our suggested options for
implementation, every local authority in England, including
county councils, district councils, metropolitan borough
councils, London borough councils, unitary councils and
parish councils, would elect all of their members
simultaneously once every four years. The Greater London
Authority would also be elected at the same time, together
with any future elected regional assemblies.

2
3
4
1

2
3
4
1

Local authority elections
Districts, metropolitan boroughs,
London boroughs, unitary authorities,
parishes
Counties, GLA
No elections

25

Other elections
EP
(regional
assemblies)

Westminster?
No elections
Districts, metropolitan boroughs,
(regional
London boroughs, unitary authorities, assemblies)
parishes
Counties, GLA
EP
No elections
Westminster?
Districts, metropolitan boroughs,
(regional
London boroughs, unitary authorities, assemblies)
parishes
Counties, GLA

5.14 This option would have the advantage of providing
a clear nationwide focus on local government elections
in England. However, combining all local government
elections might diminish the important distinction for
electors between different local government elections
taking place in the same area. It may also present
significant difficulties in making clear distinctions
between the roles and responsibilities of local and
sub-national government in areas where regional
assemblies or other strategic authorities may be
established in future. Combination might also make it
more likely that local government elections in England
be considered as mid-term judgment on national issues
when held between Westminster elections, or are entirely
influenced and overshadowed by any general election
held at the same time.
5.15 From an administrative perspective, some election
officials have indicated concerns about the practical
difficulties of running multiple local elections
simultaneously, although they acknowledge that
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combined elections may result in some cost savings.
It is also not clear at present how and when the
Government intends to take forward our recommendation
that all local government elections should be conducted
by all-postal ballot.9 Using different voting methods
for different elections taking place simultaneously in
particular areas, shire districts and county councils
or London boroughs and the GLA, for example, would
raise issues for both administrators and voters.

Table 3: option two

Option two

4
1

5.16 The second option for the implementation of our
recommendations would see all local government
electors in England electing members of their most
immediate local council – district councils, metropolitan
boroughs, London boroughs or unitary authorities –
simultaneously once every four years. Two years later,
in the mid-point of the electoral cycle, those electors
in areas with county councils or strategic city-wide
authorities (or future sub-national authorities including
any regional assemblies) would elect representatives to
these bodies.

Year
1

2
3

2
3
4
1

Local authority elections
Other elections
Districts, metropolitan boroughs,
EP
London boroughs, unitary authorities,
parishes
No elections
Counties, GLA
Westminster?
(regional
assemblies)
No elections
Districts, metropolitan boroughs,
London boroughs, unitary authorities,
parishes
EP
Counties, GLA
(regional
assemblies)
Westminster?
Districts, metropolitan boroughs,
London boroughs, unitary authorities,
parishes

5.17 Under this second option for implementation, all
local government electors would have the opportunity to
vote in the first year of the electoral cycle, with the benefit
of simplicity and a national focus on local issues. It would
also make clear the important distinction for electors
between different tiers of local and strategic city-wide or
sub-national government in those areas where such
arrangements exist.

Recommendation
5.18 Our preferred option for the implementation of our
recommendations is the second of the two described
above, which would see all local government electors in
England voting at the same time once every four years
for their most immediate local authority, whether that be
district council, metropolitan or London borough or
unitary council. Unitary county councils, such as the Isle
of Wight, would also hold elections in the first year of the
cycle, alongside other unitary councils. All those electors
in areas with further local or city-wide strategic authorities
9

The Electoral Commission (2003), The shape of elections to come.
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(county councils or the Greater London Authority) would
vote for those authorities two years later, in the mid-point
of the four-year electoral cycle. We would envisage that
elections to any future levels of sub-national government,
including regional assemblies, would also take place in
the third year of the cycle.
5.19 While we recognise that the first option for
implementation may have some merits, we consider
that the second option would provide the best balance
between administrative convenience and the need for
clarity from the voter’s perspective. In particular, we are
concerned that option one would not provide sufficient
clarity for electors regarding the timing and purpose of
local government elections, and would be likely to
diminish the important distinction between different
authorities in areas with two tiers of local government.
Greater clarity and consistency of the local election cycle
should also give national political parties and media the
opportunity to focus on local, rather than national,
political issues at election time.
The Commission recommends that all local government
electors in England should elect members of their
district, metropolitan borough, London borough or
unitary council simultaneously once every four years.
Two years later, in the mid-point of the electoral cycle,
electors in areas with county councils, city-wide
authorities or any future sub-national government
should elect representatives to those bodies.

27

5.21 The move to a consistent pattern of whole council
elections across England would have implications for
a number of aspects of current electoral arrangements.
In particular, there may be changes to the initial terms
of office of some councillors during the transitional period
before the full implementation of any recommendations.
In those areas that currently elect by thirds or by halves,
for example, the terms of office of some councillors may
be reduced in the years before the first full council
elections. Similarly, although all county councils and the
Greater London Authority currently hold whole council
elections, their elections take place in different years.
Changes to the terms of office for some sitting
councillors would be required in order to ensure that in
future years those elections take place at the same time.
5.22 We note that both five-year terms of office and
consecutive election years are generally considered
undesirable, and while variations to terms have been
used in the past as part of transitional arrangements,
there is no precedent for election to a five-year term
of office. Arrangements for the implementation of these
recommendations should involve as little disruption
to current electoral arrangements as possible,
without unnecessary delay.
If the recommendations of this review are accepted
by Government and Parliament, we will work with central
and local government partners to identify the most
appropriate approach to timely implementation.

Transitional arrangements
5.20 We have outlined in this and preceding chapters
our recommendations for change to simplify the cycle
of local government elections in England. Our findings
highlight the need to establish a number of important
principles for local electors, particularly the need for
consistency and equity in opportunities to vote at local
elections. We look forward to the response to this review,
and hope that our conclusions will be welcomed. In
the event that our recommendations are accepted by
Government and Parliament, we would expect reasonably
swift movement to ensure timely implementation.
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Secretary of State’s request to
The Electoral Commission
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Appendix 2

Respondents to the consultation
paper and consultation meetings
Total respondents 269
Local authorities
Adur District Council
Arun District Council
Ashfield District Council
Babergh District Council
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
Bedfordshire County Council
Bexley Council
Birmingham City Council
Blyth Valley Borough Council
Bracknell Forest Borough Council
Breckland District Council
Brentwood Borough Council
Bristol City Council
Broadland District Council
Burnley Borough Council
Cambridge City Council
Cannock Chase Council
Canterbury City Council
Carlisle City Council
Chelmsford Borough Council
Cheshire County Council
Chester City Council
Copeland Borough Council
Coventry City Council
Darlington Borough Council
Daventry District Council
Derby City Council
Derbyshire Dales District Council
Derwentside District Council
Devon County Council
Dorset County Council
Durham County Council
East Dorset District Council
East Hampshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
Eastbourne Borough Council
Eastleigh Borough Council
Epping Forest District Council
Exeter City Council
Fareham Borough Council
Gateshead Council

Gedling Borough Council
Gloucester City Council
Gloucestershire County Council
Halton Borough Council
Hampshire County Council
Harrogate Borough Council
Hart District Council
Hastings Borough Council
Havant Borough Council
Kent County Council
Kerrier District Council
Kettering Borough Council
King's Lynn & West Norfolk
Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council
Lancashire County Council
Lancaster City Council
Leicestershire County Council
Lewes District Council
London Borough of Barnet
London Borough of Camden
London Borough of Enfield
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham
London Borough of Harrow
London Borough of Havering
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Royal Borough of Kingston-upon-Thames
London Borough of Lambeth
London Borough of Tower Hamlets
London Borough of Wandsworth
Luton Borough Council
Maidstone Borough Council
Maldon District Council
Manchester City Council
Medway Council
Mid Beds District Council
Mid Suffolk District Council
Mid Sussex District Council
Mole Valley District Council
New Forest District Council
Norfolk County Council
North Cornwall District Council
North Dorset District Council
North East Derbyshire District Council
North Lincolnshire Council
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North Shropshire District Council
Northampton Borough Council
Northumberland District Council
Norwich City Council
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Borough of Oadby & Wigston
Oldham Metropolitan Borough Council
Oxfordshire County Council
Pendle Borough Council
Peterborough City Council
Borough of Poole
Preston City Council
Purbeck District Council
Ribble Valley Borough Council
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council
Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council
Rochford District Council
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Rugby Borough Council
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushmoor Borough Council
Salford City Council
Shepway District Council
Slough Borough Council
South Bedfordshire District Council
South Bucks District Council
South Gloucestershire Council
South Ribble Borough Council
South Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council
Southampton City Council
Southend-on-sea Borough Council
St. Edmundsbury District Council
Stafford Borough Council
Staffordshire County Council
Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council
Stratford on Avon District Council
Stroud District Council
Swale Borough Council
Swindon Borough Council
Tandridge District Council
Tauton Deane Electoral Services
Borough of Telford and Wrekin
Three Rivers District Council
Torbay Council
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Uttlesford District Council
Warwick District Council
Waveney District Council executive
Waveney District Council cross-party working group
West Oxfordshire District Council
West Sussex County Council
Weymouth & Portland Borough Council
Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council
Wirral Metropolitan Borough Council
Wolverhampton City Council
City of Worcester
Worcester County Council
Wycombe District Council
Wyre Forest District Council
Local authority representatives
Cllr Ray Auger, South Kesteven District Council
Cllr David Beechey, Bridgnorth District Council
Cllr Nick Brown, Portishead Town Council
Mayor Frank Branston, Bedford Borough Council
Cllr John Byrne, Bury Metropolitan Borough Council
Cllr Judith Cluff, Taunton Deane Borough Council
Cllr Carol Davis, Herne and Broomfield Parish Council
Cllr David Gardner, London Borough of Greenwich
Cllr John T Hall, Test Valley District Council
Cllr Colin Inglis, Kingston-upon-Hull Council
Cllr Geoff Knight, Lancaster City Council
Cllr David Nettleton, St. Edmunsbury Borough Council
Cllr Don Phillips, Chiltern District Council
Cllr Mary Smith, Gloucester City Council
Cllr G W Taylor, South Kesteven District Council
Cllr John Waters, London Borough of Bexley
Cllr Gavin Webb, Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough
Council
Cllr David White, Stockport Metropolitan Council
Cllr Janet Whitehouse, Essex County Council
Cllr John Wilks, South Kesteven District Council
Local government officers
Sue Bonham-Lovett, Electoral Services Manager,
Weymouth & Portland Borough Council
Max Caller, Chief Executive, London Borough of Hackney
Liz Cloke, Senior Electoral Services Officer, Basingstoke

Page 57
The cycle of local government elections in England: appendix 2

1035 Cycle of local elec

26/1/04

9:17

Page 32

Appendix A

32

and Deane Borough Council
Geoff Knowles, Electoral Registration Manager, Newport
City Council
David Holling, Returning Officer, West Berkshire Council
John Walker, Chief Elections and Electoral Registration
Officer, Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Darren Whitney, Principal Democratic Officer, Stratford on
Avon District Council
Local councils
Badsey & Aldington Parish Council
Combe Hay Parish Council
Faversham Town Council
Godalming Town Council
Hatfield Town Council
Holbrok Parish Council
Keynsham Town Council
Kingston Seymour Parish Council
Long Ashton Parish Council
Loughton Town Council
Southam Town Council
Stroud Town Council
Totnes Town Council
Ubley Parish Council
Ufton Parish Council
Upton-upon-Severn Town Council
Members of Parliament and Peers1
Claire Curtis-Thomas MP (Crosby and Formby)
Valerie Davey MP (Bristol West)
David Drew MP (Stroud)
Lynne Jones MP (Birmingham Selly Oak)
Khalid Mahmood MP (Birmingham Perry Barr)
Andrew Turner MP (Isle of Wight)
Derek Wyatt MP (Sittingbourne and Sheppey)
The Lord Best OBE
The Rt Hon the Lord Renton
Lord Wolfson of Marylebone

1

Including one MP who did not identify him- or herself.
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Political parties
Citizens Party of Halton
The Conservative Party
The Green Party of England and Wales
Molesey Residents Association
The Populist Party
Rainham Residents Association
Runnymede Independent Resident Group
Scottish Liberal Democrats
Upminster & Cranham Residents' Association
Local political groups
Amber Valley Borough Council Labour Group
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council Conservative
Group
Basingstoke and Deane Labour Group
Basingstoke and Deane Liberal Democrat Group
Birmingham Liberal Democrat Group
Blackburn Labour Party
Bristol Conservatives
Bristol City Council Liberal Democrats
Parks Branch of Chester Constituency Labour Party
Ealing Liberal Democrats
Eccles Constituency Labour Party
Exeter Conservative Association
Gillingham & Medway Liberal Democrats
Herefordshire County Council Conservative Group
Lancaster City Council – Conservative Group
Lancaster City Council – Liberal Democrat Group
Lancaster and Lancashire Councils Green Party Group
Lichfield, Burntwood and Tamworth Local Lib Dems
London Borough of Ealing Conservative Group
Merton Liberal Democrats
Mole Valley District Council Independent Group
North Lincolnshire Labour Group
Penwith District Council Conservative Group
Penwith District Council Independent Group
Penwith District Council Labour Group
Penwith District Council Liberal Democrat Group
Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council Labour Group
Suffolk County Council Conservative Group
Swale Labour Party
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council – Conservative Group
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Tunbridge Wells Borough Council – Liberal Democrat
Group
Labour in Wandsworth
West Lewisham Green Party
Wimbledon Constituency Labour Party
Academics
Professor Chris Skelcher, Institute of Local Government
Studies, University of Birmingham
Professor John Stewart, Institute of Local Government
Studies, University of Birmingham
Other organisations
Association of Electoral Administrators (AEA)
Association of Electoral Administrators Scottish Branch
Association of London Government
The Audit Commission
Boundary Commission for England (confidentiality
requested)
Essex Association of Local Councils
Equality Commission for Northern Ireland
Kent Association of Parish Councils
Local Government Information Unit
Local Government Association
National Association of Local Councils
National Union of Residents’ Associations
OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights
Royal Mail Group PLC
Society of Local Authority Chief Executives and Senior
Managers (SOLACE)
Welsh Assembly Government
Individuals
Albert Broadbent
D. J. Close
Mary Crane
Roger Crudge
Peter Dunham
Angela Essex
John Hoare
John Kelly
Joe Otten
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Nicky Rylance
E. R. Schrin
Consultation meetings
Date

Meeting

10 July 2003

LGA North West regional group
(Blackburn)
LGA West Sussex sub-regional group
(Chichester)
Association of London Government
Crawley Borough Council
AEA South East branch (Crowborough)
LGA Labour group (Local Government
House, London)
LGA Liberal Democrat group
(Local Government House, London)
AEA South branch (Andover)
AEA London branch (City Hall)
County Councils Network
(Local Government House, London)
AEA North East branch
(Chester-le-Street)
AEA West Midlands branch (Shrewsbury)
AEA Eastern branch (Saffron Walden)
LGA Southern Counties regional group
(Isle of Wight)
Discussion group on CPA, six authorities
(Trevelyan House, London)
LGA South West regional group
(Taunton)
LGA Conservative group
(Local Government House, London)

18 July 2003
9 September 2003
9 September 2003
11 September 2003
11 September 2003
11 September 2003
12 September 2003
12 September 2003
12 September 2003
15 September 2003
19 September 2003
23 September 2003
26 September 2003
2 October 2003
3 October 2003
14 October 2003
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Appendix B
TUNBRIDGE WELLS BOROUGH COUNCIL
MINUTES of a meeting of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, duly convened and held at the
Council Chamber, Royal Tunbridge Wells, Kent TN1 1RS, at 6.30 pm on Wednesday, 9
December 2015
PRESENT:
The Mayor, Councillor David Elliott
Councillors Simmons, Backhouse, Barrington-King, Bland, Dr Basu, Bulman, Chapelard,
Mrs Cobbold, Gray, Dr Hall, Hastie, Hills, Holden, Dawlings, Hamilton, Heasman,
Horwood, Huggett, Jamil, Jukes, Lewis, March, Rankin, McDermott, Moore, Munn, Neve
(Deputy Mayor), Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Patterson, Podbury, Scholes, Scott,
Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Stanyer, Mrs Thomas, Tompsett, Uddin, Weatherly and Williams
IN ATTENDANCE: William Benson (Chief Executive), Wendy Newton-May (Democratic
Services Team Leader) and Keith Trowell (Senior Lawyer and Deputy Monitoring Officer)
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
FC34/15

Apologies were received from Councillors Hannam, Lewis-Grey, Stewart and
Woodward.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
FC35/15

No declarations of pecuniary or significant other interest were made.
With reference to agenda item 8, the Civic Complex, Councillor Scott
mentioned that he owned a property within the site study area shown the plan
on page 35 of the agenda. However, after seeking advice from the
Monitoring Officer he had been informed that this did not require him to
declare any form of interest.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
FC36/15

The Mayor made the following announcements:
(1) The Mayoress was currently recovering from her operation and would
be gradually returning to Mayoral duties.
(2) On 15 October a reception was held for two gymnasts who had won a
gold medal in a European Gymnastics Competition.
(3) On 17 October the Civic Dinner at the High Rocks took place and
raised over £3,000 for the Mayor’s charity Ellenor.
(4) On 21 October he and the Mayoress attended the launch of the RBL
Poppy Appeal at County Hall.
(5) On 28 October he held a reception for Walking with the Wounded in
the Town Hall, followed by a Drum Head Service on Civic Way to
commemorate the sinking of the HMS Hythe 100 years ago.
(6) On 30 October he and the Mayoress were guests of Linda Page to
celebrate Cranbrook in Bloom.
(7) On 31 October he and the Mayoress attended a service in St
Matthew’s Church, High Brooms to commemorate the sinking of
the HMS Hythe.
(8) On 5 November he attended the launch of the 2015 range of Rolex
watches at Goldsmith’s jewellers on the High Street.
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(9) On 6 November he attended the Skinners’ Day lunch with the
Governors followed by prize giving in the Assembly Hall.
(10) On 7 November he took part in a quiz at David Salomons, raising
£1,000 for Ellenor.
(11) The Remembrance Sunday parade took place on 8 November and
was a great success.
(12) On 17 November he attended the installation of the new vicar at St
Dunstan’s church.
(13) On 18 November he attended Brian Bissell’s Old Tyme Music Hall
in the Opera House, where he had a walk on part. This raised a
total of £4,000 for Ellenor.
(14) On 21 November he attended the Tunbridge Wells Nourish Food
Bank fund raising evening at Wood Café in the Pantiles, which
raised £5,000.
(15) On 22 November he went to the Toy Service at Southborough
Methodist Church.
(16) On 24 November he held a food and drink reception for Parish
Chairmen before their scheduled meeting.
(17) On 26 November he attended Hilden Grange Prep School toy
assembly.
(18) On 27 November he opened the Model United Nations General
Assembly for years 11-13 pupils in 12 schools in Tonbridge and
Tunbridge Wells.
The Mayor thanked John Smith, a previous councillor, for donating a
Christmas tree to the Town Hall once again.
The Mayor concluded by saying how amazed he was at the talent there
was in the borough and the generosity of those who had contributed to
the Toy Appeal. He announced that the total raised so far for his charity
Ellenor was £16,000.
The Mayor then invited the Leader, Councillor Jukes, to make his
announcements. Councillor Jukes advised that the MKIP Annual Report
had been produced and would be circulated in the Members’ Newsletter.
He also stated that he would like to nominate Councillor Julia Soyke as
Deputy Mayor for the municipal year 2016/17.
Councillor Jukes gave members the welcome news that the Council, in
partnership with Kent County Council, had been successful in securing
support from the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) for the cultural hub project.
He advised that the project had received earmarked funding of £4.3
million, including a development grant of £178,000, to progress the work.
Finally Councillor Jukes informed that the Democratic Services Team
Leader, Wendy Newton-May, would be leaving the Council and on behalf
of the members he wished her all the best for the future.
The Mayor then invited the Cabinet members to make any
announcements. Councillor March thanked the Head of Customers and
Communities, Kevin Hetherington, and the Museum Manager, Jo
Wiltcher, for all their hard work and efforts in putting together the bid to
the HLF.

Page 66

Appendix B

THE MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING
FC37/15

The minutes of the meeting dated 14 October 2015 were approved as a
correct record.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
FC38/15

The Mayor advised that no questions from members of the public had been
received under Council Procedure Rule 8.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL
FC39/15

Question 1 – Councillor Williams
Does the Council have a view on Town and Country's punitive £100 fines for
non-permit parking in Lakewood Drive, Sherwood, since this astonishing
figure seems so rapacious that it is hard to reconcile with our choice of this
Housing Association as lead housing partner?
Response from Councillor Weatherly
Thank you for your question. The Council does not have a view on this
subject.
Supplementary Question from Councillor Williams
This problem would be resolved if Lakewood Drive was adopted and not a
private road, so could you tell me how your discussions with Town and
County are progressing?
Response from Councillor Weatherly
I don’t have an answer for you here, but will respond outside of the meeting.
(NOTE: The following response was subsequently provided to Councillor
Williams – “Town and County Housing Group were contacted and they
advised that there was never any intention that this road be adopted, and the
position has not changed.”)
Question 2 – Councillor Mrs Thomas
This question was withdrawn by Councillor Mrs Thomas.
Question 3 – Councillor Stanyer
Having regard to the Hearings on the Site Allocations Local Plan Examination
carried out this last week, and the Borough’s commission of a Housing Needs
Assessment, is there any need to bring forward land for housing within the
long term land reserve that is not currently allocated?
Response from Councillor McDermott
There are six rural fringe sites set out in the 2006 Local Plan. The Council is
already bringing forward three of these sites to meet the need for housing and
education uses in the Site Allocations Development Plan Document (SADPD)
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– Knights Wood, Hawkenbury Farm and Speldhurst Road Former
Allotments. The Council is arguing as part of the examination into the
SADPD that there is no need to bring forward land within the other three rural
fringe sites at the present time – Culverden Down, Grange Road Allotments
and North Farm Tip – and that in any case there are significant constraints to
the deliverability of land within these areas. The Council is also arguing that
there is no need to bring forward Green Belt land to meet current
development needs or to provide replacement rural fringe for the sites that
are currently allocated. Several participants at the examination argued
against this position, that there is a need for the Council to bring forward
Green Belt land to meet current development needs and/or as replacement
rural fringe.
The Inspector will consider the arguments put forward by both sides as part of
the examination and will issue a report in the New Year which will contain
recommendations about the SADPD and the Green Belt sites being promoted
at the examination. The Council will need to consider the Inspector’s
recommendations very carefully in finalising the SADPD before it is adopted.
At the present moment it is therefore too early to say whether additional land
is currently needed for housing.
The Council is in any case committed to producing a new Local Plan as soon
as possible to meet the needs identified in its recently published Strategic
Housing Market Assessment, balanced against constraints within the
borough. The Council will need to consider the future of the rural fringe and
Green Belt as part of this process. Members, the local community, Parish
and Town Councils, landowners and developers will be fully involved in the
new Local Plan.
Supplementary Question from Councillor Stanyer
I would like to make the point that at the hearings, and the recent planning
inquiry for Hawkhurst, it was said that the borough had no hope of meeting
the housing targets, would you have a comment about that?
Response from Councillor McDermott
I’m not sure who said that, it was probably a developer who is hoping to
develop here. As far as the Council is concerned we do still have the Core
Strategy which is holding much of this together and is very successful, and
secondly we have the Site Allocation Plan which does hold credence. Until
the Inspector comes forward and criticises the Plan, which I don’t think he is
going to do, we have a good case.
Question 4 – Councillor Lewis
In recent weeks the people of Tunbridge Wells have shown their generosity in
collecting money and resources for those displaced by the conflict in Syria.
We are now, as well, in the process of welcoming Syrian refugees to
Tunbridge Wells, aided by the dedication and expertise of the officers of this
Council.
Is there more practical help that can be given, by the Council and by private
individuals and organisations, that would mean that we would welcome a
larger number than the ten families that are earmarked to come here?
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Response from Councillor Weatherly
The housing team has been very grateful for the assistance offered by the
public, including support and items of furniture for the Syrian refugee families
- and we’re utilising these offers as much as we can.
We have pledged to take two families per year over the next 5 years - this is a
similar number to many other local authorities across the country. We are
also taking our first two families well before most others.
Our schools, health services and housing market are under enormous
pressure, given that this is such a popular place to live. In that context, I think
our offer of resettling two families a year is both generous and appropriate.
Supplementary Question from Councillor Lewis
Tunbridge Wells is a prosperous town, could we not take more families
considering that Ashford are taking 250 families, and the Isle of Bute are
taking a number more than we are as well?
Response from Councillor Weatherly
This is the Council’s current policy.
Question 5 - Councillor Chapelard
With a possible recent sale of Tunbridge Wells' former cinema site, has
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council asked the Carlyle group to refund residents
for the £22,000 cost of the hoardings erected on the site in 2014?
Response from Councillor Jukes
No.
Question 6 – Councillor Chapelard
In 2011 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council appointed Sodexo as its parks and
grounds maintenance contractor. If we take the whole of the 2011
specification as 100% of what Sodexo are paid to provide, to what
percentage of the original 2011 specification is Sodexo currently operating
at?
Response from Councillor March
As has been discussed at Overview and Scrutiny in April 2015, the
performance of the contractor is monitored with the assistance of feedback
from sports clubs, Friends Groups, Britain in Bloom and Green Flag judging
and others, together with inspections by our staff. However, it is not possible
to measure compliance every single item in the specification without a
significant costly increase in staff resources.
We work in partnership with Sodexo and they have provided things that are
over and above the specification such as a Head Gardner at the cemetery,
sponsorship for Royal Tunbridge Wells in Bloom and the changing and mess
facilities for Foresters Football Club at the Bayham pitches.
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Supplementary Question from Councillor Chapelard
It is worrying to hear that the Portfolio Holder does not appear to know how
much the contractor is delivering for a job we are paying them to do, What
does the Portfolio Holder propose to do to find out what they are doing, and
what they are not doing, for a contract that residents are paying for?
Response from Councillor March
I think in my answer I said that if we are looking through every single item in
the specification it is not worth the cost because we work in partnership and
Sodexo have provided things that are over and above the specification such
as a Head Gardner at the cemetery, sponsorship for Royal Tunbridge Wells
in Bloom and the changing and mess facilities for Foresters Football Club at
the Bayham pitches.
Question 7 – Councillor Chapelard
In the summer of 2015 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council put on a series of
activities in Grosvenor and Hilbert Park due to the contractor Playsafe's delay
in refurbishing the children's play area. How much did this programme of
activities cost Tunbridge Wells Borough Council?
Response from Councillor March
There was no direct cost to the Council of the additional play activities.
Supplementary Question from Councillor Chapelard
The money was paid for by the HLF bid, which was paid to the Council to
deliver that programme. Therefore would the Portfolio Holder consider
changing her answer? How much did we ask the contractor to pay towards
that cost for not delivering a playground which was due to open on the 21
July, but did not open until 24 October?
Response from Councillor March
The summer activities were funded by the activities element of the HLF grant.
As an HLF Project Board we have to put on activities, but these are at no
direct cost to the Council. The cost of the activities element of the HLF grant
was £10,000 and the completion of the children’s play area was delayed by a
number of factors – such as the need for unforeseen drainage work, repairs
to below ground elements of existing equipment, delays in material shipments
and contractor over runs. The contractor did not seek additional payments
associated with the increase in the preliminary unforeseen works and
therefore the Council was advised by the Quantity Surveyor that it would not
be cost effective to apply penalties to the over run. Practical completion was
on the 23 October, in half term, and it has been operational since then. At the
Project Board meeting on 4 November the Friends Group reported that the
play area had been very busy and the comments on social media had been
very positive.
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Question 8 - Councillor Chapelard
During the 2014-15 season what was the total number of sports pitches
bookings which were:
a) cancelled due to unplayable facilities; and
b) how many cancelled bookings were not subsequently re-scheduled?
Response from Councillor March
(a)

(b)

There were 3002 pitch bookings, 2639 were played and 363 were
cancelled due to the weather or teams cancelling their bookings for
other reasons
It is difficult to collate this information because some of the teams
switched fixtures and therefore played away or played at a later date.

Supplementary Question from Councillor Chapelard
So of the 363 cancelled bookings some were never fulfilled because the
leagues stipulate that if there is a backlog of games then some games must
be played away. Therefore my question is that out of those Council bookings
what was the loss of revenue to the Council.
Response from Councillor March
I am wondering what sort of sport Councillor Chapelard is talking about
because my figures were about football (on both grass pitches and astro) and
cricket, and if teams can not play, or decide to play away it is entirely up to
them.
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE REPORT: ELECTORAL REVIEW IN THE
BOROUGH
FC40/15

Councillor Rankin presented a report advising members of the work of the
Task and Finish Group on the issue of the implications of an electoral review
for the borough. It was noted that the Task and Finish Group had looked at
draft recommendations from the Local Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC) following an electoral review of Kent County Council and had
discussions with the Local Government Boundary Commission regarding the
two ways in which an electoral review could be initiated within the borough.
Councillor Rankin reminded members that an all member survey had also
been circulated which looked to gauge the amount of time members spent on
council duties and through engagement with constituents, and the results of
those returned were considered by the Group.
The report concluded that it was not necessary for the Council to ask the
LGBC to undertake a review and that, based on the predictions for the
borough’s electorate up to 2020, an intervention review would not be
triggered. In addition, based on the responses received from the consultation
exercises, the Group considered that there was not a clear evidence base for
recommending either increasing or decreasing the number of councillors at
this time.
Councillor Rankin then advised that the Task and Finish Group had agreed
that there was an argument for the Council to reconsider its position
regarding whole council elections.
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The benefits of such an arrangement were set out for members’ information
in the report, and included achieving a savings of £195,000 over a period of
eight years. It was noted that if the resolution was passed then the earliest
point at which whole council elections could be implemented would be 2019.
Councillor Rankin proposed the recommendations, which were then
seconded by Councillor Chapelard.
The Mayor took a vote on recommendation (1) which was agreed
unanimously.
With regard to the second recommendation, Councillor Holden stated that he
supported the proposal to move to whole council elections as it encouraged
greater long term planning by the Council and maintained stability, in addition
to the financial savings that would be achieved. He added that the system
would be more democratic, as members should connect with their residents
at any time not just during the election process, and it would reduce the risk
of election fatigue.
Councillor Dr Hall expressed a different view. She made the point that most
years there was an election of some form, which generated a cost anyway. If
it remained as election by thirds, Councillor Dr Hall claimed that it was less
likely there would be an election petition and this borough already had a
substantial amount of stability. She also stressed the benefit of maintaining
knowledge within the Elections Team if elections continued to be held by
thirds, as well as having a mix of experienced and newly elected councillors.
Councillor Bulman considered that there should be a public consultation
initially before the councillors debated the issue.
Councillor Jukes mentioned the Devolution Bill that would be emerging in due
course and warned members that this would affect both the borough and the
county. He considered that there was insufficient information at this stage to
make an informed decision on whether this Council moved to whole council
elections. Councillor Stanyer agreed that any decision should be delayed
until the impact of devolution was known, and suggested that the proposal be
turned down.
Councillor Patterson suggested that recommendation (2) in the report be
amended to read “ That the Council supports consultation on whole council
elections, based on the work ………………………”. This was seconded by
Councillor Lewis.
Councillor Holden supported the amendment as suggested by Councillor
Patterson. He considered that any possible impact that devolution might
have on the Council was too far into the future and therefore the consultation
should be based upon what exists at the present time.
In response, Councillor Oakford argued that the devolution timetable could
possibly be quite short and therefore there was a danger that public
expectation could be raised and the Council would not be in a position to
deliver.
Councillor Rankin warned of devolution being a red herring and considered
that the residents should be consulted on how they would like to see their
members elected.
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The Mayor then took a vote on recommendation (2) as amended.
AMENDMENT LOST
Councillor Chapelard reinforced the savings that would be achieved by
moving to whole council elections. He stated that officers had been required
to make significant cuts and therefore he considered that councillors should
do the same.
The Mayor then took a vote on the original recommendation (2).
MOTION LOST
RESOLVED –
(1) That the Local Government Boundary Commission for England is not
asked to undertake an electoral review of Tunbridge Wells Borough at
this time; and
(2) That a move to whole council elections is not supported at this time.
Reason: The Task and Finish Group were of the opinion that it was not
necessary for the Council to ask the LGBC to undertake an electoral review.
VOTE CARRIED
CIVIC COMPLEX - ASSEMBLY HALL THEATRE MANDATE NEXT STEPS
FC41/15

Councillor Jukes presented a report illustrating the Council’s ambition to
deliver a new and improved theatre for the town. The report outlined the
objectives of the feasibility work undertaken, the main issues (including the
shortlisted options) and identified the potential delivery option to enable
progression to the next stage. Members were advised that a wide
consultation had already taken place with the Town Forum, Civic Society and
other interested parties and unanimous support had been received for the
proposals.
It was noted that there was a significant period of work, including
procurement, to be carried out prior to decisions that would enable the
construction phases. Councillor Jukes stated that the new theatre would take
approximately 24 months to construct and thereafter commission, and that
the Council’s replacement offices would be delivered within an 18 month
period. It was noted that once the Council had relocated into its new office
accommodation and the theatre was operational, then it was assumed the
redevelopment within the civic site would commence.
Councillor Jukes mentioned that devolution would have an impact on how the
Council worked in the future. In response, Councillor Rankin questioned
whether the Council required new offices in the light of the anticipated
devolution. Councillor Hastie supported this view and added that the Council
should not be spending money on new offices if the future was unclear.
Councillor Williams expressed concern that the project was overly ambitious
to build the offices and the theatre at the same time and address the funding
gap.
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Councillor Neve offered his support for this project and stated that the new
offices would have lots of offer the town and the community. Councillor Munn
also supported the proposal and was pleased with the funding that had been
achieved. He sought reassurance that the staffing needs would be
successfully managed, as well as any risks on the operation identified in the
Development Plan.
Councillor Chapelard confirmed the support of the Liberal Democrats for the
civic complex. Councillor Lewis also supported the development and stated
that he was especially looking forward to having a new theatre.
In response to Councillors Rankin and Hastie’s comments Councillor Jukes
explained that the new building would be an investment for the town,
regardless of whether the Council offices would be situated there.
The Mayor then took a vote on the recommendations. A recorded vote was
requested.
Those in favour of the recommendations:
Councillors Backhouse, Barrington-King, Basu, Bland, Bulman, Chapelard,
Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Gray, Hamilton, Heasman, Hills, Holden,
Horwood, Huggett, Jamil, Jukes, Lewis, March, McDermott, Moore, Munn,
Neve, Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Patterson, Podbury, Rankin,
Scholes, Scott, Simmons, Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Stanyer, Tompsett, Mrs
Thomas, Uddin, Weatherly, and Williams.
Those abstaining:
Councillors Dr Hall and Hastie.
RESOLVED –
(1) That it be agreed in principle to seek to deliver a new theatre to replace
the existing Assembly Hall Theatre and commission a design for the new
theatre building;
(2) That it be agreed in principle to seek to vacate the Town Hall and relocate
the Council’s office accommodation and civic function to the Mount
Pleasant Avenue site;
(3) That the current funding gap and need to consider the broader financial
implications be noted;
(4) That the appropriate steps be taken to secure a development partner(s);
(5) That it be noted that Cabinet have authorised the Director of Planning &
Development, in consultation with the Leader of the Council, the Portfolio
Holder for Finance for Governance and the Section 151 Officer:
i)

to undertake the required work via the appointment of consultants
to commission design and cost advice for the theatre building;

ii) to undertake the required work via the appointment of consultants
to identify the most appropriate development option for the areas
identified to include preparing an EU compliant procurement
timetable and specification reflecting the preferred option and
delivery mechanism to secure a development partner;
iii) to approve the required funds for professional expertise to
progress and deliver the work identified from the Development

Page 74

Appendix B
Programme budget; and
iv) to ensure that the Development Advisory Panel is engaged as
appropriate during the delivery of the work.
Reasons for recommendations: It is considered that a development
agreement should be structured combining delivery of the civic site
redevelopment with one or potentially both public buildings. The
Council would have to pay a development management fee to a
development partner to co-ordinate these projects but it would then
mean that during the procurement it could test how much risk the
market is willing to bear and to also push for blended returns across
both development and contracting components. These should be lower
than the aggregate of the two (or three) components in isolation.
Provisions would need to be carefully drafted dealing with overage,
and procurement process (as well as tender acceptance) for the public
building(s). Adopting this approach will require the Council to
undertake work to develop the offer and test the market more
coherently.
VOTE CARRIED
COUNCIL TAX REDUCTION SCHEME
FC42/15

Councillor Barrington-King introduced the report which provided details of the
Local Council Tax Reduction to be applied during 2016/2017. He explained
that the scheme provided a mechanism to reduce the council tax liability for
low income households, through a means tested process which varied the
level of award dependent on income and household composition.
Councillor Munn expressed his dis-satisfaction with the scheme. He
considered that those groups most disadvantaged would be the vulnerable
people in the borough. He mentioned that Food Banks had increased since
last year.
In response Councillor Horwood argued that this scheme provided a
mechanism to reduce the council tax liability for low income households,
through a means tested process which varied the level of award dependent
on income and household composition.
Councillor Barrington-King explained that no change was proposed to be
made to the scheme, which had been in operation during 2014/15. The
scheme adopted was endorsed by Kent County Council and the other major
preceptors, with the same model adopted throughout Kent, with some local
variations. By adopting the “County” scheme the Council received £125,000
per annum towards the cost of administration from the major preceptors.
Councillor Barrington-King added that there would be a range of welfare
reform changes implemented during 2016 which would reduce the income
available to many low income households and therefore there would be a
Kent-wide review of the scheme during 2016/17 for this reason.
The Mayor then took a vote on the recommendations.
RESOLVED –

1) That the Council Tax Reduction Scheme be maintained from 1 April 2016
at its current level;
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2) That the Director of Finance and Corporate Services be given delegated
authority to make such technical changes as are necessary to maintain
the effective operation of the scheme; and

3) That the Council contributes towards the planned county wide review of
the scheme and alternative schemes to be implemented for 2017/18 and
requests a further report on progress of the review in March 2016.
REASONS FOR DECISIONS:
The Council has to decide on the level of funding to be made available to
support low income households meet their council tax liabilities, whilst
balancing the wider interest of council tax payers within the Borough.
VOTE CARRIED
REVISED STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES FOR GAMBLING ACT 2005 POLICY
FC43/15

Councillor Backhouse, Chairman of the Licensing Committee, presented a
report explaining that the Council’s current Statement of Principles for the
Gambling Act 2005 expired in January 2016. He advised members that the
proposed policy had been approved by the Licensing Committee at its
meeting on 1 December and was materially the same as the existing policy.
Councillor Backhouse informed members that the policy would need to be
updated and reconsidered to take account of the recently published Gambling
Commission’s 5th edition of guidance, which came out too late for it to be
properly considered as part of the review of the Council’s existing policy.
Councillor Backhouse then proposed the recommendation, which was then
seconded by Councillor Sloan.
RESOLVED –
(1) That the interim amendments to the Council’s current Statement of
Principles for the Gambling Act 2005 Policy be approved; and
(2) That a further consultation be undertaken on the Commissions 5th edition
final Guidance issued to licensing Authorities in the New Year.
REASONS FOR DECISION:
This would enable the Authority to continue to have a ‘fit for purpose’ policy in
place until a more detailed review is considered.
VOTE UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED

COMMON SEAL OF THE COUNCIL
FC44/15

RESOLVED – That the Common Seal of the Council be affixed to any
contract, minute, notice or other document arising out of the minutes or
pursuant to any delegation, authority or power conferred by the Council.

FC45/15

DATE OF NEXT MEETING - 24 FEBRUARY 2016

NOTE: The meeting concluded at 8.10 pm.
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Appendix C
Cycle when electing by thirds
2024
Borough
County
Parliamentary
PCC
Brenchley
Capel
Hawkhurst
Horsmonden
Lamberhurst
Sandhurst

Cycle when electing whole council
2024
Borough
County
Parliamentary
PCC
Brenchley
Capel
Hawkhurst
Horsmonden
Lamberhurst
Sandhurst

2025

2026

2027

Borough

Borough

Benenden

Bidborough
Cranbrook & Sissinghurst
Frittenden
Goudhurst
Paddock Wood
Pembury
Rusthall
Southborough
Speldhurst

2025

2026

Benenden
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2027

Bidborough
Cranbrook & Sissinghurst
Frittenden
Goudhurst
Paddock Wood
Pembury
Rusthall
Southborough
Speldhurst

Appendix C

Savings for 2026
Emoluments
Electric (Room Hire)
Room Hire (Inc Hendley & Ass Hall)
Printing and Stationery
Postage (Poll Cards, Postal Votes)
Hospitality for Count
Parish Recharge for Benenden

-

55,877.03
18.00
15,024.86
14,749.28
37,780.00
250.00
6,594.72
117,104.45
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Savings for 2027
Emoluments
Electric (Room Hire)
Room Hire (Inc Hendley & Ass Hall)
Printing and Stationery
Postage (Poll Cards, Postal Votes)
Hospitality for Count
Parish Recharge for Bidborough
Parish Recharge for Cranbrook & Sissinghurst
Parish Recharge for Frittenden
Parish Recharge for Goudhurst
Parish Recharge for Paddock Wood
Parish Recharge for Pembury
Parish Recharge for Rusthall
Parish Recharge for Southborough
Parish Recharge for Speldhurst

-

54,062.91
18.00
17,165.00
14,749.28
37,780.00
250.00
1,333.65
4,116.72
1,368.65
4,029.64
5,425.45
2,844.38
2,838.82
6,973.04
2,962.57
92,132.27
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Appendix D

Whole Council Elections:
Public Consultation
Proposals
Methodology
The public consultation will be published online between Monday 26 July and Friday 3
September 2021.
Specific email invitations to respond to the consultation will be sent to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

All Borough Councillors
Town and Parish Councils (via the Clerk and Chairman)
Royal Tunbridge Wells Town Forum
Tunbridge Wells Access Group (paper copy)
Kent County Council Division Members
The Members of Parliament for the Borough
Maidstone Borough Council

Except for the group above, respondents will be asked to supply their name and postcode,
but the consultation will not discount responses from outside the borough area (although
Members may choose to give weight as appropriate to responses from outside the borough
area).
All responses will be captured through the online form on the Council’s website, except
where a respondent has specifically asked for a paper copy of the consultation.
The results of the consultation will be reported back to the General Purposes Committee in
September 2021.
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Consultation
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council currently has 48 Councillors who are each elected for a
four-year term. The Borough area is divided into 20 roughly equal ‘wards’. The Councillors
are elected to, and represent, their local ward.
The Council currently uses a ‘by thirds’ electoral system. This means that over four years,
elections are held in years one, two and three for a third of the Council each year (16
Councillors). In the fourth year County Council elections are held.
The Council is considering moving to ‘all out’ elections. This means that over the four-year
term, elections would only be held in year one for all Councillors at the same time.

Benefits of ‘all out’ Elections
Research suggests that ‘all out’ elections are fairer and more equitable to the electorate, and
that the electoral system is clearer and easier to understand.
Currently, electors in areas of the Borough where there are three councillors to elect in their
ward (the area they represent), get to vote three times over the course of four years. Electors
in areas where there is only one councillor representing the area only get to vote once. This
means that some electors in the Borough have more influence on the political make-up of the
Council than others.
Research also suggests that holding elections once for all Councillors is easier for the
electorate to understand. This is particularly the case for young people or those with an
ethnicity other than white, which suggests that ‘all out’ elections can improve equality of
opportunity.
All out elections would make an approximate saving of over £200,000 over four years by
reducing the number of elections held from three to one.

Benefits of Elections by Thirds
The benefits of this system have been stated as providing greater stability for the Council in
terms of its membership. Electing by thirds reduces the risk of wholesale change within the
Council and allows for succession planning because there is always a mixture of new and
experienced Councillors on the Council.
Additionally, electing by thirds provides the electorate a greater opportunity to be involved in
decision making at the Council, and arguments have been put forward that this makes
Councillors more democratically accountable.
Lastly, it has been stated that some smaller political parties would find it difficult to field
enough candidates to contest all seats at an all-out election. However, electing by thirds does
not, in and of itself, create a greater availability of candidates for any party, but those
candidates who are willing to stand have more frequent opportunities to do so.
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Electing by thirds is the current electoral system of the Council, and so there would be no
saving or additional costs associated with retaining this system of electing.

1. Do you think that Tunbridge Wells Borough Council should move to an all-out electoral
system, where elections are held once every four years for every Councillor?

Yes

No

2. Do you have any comments you would like Tunbridge Wells Borough Council to take
into account when deciding whether or not to move to all out elections?

Comments
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Agenda Item 6

Electoral Review
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22nd July 2021

Summary
Lead Member: Cllr Barrington-King – Chairman of General Purposes Committee
Lead Director: Lee Colyer – Director of Finance, Policy and Development
Head of Service: Jane Clarke – Head of Policy and Governance
Report Author: Jane Clarke – Head of Policy and Governance
Classification: Public document (non-exempt)
Wards Affected: All
Approval Timetable
Management Board (Chief Executive)
General Purposes Committee

Date
14 July 2021
22 July 2021

Recommendations
Officer / Committee recommendations:
1. That the General Purposes Committee agrees to launch a consultation with
stakeholders as set out at appendix D on what the future size of the Council
(Council Size) should be.
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1. Introduction and Background
1.1

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is the
authority responsible for reviewing local government electoral arrangements.
This means they are responsible for determining the size, shape and names of
wards within a local authority area, and the number of councillors who represent
those wards. They do not decide how often a local authority elects its
Councillors. This is for the authority itself to decide. A report on the Council’s
electoral cycle has been submitted to General Purposes Committee separately.

1.2

The LGBCE contacted the Council in December 2020 to inform us that we had
now reached the level at which an Electoral Review of the Borough Council’s
arrangements is triggered. The process began after the May 2021 elections, and
briefings to officers, Group Leaders and all Councillors have taken place in June
and July.

2. Electoral Reviews
2.1

There are two ways in which an Electoral Review can take place. Either an
Electoral Review can be requested by a local authority, or it can be initiated by
the LGBCE if certain conditions are met.

2.2

The conditions are that either one ward in the Borough area has 30 per cent
more or less electors per councillor compared with the authority average, or 30
per cent of wards have 10 per cent more or less electors per Councillor
compared with the authority average. Tunbridge Wells now has seven out of
twenty wards which are at least 10 per cent above or below the average, this
means it meets the second condition which triggers an imposed Electoral
Review.

2.3

The electoral arrangements of a local authority must, by law, be reviewed from
time to time by the LGBCE. The process by which it undertakes a review is laid
out in legislation in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act, and follows set stages. The Council acts as a key consultee in
the process, and is required to provide information, help and assistance in the
conduct of the Review.

2.4

The review considers the size and shape of the wards in the Borough, the names
of the wards, the number of electors in the wards and the number of Councillors
elected to each ward.

2.5

The Borough Council’s last review took place in 2001. Since that time legislation
has changed and for this review, should the Council continue to elect by thirds
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then the number of Councillors on the Council must be divisible by three, and the
LGBCE must recommend proposal to parliament which create uniform three
member wards across the Borough.

Review Stages
2.6

There are two main stages to the Electoral Review: council size and warding
arrangements. A high-level timetable is available at appendix A for the
Tunbridge Wells review process.
Council Size

2.7

The first stage is to determine council size. This is done through a specific
template (at appendix B) and includes mandatory guidance (at appendix D).
The council size template can be completed by any interested parties, and so if
there is disagreement on council size, individual councillors, groups of councillors
or parties can complete their own proposal(s) using the template.

2.8

The intention is, however, for the General Purposes Committee to agree an
approach to Council Size, and to make a recommendation to Full Council for
agreement in October.

2.9

Several factors affect the LGBCE recommendations, but their fundamental
purpose is to establish electoral equality as far as possible. This means that, as
far as possible, taking into account various factors, they will seek to propose
arrangements that mean each ward has the same number of electors per
councillor, and each elector has the same opportunity to vote in each election.

2.10 The LGBCE accepts that complete electoral equality can never be established,
but it aims to balance this desire against various factors to consider, such as
community integrity and cohesiveness, geographical features, and the shapes of
parish or division areas.
2.11 Further to this, the LGBCE makes it clear that an increasing electorate is not, in
and of itself, a reason to increase the number of councillors on the Council.
2.12 Council size means the number of councillors who will sit on the Council going
forwards. The Council will need to make a submission to the LGBCE by 9
November, with a draft submitted on 26 October regarding what it believes
should be the number of councillors going forwards.
2.13 In order to do this, the Council must submit their views on the LGBCE template,
and consider three main areas:
•
•
•
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2.14

If Councillors and/or political groups cannot agree on the number of councillors
going forwards, the Commission will accept multiple submissions from
individuals and/or from political groups, but they must written and submitted
using the Commission’s template.

2.15

Ideally, the General Purposes Committee will consider the subject over the
Summer and come to an agreement on Council Size, which will be approved by
Full Council at the October meeting.

2.16

It is important to note that if the Council does not agree to move to ‘all out’
elections, then the number of councillors will need to be divisible by three, and all
wards will be three member wards going forwards. The Boundary Commission
will make an ‘in principle’ decision on Council Size in December 2021.

Warding Arrangements
2.17 Following the decision on council size, the LGBCE will then launch a public
consultation (supported by the Borough Council) on proposals for the size, shape
and names of wards. The Council will be able to submit its own proposals to the
LGBCE at this stage, which will start in the Spring of 2022. A further report to the
General Purposes Committee will be brought forward

3

Consultation

3.1

At this stage in the review, the Council needs to begin work on understanding
what its future size should be. The response template that will need to be
submitted to the LGBCE is attached at appendix B.

3.2

It is recommended that the General Purposes Committee run a consultation
alongside the Whole Council consultation to ask residents and key stakeholders
how many Councillors they feel there should be sitting on the Council going
forwards.

3.3

In order to provide context to the question, a short summary of the key points to
consider will be included (proposed at appendix D), together with a range of
numbers to choose from – this would be to prevent submissions that are
unrealistic because they are clearly too few or too many (the LGBCE will not
accept significantly lower or higher proposals unless there are exceptional
reasons). Appendix D sets out the range of elector ratios in our CIPFA near
neighbour group. The median electoral ratio would give us 37 councillors and the
mean 39. It is also worth noting that the prevailing trend amongst councils who
have been through a boundary review is for fewer councillors. We have also
provided options either side of that together with a ‘no change’ option:
•
•
•
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•
•

42
48

4

Previous Public Consultation

4.1

Formal public consultation has not previously taken place on this issue within the
borough. As noted in the Whole Council Elections report, the annual budget
consultation includes a question on where members of the public think the
council should save money. The most common answer continues to be to make
savings in the Committee, Mayoral and Democratic Services areas of the Council
https://democracy.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/documents/s53262/7%20Appendix%20
C%20Budget%20Consultation%202021_22.pdf.

5

Options
No consultation

5.1

The Council, through the General Purposes Committee, may decide to complete
the LGBCE template on Council Size without running a public and stakeholder
consultation to gather views about this subject. There is no legal requirement for
the Council to consult on this matter, and several different versions of the Council
size template can be submitted if there is no agreement amongst parties or
councillors on what the council size should be.

5.2

This approach does not consider the views of the electorate or key stakeholders,
however, and as there has been no previous consultation on this subject that is
specific to council size, there is currently no empirical evidence to demonstrate
what residents want to see their council look like for the future.
Consultation

5.3

If the Council, through the General Purposes Committee, is minded to proceed
with consulting on this topic, the next step would be to approve a public
consultation on the terms set out at appendix D with stakeholders as identified
within this report, plus any other stakeholders the Committee feels is appropriate
through discussion.

5.4

Proceeding with a public consultation does not in any way bind the Committee to
the outcome of the results, but it will provide additional information for members
to take into account when deciding what council size should be.
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6

Preferred Option and Reason

6.1

The preferred option is for the General Purposes Committee to agree a
consultation based on appendix D of this report. This will provide the Committee
with more in-depth, qualitative information when completing the council size
template, and will ensure that the views of all interested parties are taken into
account when determining council size.

7

Next Steps

7.1

Further meetings of the General Purposes Committee will be arranged in August
and September to complete the work on the Council Size template, and if
appropriate, to consider the consultation results on Council Size.

7.2

The final template will need to be approved by the Committee by Friday 24
September in order that it can be published on the Full Council agenda for 6
October 2021.

8

Appendices and Background Documents

Appendices:
•

Appendix A: Timetable

•

Appendix B: LGBCE Council Size Template and Guidance

•

Appendix C: LGBCE Council Size Guidance

•

Appendix D: Proposed Consultation and Methodology

Background Papers:
•

LGBCE Electoral Reviews Technical Guidance:
https://s3-eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/lgbce/Corporate%20Documents/technicalguidance-2014%20(reduced).pdf
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9

Cross Cutting Issues

A. Legal (including the Human Rights Act)
The legislation governing Electoral Reviews is contained in the Local Democracy, Economic
Development and Construction Act 2009. The responsibility for the review lays with the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England, which has the power to decide the number
of Councillors on the Council, and size, shape and names of wards going forwards. The
Commission’s decision is final, and the Council cannot refuse to implement their decisions.
There is also no right of appeal against the decisions.
Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 14 July 2021

B. Finance and Other Resources
Any changes to the number of Councillors will have an impact on the level of resources
required for Councillor Allowances and Expenses. Should the recommendation result in a
higher number of Councillors than the current number, this will need to be budgeted for within
the Council’s existing resources. A reduction in the number of councillors will result in a
saving for the council commensurate with the number reduced by.
Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 14 July 2021

C. Staffing
A change in the number of Councillors (which does not result in a substantial increase or
decrease) will not have a significant impact on staff resources.
Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 14 July 2021

D. Risk Management
There are no risk management issues as part of this report.
Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021

E. Environment and Sustainability
There are no environment or sustainability issues to consider as part of this report.
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Section 40, National Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006
40(1) Every public authority must, in exercising its functions have regard so
far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the
purpose of conserving biodiversity.
Section 85, Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000
85(1) In exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to
affect, land in an area of outstanding natural beauty, a relevant authority
shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural
beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty.
[Name, title and date of Sustainability Officer who signed off the report.]

F. Community Safety
There are no community safety issues to consider as part of this report.
Section 17, Crime and Disorder Act 1998
17(1) Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it, it shall be the
duty of each authority to which this section applies to exercise its various
functions with due regard to the likely effect of the exercise of those
functions on, and the need to do all that it reasonably can to prevent, crime
and disorder in its area.
Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 14 July 2021

G. Equalities
There are no equalities issues to consider as part of this report.
Section 149, Equality Act 2010
149(1) A public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have due
regard to the need to –
(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct
that is prohibited by or under this Act;
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021
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H. Data Protection
Should the Council decide to launch a public consultation the personal details of respondents
will be kept private unless the respondent gives specific consent for their details to be made
public. Councillors may request the personal details of respondents for confidential use in the
roles as Members of the Council
Article 5, General Data Protection Regulation 2016
1. Personal data shall be:
(a) processed lawfully, fairly and in a transparent manner in relation to the
data subject;
(b) collected for specific, explicit and legitimate purposes and not further
processed in a manner that is incompatible with those purposes;
(c) adequate, relevant and limited to what is necessary in relation to the
purposes for which they are processed;
(d) accurate and, where necessary, kept up to date;
(e) kept in a form which permits identification of data subjects for no longer
than is necessary for the purposes for which the personal data are
processed;
(f) processed in a manner that ensures appropriate security of the personal
data, including protection against unauthorised or unlawful processing and
against accidental loss, destruction or damage, using appropriate technical
or organisational measures.

Jane Clarke, Data Protection Officer, 25 June 2021

I. Health and Safety
There are no health and safety considerations as part of this report.

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021

J. Health and Wellbeing
There are no health and wellbeing considerations as part of this report.
1. Areas of deprivation: Will the proposal have an impact (positive of
negative) on those living in areas of deprivation within the borough (40%
most deprived in the country). These are Sherwood, Southborough and High
Brooms, Broadwater and Rusthall.
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2. Healthier lifestyle opportunities: Will residents be more or less able to
make healthier lifestyle choices such as physical activity (e.g. active travel,
access to green spaces or access to leisure facilities), healthy eating (e.g.
proximity or access to take away shops, allotments, food stores) and being
smokefree
3. Social and Community networks: Will the proposal make it easier for
people to interact with one another e.g. encouraging community engagement
4. Living and Working Conditions: does to proposal improve work or home
environments, increase job, education or training opportunities, improve
access to health services or housing
5. General Socioeconomic, cultural and environmental conditions: Are there
any other factors that may impact the above

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance, 25 June 2021
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Tunbridge Wells Borough Council: Electoral Review Timetable
These timetables outline the key dates and activities for both the Council (shown in
bold) and the Commission during the review process.

Preliminary Period
Briefings

Attendees
Council

LGBCE

Initial Meeting

Council Leader
Chief Executive

Chair
Chief Executive

Officer Briefing

Council Officers
involved in
review

Review Manager
Review Officer

Group Leader
Briefing

Council Group
Leaders

Full Council
Briefing

All Councillors

Parish/Town
Council & Local
Groups Briefing

Not required

Lead Commissioner
Review Manager
Review Officer
Lead Commissioner
Review Manager
Review Officer
Review Manager
Review Officer

Key Dates
15 February
2021

Soon after
May 2021
elections

January 2022

Council Size
Activity

Develop council
size proposal
Submission of
council size
proposals
Commission
Meeting: Council
Size

Involvement
LGBCE
Officers will be
available to answer
Council
any technical
Political Groups
queries on making a
submission.
Officers will
Council
acknowledge receipt
Political Groups
of submissions.
Council

Not required

Commission
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Key Dates
May 2021 to 2
November
2021
2 November
2021
14 December
2021
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Warding Patterns
Activity

Involvement
Council
LGBCE

Consultation on
warding patterns

Council
Political Groups
General Public

Run consultation,
collate & analyse
responses.

Commission
Meeting: Draft
Recommendations

Not required

Commission

Key Dates
11 January to
21 March 2022

21 June 2022

Consultation on
Council
Draft
Political Groups
Recommendations General Public

Publish draft
recommendations.
5 July to 12
Run consultation,
September 2022
collate & analyse
responses.

Commission
Meeting: Final
Recommendations

Not required

Commission

15 November
2022

Publication of Final
Recommendation

Not Required

Commission

29 November
2022

Order
Activity
Order laid
Order made
Implementation

Involvement
Council
LGBCE
Not required
Commission
Not required
Commission
Council
Not required
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Key Dates
Early 2023
Early 2023
2024 elections
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How to Make a Submission
1. It is recommended that submissions on council size follow the format provided below. Submissions should focus on the future needs of the
council and not simply describe the current arrangements. Submissions should also demonstrate that alternative council sizes have been
considered in drawing up the proposal and why you have discounted them.
2. The template allows respondents to enter comments directly under each heading. It is not recommended that responses be unduly long; as a
guide, it is anticipated that a 15 to 20-page document using this template should suffice. Individual section length may vary depending on the
issues to be explained. Where internal documents are referred to URLs should be provided, rather than the document itself. It is also
recommended that a table is included that highlights the key paragraphs for the Commission’s attention.

About You
3. The respondent should use this space to provide the Commission with a little detail about who is making the submission, whether it is the full
Council, Officers on behalf of the Council, a political party or group, or an individual.
Click or tap here to enter text.
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Reason for Review (Request Reviews Only)
4. Please explain the authority’s reasons for requesting this electoral review; it is useful for the Commission to have context. NB/ If the
Commission has identified the authority for review under one if its published criteria, then you are not required to answer this question.
Click or tap here to enter text.

5. Please provide a short description of the authority and its setting. This should set the scene for the Commission and give it a greater
understanding of any current issues. The description may cover all, or some of the following:
• Brief outline of area - are there any notable geographic constraints for example that may affect the review?
• Rural or urban - what are the characteristics of the authority?
• Demographic pressures - such as distinctive age profiles, migrant or transient populations, is there any large growth anticipated?
• Are there any other constraints, challenges, issues or changes ahead?
Click or tap here to enter text.
Page | 2
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Local Authority Profile

The Context for your proposal
Your submission gives you the opportunity to examine how you wish to organise and run the council for the next 15 years. The Commission
expects you to challenge your current arrangements and determine the most appropriate arrangements going forward. In providing context for
your submission below, please demonstrate that you have considered the following issues.
•
•
•
•

When did your Council last change/reorganise its internal governance arrangements and what impact on effectiveness did that activity
have?
To what extent has transference of strategic and/or service functions impacted on the effectiveness of service delivery and the ability of
the Council to focus on its remaining functions?
Have any governance or capacity issues been raised by any Inspectorate or similar?
What impact on the Council’s effectiveness will your council size proposal have?

Click or tap here to enter text.

Page 102

Council Size
6. The Commission believes that councillors have three broad aspects to their role. These are categorised as: Strategic Leadership,
Accountability (Scrutiny, Regulation and Partnerships), and Community Leadership. Submissions should address each of these in turn and
provide supporting evidence. Prompts in the boxes below should help shape responses.

Appendix B
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Strategic Leadership
7. Respondents should provide the Commission with details as to how elected members will provide strategic leadership for the authority.
Responses should also indicate how many members will be required for this role and why this is justified.
Topic

Governance
Model
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Portfolios

Key lines of
explanation

Analysis
Key lines of
explanation

➢ What governance model will your authority operate? e.g. Committee System, Executive or other?
➢ The Cabinet model, for example, usually requires 6 to 10 members. How many members will you
require?
➢ If the authority runs a Committee system, we want to understand why the number and size of the
committees you propose represents the most appropriate for the authority.
➢ By what process does the council aim to formulate strategic and operational policies? How will
members in executive, executive support and/or scrutiny positions be involved? What particular
demands will this make of them?
➢ Whichever governance model you currently operate, a simple assertion that you want to keep the
current structure does not in itself, provide an explanation of why that structure best meets the needs of
the council and your communities.
Click or tap here to enter text.
➢ How many portfolios will there be?
➢ What will the role of a portfolio holder be?
➢ Will this be a full-time position?
➢ Will decisions be delegated to portfolio holders? Or will the executive/mayor take decisions?

Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.

Appendix B

Delegated
Responsibilities

Key lines of ➢ What responsibilities will be delegated to officers or committees?
explanation ➢ How many councillors will be involved in taking major decisions?
Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.
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Accountability
8. Give the Commission details as to how the authority and its decision makers and partners will be held to account. The Commission is
interested in both the internal and external dimensions of this role.
Topic
The scrutiny function of authorities has changed considerably. Some use theme or task-and-finish groups, for
example, and others have a committee system. Scrutiny arrangements may also be affected by the officer
support available.
➢ How will decision makers be held to account?
➢ How many committees will be required? And what will their functions be?
➢ How many task and finish groups will there be? And what will their functions be? What time commitment
will be involved for members? And how often will meetings take place?
Key lines of explanation
➢ How many members will be required to fulfil these positions?
➢ Explain why you have increased, decreased, or not changed the number of scrutiny committees in the
authority.
➢ Explain the reasoning behind the number of members per committee in terms of adding value.

Internal Scrutiny
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Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.

Statutory Function

Licensing

➢ What proportion of planning applications will be determined by members?
➢ Has this changed in the last few years? And are further changes anticipated?
Key lines of
➢ Will there be area planning committees? Or a single council-wide committee?
explanation
➢ Will executive members serve on the planning committees?
➢ What will be the time commitment to the planning committee for members?
Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.
➢
Key lines of ➢
explanation ➢
➢

Appendix B

Planning

This includes planning, licencing and any other regulatory responsibilities. Consider under each of the
headings the extent to which decisions will be delegated to officers. How many members will be required to
fulfil the statutory requirements of the council?

How many licencing panels will the council have in the average year?
And what will be the time commitment for members?
Will there be standing licencing panels, or will they be ad-hoc?
Will there be core members and regular attendees, or will different members serve on them?
Page | 5

Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.
Other
Regulatory
Bodies

➢ What will they be, and how many members will they require?
Key lines of
➢ Explain the number and membership of your Regulatory Committees with respect to greater delegation to
explanation
officers.
Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.

Service delivery has changed for councils over time, and many authorities now have a range of delivery
partners to work with and hold to account.
➢ Will council members serve on decision-making partnerships, sub-regional, regional or national bodies? In
doing so, are they able to take decisions/make commitments on behalf of the council?
Key lines of explanation ➢ How many councillors will be involved in this activity? And what is their expected workload? What
proportion of this work is undertaken by portfolio holders?
➢ What other external bodies will members be involved in? And what is the anticipated workload?
Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.

External Partnerships
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Community Involvement
9. The Commission understands that there is no single approach to community leadership and that members represent, and provide leadership
to, their communities in different ways. The Commission wants to know how members are required to provide effective community leadership
and what support the council offers them in this role. For example, does the authority have a defined role and performance system for its
elected members? And what support networks are available within the council to help members in their duties?
Topic

Community
Leadership

Page 106

Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.
➢ How do councillors deal with their casework? Do they pass it on to council officers? Or do they take a more
in-depth approach to resolving issues?
Key lines of ➢ What support do members receive?
explanation ➢ How has technology influenced the way in which councillors work? And interact with their electorate?
➢ In what ways does the council promote service users’ engagement/dispute resolution with service providers
and managers rather than through councillors?
Analysis Click or tap here to enter text.
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Casework

Description
➢ In general terms how do councillors carry out their representational role with electors?
➢ Does the council have area committees and what are their powers?
➢ How do councillors seek to engage with their constituents? Do they hold surgeries, send newsletters, hold
public meetings or maintain blogs?
➢ Are there any mechanisms in place that help councillors interact with young people, those not on the
Key lines of
electoral register, and/or other minority groups and their representative bodies?
explanation
➢ Are councillors expected to attend community meetings, such as parish or resident’s association meetings?
If so, what is their level of involvement and what roles do they play?
➢ Explain your approach to the Area Governance structure. Is your Area Governance a decision-making forum
or an advisory board? What is their relationship with locally elected members and Community bodies such
as Town and Parish Councils? Looking forward how could they be improved to enhance decision-making?

Other Issues
10. Respondent may use this space to bring any other issues of relevance to the attention of the Commission.
Click or tap here to enter text.
Summary
11. In following this template respondents should have been able to provide the Commission with a robust and well-evidenced case for their
proposed council size; one which gives a clear explanation as to the number of councillors required to represent the authority in the future.
Use this space to summarise the proposals and indicate any other options considered. Explain why these alternatives were not appropriate in
terms of their ability to deliver effective Strategic Leadership, Accountability (Scrutiny, Regulation and Partnerships), and Community
Leadership.
Click or tap here to enter text.
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Local Government Boundary Commission for England

Council Size
Guidance
A guide to making a strong submission
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Introduction
1. This guidance will assist interested parties in preparing their submission on
council size to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (‘the
Commission’) as part of the electoral review process. It highlights the range of
issues that the Commission considers when determining council size and will
help councillors, officers and others in making strong and well-evidenced
submissions.
2. The starting point for every review is to decide the appropriate number of
councillors for the authority. While the final decision on council size rests with the
Commission, its approach has always been one of dialogue with each council
that it reviews. The Commission’s view is that a ‘good’ review is one where the
local authority actively engages with the process. Ideally, the Commission’s
decision will be informed by locally generated proposals and underpinned by
sound evidence and reasoning.

What is Council Size?
3. The Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 20091 (‘the
2009 Act’) gives the Commission the power to review the electoral arrangements
of all, or any, principal councils in England.
4. The legislation states that ‘the total number of members of the council’ forms part
of an authority’s electoral arrangements. The Commission refers to this more
simply as ‘council size’. The legislation does not set out how many members (or
councillors) each authority (or type of authority) will have. It is the Commission’s
responsibility to determine the appropriate number of councillors for each
authority.
5. The Commission will always recommend a council size that, in its judgement,
enables the council to take its decisions effectively, to discharge the business
and responsibilities of the council successfully, and to provide for effective
community leadership and representation.

General Principles
6. The Commission recognises that there is considerable variation in council size
across England, not only between different types of local authority – metropolitan,
unitary, shire district and county councils, and London boroughs – but also
between authorities of the same type.
7. In the Commission’s opinion, local government is as diverse as the communities
it serves – providing leadership, services and representation suited to the
characteristics and needs of individual areas. The Commission aims to
recommend electoral arrangements, including council size, which are appropriate
for the particular local authority.
1

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009, s.55–9
www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/20/pdfs/ukpga_20090020_en.pdf
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8. The way in which local authorities conduct their business and provide for the
effective representation of their electorate has changed considerably over recent
decades. The implementation of the Local Government Act 2000 (‘the 2000 Act’)
saw most local authorities change how they made decisions and operate.
Similarly, subsequent legislation, including the Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007 and the Localism Act 2011, introduced further
opportunities for local government to modify governance and management
arrangements. In addition, partnership working, developments in service delivery,
and digital working have also impacted on local authorities.
9. Many local authorities have not, or have only slightly, modified their number of
elected members since they were established several decades ago. This is not to
imply that current numbers are inappropriate but, rather than simply assuming
that the existing numbers remain appropriate, the Commission recommends that
councils think afresh about the matter.
10. An electoral review provides the opportunity for respondents to think carefully
about current arrangements in the context of modern governance and service
delivery needs; and what these mean for the future in terms of the number of
elected members.
11. The Commission wants to see evidence that several different council size options
have been explored together with the reasons why a particular figure has, or has
not, been selected. This should be done irrespective of whether the respondent
arrives at the same or a different number of elected members. The most
persuasive submissions are those which, rather than considering whether the
current number ought not to be changed, reflect on what number of councillors
would be required if the council was being newly established.
12. The Commission does not recommend that any submissions made on council
size need to be particularly long. However, submissions should be made on the
Commission’s Council Size Submission Template and demonstrate careful
thinking about the issues. Electoral reviews take place infrequently and the
Commission wants local authorities to take the opportunity to ask themselves
questions about the important roles of councillors in providing leadership,
securing accountability and offering community leadership.
13. The Commission seeks to understand elected member requirements across
three aspects:
•

Strategic Leadership – how many councillors are needed to give
strategic leadership and direction to the authority?

•

Accountability
• Scrutiny – how many councillors are needed to provide scrutiny to
the authority?
• Regulatory – how many councillors are needed to meet the
regulatory requirements of the authority?
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•
•

Partnerships – how many councillors are required to manage
partnerships between the local authority and other organisations?

Community Leadership – how the representational role of councillors in
the local community is discharged and how they engage with people and
conduct casework.

14. In every review, the Commission will make recommendations that will remain
appropriate for the medium to longer term, i.e. to recommend a council size that
delivers effective and convenient local government well after the completion of
the electoral review. Accordingly, respondents should set out their longer-term
vision for operation of the local authority.

Approach
15. The Commission must construct electoral arrangements that reflect local
circumstances, and in doing so will neither apply any strict mathematical criteria
nor impose a formula for the national determination of council size. It is
recommended that submissions clearly demonstrate the characteristics and
needs of each local authority, and its communities, and how such factors have
informed both the proposed and alternative council sizes considered.
16. The Commission will refer to the CIPFA Nearest Neighbours Model for English
authorities to help understand the contextual position of the authority being
reviewed. This is a licensed2 dataset that shows groups of statistically similar
councils and allows the Commission to identify ‘expected ranges’ for both the
number of councillors and the councillor-to-elector ratios. This expected range is
defined by an upper and lower quintile value with the median providing the
midpoint figure. The data help the Commission understand how the authority
under review compares with its nearest neighbours and, on occasion to query
proposals that appear unexpected when compared with similar authorities.
17. Local authorities should be mindful of the overall appropriateness of the proposed
council sizes in terms of governance, specifically in ensuring that an authority is
neither too small to discharge its statutory functions nor too large to function in an
effective manner and with purposeful roles for all elected members. Accordingly,
whilst recognising that such thresholds might vary depending on the type of local
authority and its specific setting, the Commission will look for particularly strong
evidence in support of proposals that place the authority amongst the highest and
lowest levels of similar councils nationwide, especially where authorities would be
below 30 or exceed 85 councillors in size.
18. The Commission’s decision about an authority’s council size will mark the formal
start to the review process. However, the Commission’s decision on council size
will not be formalised until the Final Recommendations are agreed and published.
This is because the number of councillors may change marginally (generally ±1)
2

Under the terms of the data licence the Commission is unable to share the CIPFA Nearest
Neighbour Model externally although some authorities will have access to the groupings through their
own licences. The ‘expected ranges’, however, will be made available.
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from the initial decision if it is felt that modifying the number of councillors may
provide for a pattern of wards that better reflects the three statutory criteria.
19. The Final Recommendations describe the complete set of electoral
arrangements, including ward names and locations as well as the number of
elected members, alongside parish warding arrangements. These
recommendations will be implemented at the next election by means of an Order
laid before Parliament.

Multiple Submissions and Balancing the Evidence
20. Political (or other) groups may present their own submissions to the Commission
either alongside or as an alternative to the council’s formal submission. It is
recommended that all submissions are underpinned by sound evidence and
reasoning whether they propose to reduce, retain or increase councillor numbers.
21. All submissions will be considered equally, and decisions will be made based on
the strength of evidence put forward.
22. Where the Commission receives multiple finely balanced proposals, or a
single poorly evidenced case, it may request further information from the
respondents. If further information is not forthcoming, the Commission
reserves the right to put forward its own number based on its own
experience and judgement. It may also choose to carry out a period of
consultation.

Making a Submission
23. All submissions made to the Commission will follow the ‘Council Size
Submission’ template. This template presents a broad set of issues for
respondents to consider; however, the Commission does not require lengthy
responses to every section. The Commission recommends that respondents use
the opportunity to consider not just how the council works now but how it is likely
to work in the future. Submissions will explain the reasoning that underpins and
explains the proposed council size as well as describing the necessary
arrangements.
24. The submission will focus on three aspects of councillor roles: Strategic
Leadership, Accountability and Community Leadership. However, the
Commission will consider any further relevant issues raised outside of these
topics.
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Council Size: Public
Consultation Proposals
Methodology
The public consultation will be published online between Monday 26 July and Friday 3
September 2021.
Specific email invitations to respond to the consultation will be sent to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

All Borough Councillors
Town and Parish Councils (via the Clerk and Chairman)
Royal Tunbridge Wells Town Forum
Tunbridge Wells Access Group (paper copy)
Kent County Council Division Members
The Members of Parliament for the Borough

Except for the group above, respondents will be asked to supply their name and postcode,
but the consultation will not discount responses from outside the borough area (although
Members may choose to give weight as appropriate to responses from outside the borough
area).
All responses will be captured through the online form on the Council’s website, except
where a respondent has specifically asked for a paper copy of the consultation.
The results of the consultation will be reported back to the General Purposes Committee in
September 2021.
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Consultation
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council currently has 48 Councillors who are each elected for a
four-year term. The Borough area is divided into 20 roughly equal ‘wards’. The Councillors
are elected to, and represent, their local ward.
The Borough area (represented by the blue lines below) runs from Speldhurst and
Bidborough in the West, to Hawkhurst and Sandhurst and Frittenden and Sissinghurst in the
East, with the main settlements being Royal Tunbridge Wells, Southborough, Paddock
Wood, Cranbrook and Hawkhurst.
There are 14 Parish Councils and two Town Councils within the Borough area with separate
Parish and Town Councillors representing these administrative bodies.
The Borough area lies within the County of Kent which is administered by Kent County
Council. Within the Borough area there are six County Councillors who represent the views
of the Borough at Kent County Council meetings (held in Maidstone).
There are also two Members of Parliament who represent the Borough area.
This consultation relates specifically to Tunbridge Wells Borough Councillors only.
The Borough Council is considering how many Borough Councillors it should have in the
future. There are currently 48 Borough Councillors in 20 wards. Some wards have only one
Borough Councillor to represent them (such as Capel), whilst others have up to three (such
as Pembury). More information on Borough Councillors and wards can be found on the
Borough Council website: Councillors and Wards.
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Elector Ratio
Each local authority has an elector ratio, which is determined by the number of electors in an
area, divided by the number of councillors. The elector ratio (based on the 2020 register of
electors) for the Borough is 1,918. This means that on average, each Borough Councillor is
responsible for 1,918 electors.
The table below compares this ratio with a group of 14 other authorities of a similar size and
type to Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (our CIPFA Nearest Neighbours grouping).

Number
of
Elector
Number of
wards
Councillors ratio

Authority

Electorate

Dacorum

113,191

18

54 2,533

Basingstoke and Deane

136,809

17

44 2,477

Chelmsford

135,909

10

30 2,422

North Hertfordshire

101,791

24

57 2,384

Test Valley

98,538

16

48 2,346

Warwick

109,025

26

55 2,309

Broxbourne

72,667

20

43 2,291

Tonbridge And Malling

98,280

25

51 2,219

Mid Sussex

114,159

26

54 2,114

Cherwell

112,645

24

49 2,077

Ashford

97,342

39

47 2,071

Rugby

80,584

16

39 1,977

Tunbridge Wells

84,917

16

42 1,918

Maidstone

127,013

24

54 1,820

Hertsmere

77,106

20

48 1,769
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The Role of a Borough Councillor
Borough Councillors are responsible for a range of different tasks and functions.
Ward Work
Primarily they are responsible for representing the views of the people in the ward in which
they are elected to. They also assist residents in their area with a variety of issues that can
include problems with benefits payments, informal (non-professional) advice and guidance
around planning applications, and signposting to a range of other authorities and
organisations with specialist help available (such as adult social care or mental health
support provision). This work is known as ward work and is an important part of being a
Councillor.
Council Meetings
Alongside their ward work, Borough Councillors attend a range of meetings at the Borough
Council to make decisions on policies, plans and projects, and individual applications. The
Borough Council has 12 main public meetings where the public may attend and decisions are
made. In 2019-20 there were 92 meetings held, with Councillors attending on average 17
meetings per year (the actual figure varies between Councillors depending on their
responsibilities. The range is from 6 – 33 per year). Public meetings are largely held in the
evenings starting at 6pm or 6.30pm.
Borough Councillors also attend a range of informal or non-public meetings with officers to
discuss issues and plans in depth before they come to public meetings for decisions. These
meetings tend to be held during the day.
Partnerships
Borough Councillors also work with a range of other organisations that seek to improve the
lives of the residents of the Borough, such as charities and trusts. These organisations are
known as ‘outside bodies’, and Councillors can be nominated to their main committees to
help oversee the work of the body. The Borough Council formally appoints Councillors to 14
outside bodies, but individual councillors may offer their skills and experience to a range of
other organisations outside of the immediate purview of the Council.
The Borough Council also has a formal relationship with the Royal Tunbridge Wells Town
Forum and our Town and Parish Councils, and Borough Councillors attend the meetings of
these bodies to ensure there is representation from the Borough Council.
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Allowances
Borough Councillors receive a small allowance for the role they perform which is expected to
cover the costs of any additional IT equipment, and the additional costs for printing, phone
calls, and utilities for the work that they do for the Borough.
Most Borough Councillors receive a maximum of £5,500 a year. Mileage and any training
expenses can be claimed separately. More information on allowances and expenses can be
found at: Allowances and Expenses.

Consultation Question
Taking into account the above information, how many Councillors do you think Tunbridge
Wells Borough Council should have going forwards?
For technical reasons the number must be divisible by 3 and should not be substantially
lower or higher than the current number (48), therefore a range has been provided for
consultation.

•
•
•
•
•

33
36
39
42
48

Please state your reasoning for your choice.
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Agenda Item 7

Urgent Business
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22 July 2021

Procedural Item
To consider any other items which the Chairman decides are urgent, for the reasons to be
stated, in accordance with Section 100B(4) of the Local Government Act 1972.
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Agenda Item 8

Date of the Next Meeting
For General Purposes Committee on Thursday 22 July 2021

Procedural Item
To note that the next scheduled meeting is Tuesday 19 October 2021.
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