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Discussion paper on Boundary Options available  

for Stroud DC Community Governance Review 

Response to November 2018 Consultation 

 by Ed Davies and Tom Low of Keep Eastington Rural (KER) 

 

1.  Management Summary 

We recommend that Stroud DC examine the best means of integrating West Of 

Stonehouse (WoS) in it’s entirety, into Stonehouse under the management of Stonehouse 

Town Council. 

The design of WoS, with enviromental buffer zones between the Traditional Hamlets of 

Eastington and the new development, ensures that there is a viable boundary that meets 

the Boundary Commision’s requirements.  This is a direct result of the Stroud DC Local Plan 

2015 – 31 calling WoS “an urban extension of Stonehouse” and the Eastington 

Neighbourhood Development Plan desiring the historic identities of the Hamlets be 

respected. 

This recommendation is one of the options proposed by Eastington Parish Council and is 

the same proposal favoured by Stonehouse Town Council. The boundaries proposed by the 

two councils and by KER are identical. 

2. Background 

This response adresses the District-wide review of parish boundaries and governance being 

carried out by SDC Elections Team, due to report in July 2019 to Full Council.  Agreed 

boundary changes would come into effect at the May 2020 Local Elections but a five-year 

forward view of electorates will be considered where expansion is significant  

Only a few boundaries are expected to be changed: clearly West Of Stonehouse (WoS) 

must be considered a prime candidate. 

3.  Purpose of this paper 

In earlier versions, this paper has been used by Eastington Parish Council and by 

Stonehouse Town Council to inform their debates.  We have attended, and contributed to, 

both debates.  This version dismisses the wide range of initial options, with reasons, 

resulting in the conclusion that Stonehouse Town is the natural and logical community for 

the in-coming electors to join. 

The options dismissed and the logic behind this can be seen in section 5 below. 

 5.1 Eastington keeping all within it’s present boundary. 

5.2 Any mention of merging the Hamlets of Eastington with WoS or Stonehouse 

 5.3 Creating WoS as its own parish (e.g. Great Oldbury) 

 5.4 Sharing of WoS between Eastington and Stonehouse in any way  
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4. KER preferred option 

 Eastington Parish Boundary if West of Stonehouse is absorbed by Stonehouse 

 

 

4.1 Effect on Eastington 

Eastington Parish comprises 750 homes with 23 planned for Claypits in 2019.  There are no 

housing development sites anywhere else in the draft Local Plan to 2040, apart from 

Exception Sites in the Neighbourhood Development Plan.  This would be a once-in-a-

generation change of boundary. 

With no change in the electorate no change to the Parish Council would be needed. 

The anomalous small area of Oldends industrial area, east of Nastend, is passed to 

Stonehouse for clarity.  As agreed by Stonehouse Town Council. 

  

Redrow 68 

Redrow 130  

David Wilson 

& Barratts 235 

ECLT 23 

application 

Redrow 68 

Barratts & David 

Wilson 235 
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4.2 Effect on Stonehouse 

Stonehouse would gain revenue from Council Tax on an increasing number of homes. 

Redrow are building 68 homes which are already selling.  By the election of 2020, David 

Wilson, Barratts and Redrow (including some in the eastern sector) will also have 

completed 162 homes, giving nascent WoS a scale of 230 homes. 

Using the approved metric of 1.8 electors per dwelling, there would be 414 electors in May 

2020, approximately deserving of 1 extra Town Councillor. 

On a 5-year horizon, there would be over 600 homes, yielding 1080 electors, requiring 2 or 

3 extra Town Councillors.  

A key positive for us is that, in relation to over 5,000 electors currently, managed by 14 

Town Councillors, this is a comfortable incremental increase.  

By comparison, leaving WoS in Eastington would double the electoral roll in under 6 years 

and treble it in 10 years.  

 

4.3 Effect on West of Stonehouse 

New residents will be arriving in WoS with no local services initially.  As people who have 

chosen to live in an urban-density environment, they will be expecting a level of services 

already enjoyed by Stonehouse residents e.g. recreation, retail, restaurants, doctors, 

dentists, legal services and an established town council staff with a Town Hall 

With expanded revenue and size of council, Stonehouse can provide such services, where 

Eastington cannot.  All Eastington facilities are run by volunteers, with a Parish Clerk, part-

time. 

By the mid 2020’s there will be a new community centre and playing fields to manage, 

which can be added to Stonehouse Town Council staff at a marginal cost.  To contemplate 

setting up a new administration and staffing would seem un-sound economics. 

Finally, the guidelines on Community Governance speak of the need to respect community 

and cultural identity.  Urban-dwelling residents of WoS will much more easily identify with 

urban Stonehouse than with the ancient and rambling Hamlets of Eastington.  

 

4.4 Effects on the Stroud Local Plan  

If Stonehouse Town Council has the prospect of managing WoS, indeed one might say 

being a nurse-maid to the nascent community, they will be better motivated to plan for 

and argue for, better integration.  This means better footpaths, cycleways, multi-user 

paths, railway crossings and coherent bus services.  This applies equally to providing 

excellent walk/cycle-to-work routes to Oldends Lane Industrial Estate as it does to reaching 

the retail and commercial heart of Stonehouse, its regional bus routes and its railway 

station. 
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5. Earlier Options now discarded, with reasons given 

5.1  Eastington keeping all within it’s present boundary. 

For all the reasons stated in 4.3 above we feel that with it’s limited infrastructure 

Eastington would not easily absorb this urban development.  KER strongly believes that 

WoS was designed by Stroud DC to be “an urban extension of Stonehouse”, as stated in the 

2015-2031 Local Plan.  

We see no logic in the 12 hamlets of Eastington (750 homes) being subsumed by an urban 

mass with 1,350 homes by 2030 and 2,100 by 2040. Again, this would fail the community 

cohesion test. 

On the contrary, WoS as a nascent community would benfit greatly from the experience of 

Stonehouse Town Council in managing large scale recreation facilities and other urban 

issues of which Eastington PC has little experience. 

5.2  Any mention of Nupend, Westend or Nastend leaving the parish of Eastington.  

Niether KER nor Eastington Parish Council wish to see any hamlets being lost to the new 

connurbation.  KER understands that the Governance Review has to take account of 

community cohesion and there is no common ground between ancient rural hamlets and a 

new community of town-dwellers. 

All three hamlets have access lanes separate from WoS and there are, by design, no roads 

leading out of WoS into the three hamlets. Both the Stroud Local Plan and the Eastington 

Neighbourhood Development Plan stress the aim of respecting the rural identity of all 

hamlets. 

As a result, there is a distinct environmental buffer between the hamlets and WoS. This 

buffer meets the Boundary Commisions requirements as they are, and are likely to remain, 

easily identifiable boundaries.  Another of the viability requierments of the Governance 

Review. 

5.3 Creating a new parish of Great Oldbury 

This may be a viable option in the future should the new residents wish it.  However to do 

so now would be premature.  With no existing infrastructure it is unlikely to prove 

workable. 

5.4 Any consideration of a sharing of WoS by Stonehouse and Eastington 

There has been some suggestion that the western portion of WoS be left as Eastington 

Parish whilst the eastern part is absorbed by Stonehouse. This is dismissed as un-workable 

since the whole development has been designed as a community with centralised retail 

and recreation facilities.  It would also mean that the parish boundary would be on roads 

within the estate.   With residents on the same road in different authorities it would not be 

considered viable by the Governance Review. 

 


