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Executive Summary

Gloucestershire is poised for a bold transformation in local governance. This
proposal recommends replacing the current two-tier system of county, district,
borough, and city councils with a Two-Unitary Model (2UA) as follows:

e East - comprising the districts of Cheltenham, Cotswold, and Tewkesbury
(population 310k)

e West - comprising the districts of Gloucester, Forest of Dean, and Stroud
(population 349k)

At this stage, the two new unitary councils are referred to as ‘East’ and ‘West’ for
clarity. Names for each authority will be agreed as part of the reorganisation
process.

The 2UA model will streamline decision-making, reduce duplication, and unlock
significant financial and operational efficiencies - while strengthening local identity
and empowering communities through innovative Neighbourhood Partnerships.

This reorganisation is not just structural, it’s strategic. It aligns with Ministerial
criteria for Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) and positions Gloucestershire
as a national leader in regional devolution, ready to shape the future of public
service delivery.

Economic and Demographic Context
e Gloucestershire’s economy generated £22.1bn GVA in 2023, with strengths
in advanced manufacturing, cyber, aerospace, and agri-tech

« The population is projected to grow by 17.6% by 2047, with a sharp rise
in residents aged 65+

e Pressing challenges include housing affordability, rural isolation, and
climate resilience.

Our Vision and Ambition

We’re building on what makes Gloucestershire great to create a sustainable place
with thriving communities, bold ideas, and opportunities for everyone. LGR is the
enabling change that allows us to meet these challenges and deliver a smarter,
fairer, and greener Gloucestershire. Our six key ambitions that give life to this
commitment are:

1. Driving breakthrough innovation for national resilience
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2. Harnessing digital to tackle inequality, improve services, and drive

innovation

3. Empowering communities through co-design and local decision-

making

4. Putting wellbeing, housing, and nature recovery at the heart of growth

5. Unlocking talent, skills, and housing for inclusive growth

6. Using data to transform transport and public services

These ambitions are designed to unlock Gloucestershire’s full potential and deliver

tangible benefits for residents.

The 2UA Financial Case

Potential day one financial position (c. 15t

April 2028) East UA West UA
Total income £410.5m £440.9m
Total expenditure £388.6m £462.8m

Net position

£21.9m (surplus)

-£21.9m (deficit)

Total revenue implication of Fire & Rescue
(i.e. additional pressures for the new UA)

-£1.35m

-£1.45m

Net position (incl. impact of Standalone Fire
& Rescue Authority)

£20.5m (surplus)

-£23.3m (deficit)

Reorganisation Costs and Benefits East UA West UA
Gross annual reorganisation savings £8.6m £10.3m
Ongoing annual disaggregation costs £3.7m £4.4m
Net annual savings £4.9m £5.9m
One-off transition costs -£13.2m -£15.8m
g::ﬁ Fire and Rescue disaggregation £0.5m £0.6m
Total one-off transition costs -£13.7m -£16.4m
Payback period 4.9 years 4.9 Years
Cumulative net saving after 5 years £0.5m £0.5m
Cumulative net saving after 10 years £26.3m £28.5m
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Transformation benefits East UA West UA
Recurring annual transformation savings

fully delivered by year 5 — Base £7.4m £8.8m
Recurring annual transformation savings £12.0m £14.4m

fully delivered by year 5 — Stretch

Governance, Democracy, and Place
¢ 110 councillors for Gloucestershire (52 in the West, 48 in the East)

o A unified electoral cycle and streamlined decision-making

« Strong locality working via Neighbourhood Partnerships (7-12
neighbourhoods within each authority, 20k—50k population each)

o Trusted, innovative partnerships with Town and Parish Councils and the
Voluntary, Community, Faith and Social Enterprise (VCFSE) sectors.

Digital, Data, and Technology (DDaT)
« A digitally enabled council with inclusive, responsive services

e Investment in Al, predictive analytics, and cloud platforms

e Focus on digital inclusion and robust infrastructure.

Built together, backed by evidence

Our proposals have been developed by all Gloucestershire councils working
together in setting the vision, using a common evidence-base, and working within
a single financial model and option appraisal process.

Our public and stakeholder engagement has enriched and improved our
proposals. We are committed to delivering better outcomes for and with local
people and making LGR the platform for a better Gloucestershire.

Both the single unitary (1UA) and two unitary (2UA) proposals have been developed
using a common evidence base, shared data sources, and consistent analytical
methods. As a result, there are significant similarities across both proposals.

In addition to the geographic footprints, key differences between the 1UA and 2UA
proposals are highlighted within the shared options analysis and the respective
financial cases.
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Introduction and Context

Gloucestershire isn’t like anywhere else in the UK.

From postcard-perfect Cotswold villages to codebreaking at GCHQ and the roar of
the Shed at Gloucester Rugby, this is a county where history fuels a thriving
present. Our culture, economy, and identity are deeply rooted yet rapidly evolving.

We’'re not defined by a single centre. Gloucestershire is a proud network of city,
towns, villages, and rural communities, each with its own pulse. Cheltenham leads
in innovation, Stroud bursts with creativity, the Forest of Dean harnesses natural
assets, Tewkesbury drives manufacturing, Gloucester powers civic life, and the
Cotswolds are shaping the future of sustainable energy.

Our diverse places have built a rich patchwork of industries, cultures, and stories.
And now, with a bold vision for the future, a single tier of local government could
unlock even more. A devolved Gloucestershire would be decentralised,
interconnected, and resilient - ready to turn its unique strengths into shared
success.
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This document sets out the case for change for a new model of local government
in Gloucestershire — a model that will enable us to build on what makes
Gloucestershire great, to create a sustainable place with thriving communities,
fresh ideas, and opportunities for everyone.
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About Gloucestershire

Gloucestershire sits at the northern edge of the South West - perfectly
placed and powerfully connected. It borders three unitary authorities - South
Gloucestershire, Swindon, and Wiltshire - and links to Oxfordshire, Warwickshire,
Worcestershire, Herefordshire, and Monmouthshire. Sitting to the north of the M4 /
M5 crossroads, with the M5 weaving northwards through the county,
Gloucestershire links north and south, east and west, and connects several major
UK cities Cardiff, Bristol, Birmingham, Oxford, and London. The River Severn
winds through the county’s core, shaping both landscape and life.

Though 87.5% of the county is rural, over 70% of residents live in urban areas’.
Cheltenham and Gloucester are the beating hearts of business, education, culture,
and commerce, supported by a network of vibrant market towns that fuel local
economies and serve rural communities.

e The population of Gloucestershire is currently 659,2762

e Gloucestershire spans 265,253 hectares?

e We are proud to have two Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB):
the Cotswolds and the Forest of Dean

e Gloucestershire also has 12 National Nature Reserves and some 120 Sites
of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) within its borders

e According to the 2011 Census, 83.1% of Gloucestershire residents also
work in the county?.

Population Change

Gloucestershire is growing, and fast. Between 2014 and 2024, the county’s
population has risen by 7.8%, outpacing the national average of 5.9%. But growth
hasn’t been even. Districts like Tewkesbury are booming, with a staggering 16.6%
population increase, ranking in the top 10% of fastest-growing local authorities six
times since 20145.

At the same time, Gloucestershire is ageing. People aged 65+ make up 22.1%
of the population, well above the national average of 18.8%. In rural areas like the
Cotswolds and Forest of Dean, that figure climbs above 25%. The county also has
fewer children and working-age adults than the national average.

Gloucester and Cheltenham have the highest proportions of young people within

" Rural Urban Classification 2021

2 Mid 2023 Population Estimates, ONS

3 SAM 2023, ONS Area to Mean High Water Excluding Area of Inland Water (Land Area)
(AREALHECT)

42011 Census, ONS

5 Mid Year Population Estimate. ONS
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the county, reflecting their urban character and the presence of educational
institutions.®

Looking ahead, the population is projected to grow by 113,929 people by 2047 - a
17.6% increase, far above the 12.7% forecast for England and Wales. Tewkesbury
and Stroud are set for even greater projected growth of 29.6% and 22.2%
respectively, driven by more available land for development. Cheltenham, by
contrast, is expected to see the smallest rise at 10.1%".

Economy

Gloucestershire’s natural beauty is both a challenge and a magnet. With
AONBSs covering large parts of the county, development can be constrained, but
this same environmental quality makes the county a magnet for talent, investment,
and tourism.

The economy is strong, diverse, and resilient. In 2023, Gloucestershire’s
economy generated £22.1 billion in GVA - 12.8% of the South West’s output and
1% of the UK total®. It's a county where quality of life meets business opportunity.

Gloucestershire offers a powerful mix: a skilled workforce, strong connectivity,
available land, and a high-quality environment. That’s why it's home to major
players like GE Aviation, Safran, Renishaw, EDF Energy, Ecotricity, Unilever-
Walls and St. James’s Place, alongside a thriving ecosystem of entrepreneurs and
innovators.

With deep roots in defence and aerospace, the county remains a manufacturing
powerhouse, especially in advanced engineering. It's also a national centre for
cyber and intelligence, anchored by GCHQ, the National Cyber Security Centre,
and a growing cyber business park.

Despite its specialisms, Gloucestershire’s economy is diverse and balanced.
In 2023, the top employment sectors were wholesale and retail (14.8%), health
and social care (13.8%), and manufacturing (10.6%)° - a mix that supports stability
and adaptability.

Challenges Facing Gloucestershire

But Gloucestershire isn’t without its challenges. Demographic change,
widening inequalities, pockets of deprivation, environmental pressures, and rural
isolation all pose serious hurdles to inclusive, sustainable growth.

6 Mid Year Population Estimate. ONS

7 2022 based Subnational Population Projections, ONS

8 Regional gross value added (balanced) per head and income components, ONS
9 BRES, ONS
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Demographic Change

Gloucestershire’s population is ageing, and faster than the national average.
By 2047, the number of residents aged 65+ is projected to surge by 43.4%
(compared to 38.6% nationally), making up over a quarter (26.8%) of the county’s
population. Tewkesbury is set to see the sharpest rise at 54%, while even the
lowest increase - 32.4% in the Forest of Dean - is significant°.

At the same time, the working-age population (18-64) is barely growing, and the
number of children and young people is expected to decline. This shift is
reshaping the county’s social and economic landscape.

More people are living with disabilities and long-term conditions across all
age groups. There’s also a rise in single-person households with limited family
support, and a growing number of children with special educational needs (SEN)
since 2015, all adding pressure to already stretched health and social care
services.

By 2047, Gloucestershire’s dependency ratio (the number of dependents per 100
working-age people) is projected to rise from 65 to 70'!". That means fewer people
supporting more, placing increasing strain on services, budgets, and the local
economy.

The challenge is clear: how do we continue delivering high-quality care and
support while maintaining a healthy, productive economy in the face of rapid
demographic change?

Inequalities and Deprivation

Gloucestershire performs well overall, but averages hide deep inequalities.
While county-wide outcomes often exceed regional and national benchmarks, they
mask stark local disparities. 12 neighbourhoods across Gloucester, Cheltenham,
Tewkesbury, and the Forest of Dean (home to a combined 3.2% of the county’s
population) rank among the 10% most deprived in England™?.

Some communities face even greater barriers to inclusion and opportunity,
including rough sleepers, non-white and non-English speaking residents,
traveller communities, and asylum seekers. For these groups, access to
healthcare, education, and skills development is often harder, and outcomes are
worse.

102022 based Sub-national Population Projections, ONS
12022 based Sub-national Population Projections, ONS
2 Indices of Deprivation 2019
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Access to Housing

Housing in Gloucestershire is expensive, and getting on the property ladder
is tough. In 2025, the average home cost 8.6 times the median salary, higher
than the national average (7.5) and just above the South West average (8.5). But
this affordability varies widely: in Gloucester, the ratio is 7.3 and, in the Cotswolds,
it soars to 13.8.

With mortgage lenders typically capping loans at 4.5 times income, many
residents are priced out, forced into unsuitable housing, or pushed out of the
county altogether. This makes it harder to attract and retain young people, key
workers, and future talent3.

Despite these pressures, housing supply has grown. Between 2019 and 2024, the
number of dwellings in Gloucestershire rose by 5.2%, outpacing both the regional
(4.6%) and national (4.7%) averages'4.

Yet unlocking further housing and growth remains a major challenge. Much
of Gloucestershire doesn’t have a five-year housing supply, increasing the
likelihood of speculative planning applications, misalignment with local priorities,
and unsustainable growth. Planning constraints, infrastructure limitations, and the
need to protect Gloucestershire’s natural and historic environment all create
friction. Balancing growth with sustainability, affordability, and community needs
will be critical to the county’s future.

Recent updates to the National Planning Policy Framework and the anticipated
Planning and Infrastructure Bill promise a step change in housing delivery. The Bill
will introduce a statutory Spatial Development Strategy, giving Gloucestershire a
powerful new tool to shape future growth. Combined with the streamlining of the
planning system via unitarisation, this could unlock significant sustainable
development across the county. We must seize this opportunity, while being
conscious of possible environmental and democratic risks.

Rural Isolation

Gloucestershire’s rural charm is one of its greatest strengths, but also one
of its biggest challenges. With 87.5% of the county classed as rural and nearly
30% of residents living in these areas, access to essential services isn’t always
easy'®. Nearly one in five people live in areas ranked among the 20% most
deprived in England in terms of Barriers to Housing and Services'®.

3 Median House Prices to Median Workplace Earnings, ONS
4 Live tables on dwelling stock, MHCLG

15 Rural/Urban Classification, 2022, ONS

'8 Indices of Deprivation, 2019, MHCLG

10
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Travel times to key services - whether by public transport, car, or active travel - are
longer than both regional and national averages'’. And while high-speed
broadband now reaches almost every address, digital exclusion persists: 4.4%
of residents didn’t use the internet at all between May 2023 and March 2024. In
rural areas, where public internet access points can be over 45 minutes away by
bus, those without a car face real digital isolation 8.

The challenge is clear: we must ensure Gloucestershire’s most vulnerable and
isolated residents stay connected - to services, to support, and to opportunity.

Climate Change and Flooding

Gloucestershire is making strides on sustainability, but the climate crisis is
accelerating. Despite strong progress by county and district councils in cutting
emissions and embedding greener practices, the risks to our communities,
infrastructure, and economy are growing.

Climate Leadership Gloucestershire has been established as a strategic
partnership of public sector bodies - including local councils, the NHS, police, and
academic institutions - to coordinate and lead the county’s response to the climate
and ecological emergency.

Extreme weather is becoming more frequent and more severe.
Gloucestershire is impacted by severe flooding, droughts, and heatwaves. A
growing risk of wildfires has also been highlighted by agencies including the
Forestry Commission, Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service, and
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust.

Flooding remains one of Gloucestershire’s biggest climate threats. The
devastating 2007 floods damaged around 5,000 homes and 500 businesses,
leaving 135,000 people without water for two weeks. Even less intense events in
2012 and 2013 caused widespread disruption. But the impact goes far beyond
damaged buildings. Flooding hits lives, livelihoods, and mental health,
especially for the most vulnerable. That's why climate resilience must be front
and centre in our housing strategy and growth plans.

The Current Model of Local Government in Gloucestershire
Gloucestershire operates under a two-tier system: a single county council
alongside five district and borough councils and one city council. Most of the
county is also covered by a network of 267 parish and town councils, adding a
third layer of local governance in most areas.

7 Journey Time Statistics 2019, DfT
'8 Participation Survey, DCMS

11



Official - Financial

Forest of Dean District
Administrative centre: Coleford
Population: 89,104

Tewkesbury Borough

Administrative centre: Tewkesbury
Population: 98,896

Net Revenue Expenditure:
£7,884,000

Net Revenue Expenditure:
£10,413,000

Cheltenham Borough
Administrative centre: Cheltenham
Population: 120,255

Net Revenue Expenditure:
£18,698,000

>z

Gloucestershire County ahd District Boundaries

@

GCC

Gloucester City

Administrative centre: Gloucester
Population: 134,991

Net Revenue Expenditure:
£17,543,000

Stroud District
Administrative centre: Stroud
Population: 124,540

Political Landscape

Net Revenue Expenditure::
£21,176,000

R AR \

Cotswold District

Administrative centre: Cirencester
Population: 91,490

Net Revenue Expenditure:
£16,028,000

With each council on a different electoral cycle, Gloucestershire holds local
elections every year, creating a constantly shifting political landscape.

Cheltenham Borough
Council

Leader and Cabinet
model

Liberal Democrat

Cotswold District Council

Leader and Cabinet
model

Liberal Democrat

Forest of Dean District
Council

Leader and Cabinet
model

No overall control;
Green minority
administration

Gloucester City Council

Leader and Cabinet
model

No overall control;
Liberal Democrat

majority administration

majority administration

minority administration




Official - Financial

Stroud District Council

Committee system

No overall control;
Green minority
administration

Council

Tewkesbury Borough

Committee system

No overall control;
Liberal Democrat
minority administration

Council

Gloucestershire County

Leader and Cabinet
model

No overall control;
Liberal Democrat
minority administration

Table 1: Current political control across Gloucestershire

Gloucestershire’s seven councils have 295 councillors, 37 of whom serve at
both county and district/borough levels. In many areas, overlapping ward
boundaries mean residents can be represented by up to four different

councillors: one at the county level and three at the district or borough level. This
layered system can create complexity in local representation and decision-making.

Number of Gloucest | Cheltenh | Tewkesb | Stroud Cotswol | Forest of | Gloucest

councillors | er City am ury District d District | Dean ershire
Borough | Borough District County

Council

Liberal 17 36 16 2 21 1 27

Democrats

Labour / 7 18 4 1

Labour and

Co-operative

Conservative | 11 9 6 10 6 6

Green 3 4 24 2 15 9

Independents | 4 1 8 1 1 10 1

/ Other

Reform 1 2 11

Table 2: Current political make up of Gloucestershire’s councils

Partnerships and Joint Working

Gloucestershire thrives on strong partnerships within the county and
beyond. We have a proven track record of coming together to tackle big

13
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challenges, and unitarisation offers a powerful opportunity to build on that
foundation, strengthening collaboration and delivering even greater impact.

Statutory Partners

Gloucestershire’s public sector is unusually coterminous. A single police
constabulary and one police and crime commissioner serve the entire county. The
county council also acts as the fire and rescue authority, with Gloucestershire Fire
and Rescue Service fully integrated. While the county is currently served by a
single NHS Integrated Care Board (ICB), this arrangement is set to evolve with the
formation of a new cluster alongside Bristol, North Somerset, and South
Gloucestershire (BNSSG) ICB, marking a shift in how integrated care is
coordinated across the South West region.

Some smaller units of delivery, such as primary care networks, fit within current
district boundaries. There are three universities, the largest of which is the
University of Gloucestershire, and over 300 schools.

Reducing the current two-tier system of seven principal councils to two
unitary councils for Gloucestershire would provide a simplified local
government structure for public services alignment.

Joint Working

Gloucestershire already has a strong foundation for joint working, backed by a
range of formal and informal governance arrangements. These reflect the close
ties between different parts of the county and a shared commitment to
collaboration.

Key structures include:

e Leadership Gloucestershire: a strategic alliance of senior public sector
leaders - spanning councils, health, police, and key agencies - providing
unified direction on cross-cutting issues to benefit communities countywide.

¢ Gloucestershire City Region Board: a joint committee of all seven
councils, driving a shared vision for strategic growth and economic success,
and championing Gloucestershire with partners, such as the Western
Gateway Partnership, to attract further investment and growth.

e Joint Economic Strategy Scrutiny Committee: a joint scrutiny committee
which holds the Gloucestershire City Region Board to account - reviewing
decisions, tracking the impact of economic investments, and shaping future
growth priorities.

e Health and Wellbeing Board (HWB) and a Health and Wellbeing
Integrated Care Partnership (ICP): the HWB leads strategic coordination
across health, social care, and public health services, bringing together
leaders to tackle health inequalities and improve population wellbeing. The
ICP develops and delivers the five-year integrated care strategy to improve

14
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health and care outcomes, aligning efforts across partners to reduce
disparities and improve access and experience.

e Strategic Local Plan: when finalised, this will shape future housing and
employment growth across three local planning authority areas.

¢ Climate Leadership Gloucestershire: an innovative public sector
partnership of councils, NHS, police and academia institutions, developing
solutions to tackle the climate emergency.

¢ Gloucestershire Business Rates Pool: Gloucestershire boosts local
growth by pooling business rates to keep more revenue circulating within
the county.

e Other informal arrangements exist to enable joint working on other areas of
shared responsibility, e.g. Gloucestershire Resources and Waste
Partnership, Gloucestershire Strategic Migration Partnership,
Gloucestershire Housing Partnership, and the Gloucestershire
Children and Young People’s Coalition.

Beyond formal governance, collaboration is also embedded in service delivery:

e Ubico: a local authority-owned company delivering a range of
environmental services across Gloucestershire and West Oxfordshire,
including waste, recycling, and street cleansing.

e Publica: a shared services partnership owned by Cotswold, Forest of
Dean, Cheltenham, and West Oxfordshire councils. The councils work
together through Publica to share skills and resources, including services
such as ICT, customer services, benefits administration, housing, and car
park enforcement.

e Shared services: various arrangements between different groups of
councils for sharing back-office services, such as internal audit and risk
(ARA) and legal services (One Legal).

e Co-located services: the Public Services Centre in Tewkesbury brings
together the county council, borough council, police, health services, and
the voluntary sector to provide a single access point for customers,
pioneering the first Jobcentre Plus co-location in a local authority building.

These partnerships show what’s possible but also highlight existing complexity. A
more streamlined governance model could build on this strong collaborative
culture, reducing duplication, and unlocking even greater impact for
Gloucestershire’s communities.

Economic Partnerships

Strong economic partnerships are the backbone of Gloucestershire’s
success - and devolution can take them even further.

15
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Gloucestershire’s Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP), GFirst, established in 2011,
has played a key role in uniting business, public, and voluntary sectors to secure
government funding and drive job creation. Its Strategic Economic Plan (SEP)
has supported business growth and skills development and maximised the
county’s strategic location along the motorway corridor. In 2024, its functions
transitioned to the county council, marking a new chapter with the creation of the
Gloucestershire City Region Board.

Gloucestershire is actively shaping a bold, county-wide vision for inclusive and
sustainable prosperity through the development of a Local Growth Plan (LGP).

Although not mandated as for mayoral authorities, Gloucestershire’s public sector
leaders are stepping up with a LGP that reflects a shared ambition to unlock the
county’s full economic potential and improve life for everyone who lives
here. Co-created by all local authorities and shaped through extensive
collaboration with businesses, education providers, the voluntary sector, and local
communities, the LGP sets out a clear, compelling roadmap for long-term growth
and resilience.

By aligning with national frameworks, the plan positions Gloucestershire as a key
contributor to the UK’s economic and social missions, ready to attract
investment and drive innovation.

Across the county, district councils are leading bold, community-driven
innovation, including:

e Cheltenham: partnered with Hub8 by Plexal to launch the MX Innovation
Centre, a workspace for the local tech community.

e Cotswold: rolled out a low-income family tracker to target support for
households in financial difficulty.

e Forest of Dean: Forest of Dean District Council, the Centre for Sustainable
Energy, and local resident-led group Forest Community Energy have
partnered to roll out the AURORA project in the area. This project,
supported by several European universities, promotes energy saving
awareness through inspiring events, a carbon tracker app, and community-
owned solar panels.

e Gloucester: acknowledged by Nesta and others as sector-leading in asset-
based community development, including the establishment of an
innovative community development organisation.

e Stroud: introduced a crowdfunding platform to empower community-led
projects and access a share of funding from the council.

e Tewkesbury: the Growth Hub offers fully funded business support in
partnership with the borough council.

A unitary model would supercharge this local innovation, strengthening
place-based leadership, aligning economic strategy, and making it easier to
deliver joined-up, community-focused growth.

16
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VCFSE Partnerships

Gloucestershire’s voluntary, community, faith, and social enterprise (VCFSE)
sector, powered by over 4,000 organisations, is vibrant and vital. At its heart
is the Gloucestershire VCS Alliance, the independent voice that informs,
strengthens, and develops the sector. The alliance promotes equal partnerships
between VCSE (voluntary, community, and social enterprise) groups and the
public and private sectors, supporting VCSE groups and organisations to become
more sustainable.

The Know Your Patch (KYP) networks, launched in 2018, are another standout
success. Led by local VCSE organisations in each district, they bring together
community groups, service providers, and public sector partners around a shared
belief: strong, connected communities are the foundation of resilient lives.

17
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The Strategic Case (Vision & Ambition)

Local Government Reorganisation Enabling a Smarter, Fairer,
Greener Gloucestershire

Local government reorganisation (LGR) gives Gloucestershire the chance to
deliver more for its residents and to play a stronger role — together - in
supporting national priorities. Current structures can be complex and
duplicative, making it harder to deliver the best outcomes for our residents and to
join up decisions across planning, housing, transport, health, skills, and the
environment. Reorganisation offers the opportunity to simplify accountability
and cut duplication, offering our residents greater clarity and improved
services.

This change is what makes our ambitions deliverable. Breakthrough innovation
can be scaled when investment, land use and regulation are aligned. Digital
inclusion can be advanced when infrastructure, skills, and social support are
considered together. Communities can have a stronger role when co-design is
embedded consistently across local services. Wellbeing, housing, and nature
recovery can be treated as interconnected priorities rather than separate silos.
Talent and skills can be directly linked to affordable homes and clear career
pathways. Underpinning this is how data can be used effectively across the
system to improve services, strengthen transport connectivity, and prevent people
from falling through the cracks of a widely dispersed county.

Gloucestershire brings major strengths; we have a world-class economy rich in
both heritage and future innovation, outstanding natural capital, and a
collaborative civic culture. We also face challenges: 19% of our residents live in
the lowest national quintile for access to housing and services, our population has
distinct and diverse needs, and opportunities are unevenly shared. LGR is the
enabling change that allows us to meet these challenges and deliver a smarter,
fairer and greener Gloucestershire. Our six ambitions set out how:

e Driving breakthrough innovation for national resilience: harnessing
Gloucestershire’s industrial and research strengths to create resilience-
focused solutions in cyber, aerospace, agri-tech, advanced manufacturing,
and natural capital.

e Harnessing digital to tackle inequality, improve services, and drive
innovation: ensuring every resident has the skills, connectivity, and
confidence to access services, education, training, and work.

e Empowering communities through co-design and local decision-
making: giving residents a stronger role in shaping services, with tools and
partnerships that make delivery more responsive to local needs.
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e Putting wellbeing, housing, and nature recovery at the heart of
growth: treating health, affordable homes, and environmental recovery as
the foundations of prosperity.

¢ Unlocking talent, skills, and housing for inclusive growth: linking
education and training pathways directly to housing and careers that help
people stay and thrive in Gloucestershire.

e Using data to transform transport and public services: creating trusted,
joined-up intelligence to improve safeguarding, support early and
anticipatory intervention, and deliver more effective integrated transport.

Our Vision: We’re building on what makes Gloucestershire great to
create a sustainable place with thriving communities, bold ideas,
and opportunities for everyone.

Our Six Ambitions for Gloucestershire

Ambition 1: Driving breakthrough innovation for national resilience
Gloucestershire will build on its established strengths in cyber, aerospace,
defence, agri-tech, and advanced manufacturing to become a national leader in
resilience-led innovation. We will draw on pioneering anchors such as GCHQ,
Golden Valley'® and the proposed Severn Edge project2? along with our
agricultural research centres at Hartpury University2' and the Royal Agricultural
University?2. By fostering clusters of excellence and supporting research and
development (R&D), the county will generate high-value jobs, attract private and
public investment, and contribute solutions in areas such as energy security,
sustainable food systems, secure supply chains, and the restoration of natural
capital. With the upcoming Western Forest23, alongside our ambition that the
Forest of Dean achieves biosphere status24, we can work at scale on innovation in
land management, biodiversity recovery, and climate adaptation.

With our landscapes working alongside our technological advancements, we
can ensure that Gloucestershire’s resilience is rooted in both its
environment and its economy. LGR will strengthen this by removing
fragmentation across planning, investment, and regulation, allowing innovation to
move from pilots and single clusters to an at-scale resilient economy. This

19 www.goldenvalleyuk.com

20 https://western-gateway.co.uk/news-and-blogs/news/severn-edge-sites-potential-home-new-smr-
technology/

21 www. hartpury.ac.uk

22 www.rau.ac.uk

23 wwww.nationalforest.org

24 ywwww.fdean.gov.uk/planning-and-building/biosphere
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integration means that innovation breakthroughs in our resilience led sectors are
both developed here but deployed consistently, ensuring benefits are felt not only
by residents and businesses in Gloucestershire, but the whole of the UK.

Example benefits:

A start-up in Cheltenham’s Golden Valley innovation district
collaborates with local universities and industry partners to develop
new cyber-security tools. With LGR removing fragmentation across
investment and regulation, the start-up can scale faster, attract national
contracts, and create high-value local jobs - further anchoring Cheltenham’s
role in responding to the UK’s cyber resilience requirements.

A farmer in the Cotswolds adopts new agri-tech tools developed in
county innovation hubs. By using soil sensors and precision irrigation,
they improve soil health and resilience to climate change while reducing
water and fertiliser use and costs. This not only strengthens the farm’s long-
term viability but also contributes to Gloucestershire’s national reputation in
sustainable food systems.

A small manufacturer in Tewkesbury trials Al-driven production
planning in a regulatory sandbox, enabled by LGR. The new system
helps them cut waste, lower emissions, and respond more flexibly to supply
chain pressures. Located near Ministry of Defence and defence sector
supply chains, the firm boosts competitiveness and secures new contracts
in low-carbon defence and aerospace markets. This demonstrates how
resilience-led innovation can be scaled across advance manufacturing - the
sector responsible for Gloucestershire’s largest Gross Value Added (GVA) -
while connecting with other resilience led sectors, both locally and
nationally.

A STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering & Maths) student in
Stroud takes part in placements within Gloucestershire’s clean energy
sector, working directly on projects linked to the Severn Edge site.
They gain hands-on experience that secures their future career within their
own community, while local employers benefit from a pipeline of home-
grown talent that supports the county’s transition to net zero and enhances
the energy security of the UK.

Ambition 2: Harnessing digital to tackle inequality, improve services, and
drive innovation

Digital inclusion remains inconsistent across Gloucestershire. Digital access is no
longer optional — it is essential in ensuring opportunity and engagement with
services. Residents, especially those living in rural areas, can suffer limited access
to employment opportunities, education, or care, further exacerbating the hidden
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poverty in the county. Building on projects such as the county-wide DigiHubs??,
based in GP surgeries and community centres, Gloucestershire will ensure that
every community has the infrastructure, connectivity, and skills to benefit
from the world that digital offers.

By tackling digital exclusion, we can ensure that residents who struggle to access
services, training, or employment are not left behind. LGR offers the opportunity to
align responsibility for infrastructure and respond to diverse demand across a
complex geography, ensuring digital investment benefits are shared fairly across
all communities. This also means all can match the pace of our most advanced
future-facing sectors, as we offer support for those at risk of being left behind, so
that innovation moves forward inclusively. Improved digital confidence will
empower residents to participate fully in their communities, access vital support,
and offer increased visibility of opportunity. Digital innovation will drive the
sustainable growth agenda, creating jobs and wealth for the county.

Example benefits:

e An older adult in Deerhurst, a rural village in Tewkesbury, manages
chronic conditions from home using virtual healthcare tools. Through
secure video consultations and remote monitoring, they reduce hospital
visits. LGR can enable this by aligning NHS and council investment in
digital infrastructure, so rural areas have the same access to connectivity
and digital services as urban centres.

e A young person in Coleford, a market town in the Forest of Dean,
accesses digital skills bootcamps, gaining confidence and new
opportunities in cyber, coding, and creative industries.

e Carers can use predictive care tools to anticipate needs, freeing time
to focus on personal interaction. By receiving alerts when the person
they support may need intervention, they are less reliant on emergency
services and more able to plan ahead. This is only possible when health
and social care data are brought together, made easier by LGR through
creating a single system for sharing data securely and consistently.

¢ One of Gloucestershire’s many micro businesses uses digital tools to
reach new customers and improve their service capability, e.g. through
online ordering or remote collaboration with suppliers. With coordinated
county-wide investment in digital connectivity, even the smallest firms in
rural areas can compete in wider markets, driving inclusive economic
growth.

25 Delivery of Digi-hubs | Gloucestershire County Council
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Ambition 3: Empowering communities through co-design and local decision-
making

LGR offers Gloucestershire the opportunity to expand co-design across the county
by strengthening the role of the VCFSE sector in service design and delivery. By
giving communities real influence over budgets, priorities, and data,
services will be more inclusive, locally responsive, and sustainable.

Gloucestershire has already demonstrated how effective this approach can be:
carers have shaped new support pathways through the Carers Hub26, and the
Gloucestershire Gateway Trust?’ has reinvested profits from the M5 services into
projects in Gloucester and Stroud that tackle poverty and improve skills. Local
groups in Stroud?® and the Forest of Dean?® have influenced health and wellbeing
initiatives through community hubs.

With 19% of our population living in the lowest national 20% for access to housing
and services3%, empowering communities to shape services based on their local
needs is critical to both equity and prevention. Neighbourhood Partnerships are
just one example of how LGR could provide a clear framework for convening
services with residents — they would sit alongside a wider set of tools to ensure
community voices are embedded in decision-making. This approach is founded on
building trust and ensuring outcomes are shaped not only by those closest to the
challenges, but those experiencing them.

Example benefits:

o Local residents, councillors, and health practitioners in a
Neighbourhood Partnership work together to reduce social isolation in
Newent, a Forest of Dean market town. By combining professional
expertise with insights from local people, the Partnership develops
community-led activities and accessible support. LGR enables this by
aligning funding and decision-making, so neighbourhood priorities can be
resourced and embedded within wider service planning.

e A young carer in Cheltenham is able to provide input into the
development of a digital tool with schools and youth services to
balance education and caring responsibilities. The tool provides tailored
reminders, wellbeing check-ups and links to local peer support groups.
Because LGR enables education, health and social care data to be better
connected, the young carer’s lived experience regarding the previous
systems’ lack of navigability are reflected. This makes services easier to

Phttps://gloucestershirecarershub.co.uk

27 hitps://gloucestershiregatewaytrust.org.uk

28 https://cscic.org/programmes/community-hubs/

29 www.inclusiongloucestershire.co.uk/engagement/community-hubs/
30Accessibility - Transport | Inform Gloucestershire
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find and use, ensuring their needs are met quickly without having to repeat
their story to multiple service providers.

« A community group in Gloucester collaborates with health providers
to design culturally sensitive wellbeing services, improving uptake
and trust. By co-creating mental health support, for example, that
recognises diverse cultural practices, more residents feel confident seeking
help. LGR supports this by embedding the VCFSE sector within local
decision-making frameworks, ensuring community voices are heard
alongside statutory providers.

o Families co-produce services in a local family hub in Tetbury, a
Cotswold market town, which provides a family-friendly space. Parents
can take part in shaping early years support, parenting programmes, and
wellbeing provision while their children are supported in a safe environment.
This is possible because LGR brings together children’s services, public
health, and community development under one coordinated approach, so
family hubs can act as genuine centres for co-creation and prevention.

Ambition 4: Putting wellbeing, housing, and nature recovery at the heart of
growth

Wellbeing — with housing and nature recovery at its roots — will be a guiding
principle in all policy and investment decisions. From affordable homes and
transport to skills and public health, growth plans will be designed to reduce
inequalities, improve access to green and blue spaces, and boost
Gloucestershire’s natural capital. Protecting and enhancing biodiversity, improving
land use, and supporting nature-based solutions will strengthen resilience against
climate change and create healthier environments for future generations.

Gloucestershire’s natural assets also underpin a strong visitor economy. By linking
tourism with wellbeing and nature recovery, communities benefit from thriving local
businesses while ensuring green spaces remain accessible for residents. Aligning
local priorities with Integrated Care System (ICS) prevention goals and
CORE20PLUS53" frameworks targeting the most deprived 20% of the population
(as well as groups experiencing worse-than-average outcomes), will help narrow
health and wellbeing gaps across the county.

LGR would make this ambition deliverable by enabling a clear line of
accountability across health, housing, and the environment. This coordinated
approach can act to turn investment and service delivery into better outcomes for
residents. This integration will allow decisions about new housing, green
infrastructure, and public services to be planned together - ensuring that residents

3 www.england.nhs.uk/about/equality/equality-hub/national-healthcare-inequalities-improvement-
programme/core20plus5/
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have both the secure homes and healthy environments they need. In Stroud,
community-led housing and green infrastructure projects have already shown how
affordable homes and access to nature can be developed hand-in-hand. With
devolved powers, these approaches could be embedded and scaled county-wide,
linking wellbeing, housing, and nature recovery as the foundation for genuinely
inclusive growth.

Example benefits:

¢ In the Forest of Dean, a community-led housing scheme integrates
affordable homes with woodland management and local energy
generation. Residents not only gain secure housing but also benefit from
reduced fuel bills, shared green spaces, and volunteering opportunities that
strengthen community ties. This model reflects the Forest’s long tradition of
working with its natural assets and could be replicated across
Gloucestershire, where LGR enables housing, environment, and community
to be planned together.

o A family in Northleach, a Cotswold market town, regularly uses
redesigned green spaces that combine play areas, biodiversity
planting, and community facilities. These spaces give children safe
places to play and create opportunities for families to meet neighbours, take
part in local activities, and benefit from cleaner air. With wellbeing and
social connection at their core, such spaces help reduce isolation and
improve health outcomes across generations.

e« A disabled resident in Minchinhampton, a semi-rural town, moves into
newly built affordable housing designed with accessibility and
sustainability at its core. The home is energy-efficient, reducing bills, and
is linked to inclusive transport and nearby green infrastructure, such as
sensory trails and accessible walking routes. This combination gives the
resident greater independence, reduces their reliance on more intensive
services, and enhances their quality of life. By ensuring housing is planned
together with transport and green spaces, these wellbeing outcomes
become part of everyday provision rather than specialist exceptions.

« A landowner in South Cerney, a Cotswold village, participates in a
countywide nature recovery scheme that restores habitats, improves
flood resilience, and generates long-term natural capital value. By
adopting regenerative practices and working in partnership with local
authorities and communities, they help protect biodiversity while
strengthening the resilience of nearby housing and infrastructure. Crucially,
this in turn enhances residents’ wellbeing through multi-faceted
environmental improvements that contribute to healthier, more secure day-
to-day lives. The wellbeing gains are felt both immediately — through safer,
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greener environments — as well as in the longer term, as communities
experience less disruption and stress from climate-related risks.

Ambition 5: Unlocking talent, skills, and housing for inclusive growth
Gloucestershire will be able to establish a countywide skills and careers pathway
to support lifelong learning and inclusive economic growth. By linking education
providers, industry, and employers, residents of all ages and backgrounds will
have access to training, apprenticeships, and reskilling opportunities. Tourism and
hospitality provide major entry routes into work for young people and career
changers. In aligning training pathways with this sector, LGR can help us ensure
residents can build stable futures in one of Gloucestershire’s most significant
industries. Affordable and secure housing will be central to this ambition, providing
the stability people need to seize learning opportunities and grow with the
confidence that comes from a safe, stable home.

LGR would enable this ambition by aligning housing, skills, and economic
development within the same framework. Currently, responsibilities are spread
across multiple agencies, making it more difficult to ensure that new homes are
built where they connect to training opportunities and local employment.
Gloucestershire can create a coordinated system where homes, learning
hubs, and jobs are planned together. There are strong examples to build on. In
Gloucester, the University of Gloucestershire’s City Campus Development is
bringing new teaching and community space into the heart of the city, while the
Forwards Employment Service32 shows how employers, colleges, and community
groups can collaborate to support residents into sustainable work. With LGR,
these successes can be scaled across the county, ensuring that talent is not
only retained but is skilled to face the future, knowing their own is secure.

Example benefits:

e A Year 12 student in Highnam explores immersive career pathways at
a local skills hub, linking them to mentors in future-focused industries,
such as cyber security, clean energy, advanced manufacturing, and
engineering. These hubs make it easier for young people to see a future in
Gloucestershire, rather than having to move away to build a career. In
Gloucester, the University of Gloucestershire’s new City Campus
development strengthens this offer by providing teaching and community
space in the heart of the city, connected to wider affordable housing and
employment initiatives. Together, these projects make it easier for young
people to see a future in the county rather than moving away. With LGR,
this integrated approach to housing, education, and employment can be

32 www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/disabilities/forwards-employment-service/
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scaled across Gloucestershire, ensuring that all students - including those
in rural areas - can access the same opportunities.

e A mid-career learner in Winchcombe, a market town in Tewkesbury,
retrains in low-carbon construction through flexible programmes,
improving their earning potential while supporting the transition to clean
energy. Thanks to housing, public transport, and skills being planned
together, they can study locally without facing long commutes or the
insecurity of poor-quality rental housing. With stability at home, they are
free to focus on building new skills and contributing to Gloucestershire’s net
zero economy.

« A young mother in Cheltenham accesses a tailored learning pathway
in sustainable construction and materials innovation, supported by a
family-friendly environment and counselling services at a local Family Hub.
Over time, she develops expertise and becomes a mentor to others -
showing how inclusive pathways strengthen both individual resilience and
community cohesion. LGR makes this possible by coordinating housing,
skills, and wraparound services under one framework — removing barriers
so talent can both flourish and contribute.

« A young family in Stroud secures affordable housing linked to training
opportunities, allowing them to pursue new careers without instability.
Freed from the instability of high housing costs, they can take up retraining
and new jobs without the stress of insecure tenancies or long journeys. This
stability directly supports wellbeing and ensures Gloucestershire retains
and grows its talent base by linking housing delivery with economic
inclusion.

Ambition 6: Using data to transform transport and public services

LGR offers Gloucestershire the chance to bring together fragmented data from
across multiple authorities and agencies. With devolved powers, this can be
turned into usable intelligence that supports earlier intervention and ensures no
one is left behind. This separation makes it harder to spot risks early or to design
services that reflect real needs. Reorganisation would provide a framework for
data use, allowing us to introduce a trusted, secure data infrastructure that can
enable services to anticipate needs, respond in real time, and act preventatively.

Linking education, health, housing, transport, and social care data could improve
safeguarding measures, reduce waiting times, and ensure fair provision across
urban and rural areas. Open data initiatives and live mobility platforms will offer
improved journey options, reduce congestion, and promote more sustainable
travel choices.
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The Robin demand-responsive bus service33 shows how transport data can
connect rural residents to jobs and services, but integration with housing and
employment data would make it far more effective. Family hubs can link education,
health, and social care data to improve safeguarding and ensure families access
support at the right time. Flood management schemes in the Severn Vale already
rely on environmental data to protect communities in real time. With LGR, these
initiatives could be joined together, scaled across the county and embedded into a
trusted, secure data infrastructure that works for every resident.

Example benefits:

e Residents in flood-prone areas receive early warnings through live
data platforms. By combining real-time river levels with local emergency
planning, households are given practical, trusted alerts that improve safety,
reduce disruption, and protect lives. With devolved powers, these systems
could be scaled across Gloucestershire to cover multiple risks, from
flooding in the Severn Vale to wildfire risk in the Cotswolds.

e A commuter in Frampton on Severn, a rural village in Stroud, uses a
transport app with real-time data, reducing journey times and
supporting sustainable travel. Backed by devolved powers, the system
can ensure affordable fares, reliable rural coverage, and accessible journey
options. This also allows councils to use data on passenger demand and
road conditions to prioritise road maintenance.

e At a family hub in Gloucester, a family sits down with staff and views a
joined-up record that brings together information from school and
health services. It shows that their child has had a recent dip in attendance
and that the parents have both reported stress to their GP. The family are
able to identify that they need extra learning support and access to
parenting advice before the situation requires a more acute response. The
hub uses the data infrastructure to coordinate the right support quickly,
reducing pressure on the family and preventing escalation.

e Farmers can access county-wide soil moisture and yield-forecasting
data that helps them to adapt to dry weather conditions and protect
arable production. By bringing agricultural, environmental, and water data
together under one system, it fills a current evidence gap and allows farmers
to take preventative steps, boosting Gloucestershire’s food security and the
wider country’s resilience to the impacts of climate change.

Ambition in Action: Towards a Resilience-led Economy
The Golden Valley Development (GVD) is a nationally significant innovation
powerhouse, recognised by government as driving the UK’s cyber and

33 www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/transport/the-robin/
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secure technology ambitions. By bringing together industry, academia, and the
public sector, GVD is advancing national security and resilience - supporting the
UK’s mission to embed resilience in critical supply chains infrastructure.

Anchoring Gloucestershire at the heart of the UK’s resilience economy, and
creating a ripple effect of prosperity across the South West and the nation, the
GVD will support supply chains, jobs, and long-term competitiveness.

To unlock its full potential and deliver lasting benefits for local communities and
the nation, we are seeking Designated Area (DA) status for the GVD - enabling
Gloucestershire to retain 100% of business rates growth generated in this area,
worth around £385.6m over the designation period. This locally retained
investment will accelerate infrastructure, boost investment, and drive a
virtuous cycle of prosperity across the county and beyond.

DA status means more funding for local infrastructure, skills, and public services -
supporting our vision and ambitions for Gloucestershire. Nationally, it will help
power UK growth, strengthen resilience, and spark prosperity and innovation
across the country.

Summary

We have a bold vision for Gloucestershire - rooted in our heritage and driven by
our innovation, shaped by the ambitions of our people, and designed to make
every community smarter, greener, and fairer. Through our six ambitions we
have shown how services, places, and opportunities can be reimagined to meet
the needs of today while preparing for tomorrow.

To bring this vision to life, we have developed a number of personas (see
Appendix 1) that illustrate what our ambitions would mean in practice for residents
and communities across Gloucestershire. These personas help ground our
strategy in real experiences, making clear the tangible benefits of transformation.

The opportunities before us are clear: breakthrough innovation, inclusive digital
access, thriving talent pipelines, stronger communities, wellbeing-focused growth,
and data-enabled services. Together they show how Gloucestershire can lead
nationally and transform lives locally.

We know what we need to do. LGR gives us the means to do it through simplifying
structures, aligning priorities, and enabling decisions that connect ambition with
delivery. With the right reform, Gloucestershire can bring its economic, social, and
natural strengths together to create a future where every resident has the chance
to succeed.

LGR will allow us to continue building on what makes Gloucestershire great to
create a sustainable place with thriving communities, bold ideas, and
opportunities for everyone.
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Future Devolution
LGR is an opportunity for Gloucestershire to reach its full strategic potential, locally

and nationally. As England moves towards wider regional governance,
Gloucestershire is well-placed and eager to contribute.

Our Economic Distinctiveness

Gloucestershire is notably resilient to economic shocks?34. It has significant
strengths in advanced manufacturing and engineering and food security innovation
(a combined 23.7% GVA)35 and is exceptional in the high-growth sectors that
utilise emerging technologies?¢. Our strongest sectors align closely with the
priority sectors of the 2025 Industrial Strategy. Gloucestershire’s strong
industrial roots in aerospace and engineering, combined with innovation driven by
GCHQ, help it outperform neighbouring areas in productivity, new business
creation, and entrepreneurship. We also host a skilled population, supported by
strong universities, colleges, and research networks that have proactively reached
out into regional networks.

Inherent to Gloucestershire is our natural capital. From the Cotswolds and Forest
of Dean to the Severn Vale, Gloucestershire’s landscapes give us the space and
resources to lead on the challenges of the 215t century. As part of the Severn
Estuary corridor, we can offer clean energy, sustainable food, water management,
and climate adaptation. Few places can match the combination of industrial
heritage, high tech growth, and natural assets that define Gloucestershire’s
offer.

Gloucestershire blends its landscapes, cultures, and economy into a unique
identity that draws on west country heritage and lifestyle to inform future thinking.
From the invention of the jet engine to pioneering hydrogen flights at Cotswold
Airport37; from the Wheatstone Bridge to the Golden Valley; from being home to
the invention of the lawnmower to hosting one of the deepest water research sites
in the world in Tidenham?38, our economy is a major asset for regional and
national partners in the devolution context.

Devolution is the key to realising this potential. With greater funding flexibility,
joined-up services, and empowered local decision-making, Gloucestershire can
play its full role as a regional engine of growth at the crossroads of the
South West, the Midlands, the South East, and Wales.

34 Economic Strategy Evidence base

35 Regional gross value added (balanced) by industry, ONS

36 Gloucestershire’s Economic Strategy 2024—2034 Summary

37 ZeroAvia completes initial Dornier 228 flight test campaign - Pilot
38 DEEP - Engineering Wonder
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Our Potential Devolution Partners

Gloucestershire is actively exploring three strategic partnerships to the north,
south, and east3°. Of these, we found each offer unique opportunities to accelerate
growth and influence:

e West of England Combined Authority (WECA)

e Herefordshire and Worcestershire

e Swindon and Oxford

Our Devolution Option Analysis

A range of metrics were assessed against economic, legislative, cultural,
and implementation criteria to identify which partnership could deliver the
greatest impact in line with national devolution goals.

Option 1: West of England Combined Authority (WECA)
Geography and Governance
e Existing combined authority with metro mayor which is fully compliant with
the Devolution and Community Empowerment Bill 2025 and December
2024 Devolution White Paper.
e Combined population (Gloucestershire + WECA with North Somerset rises
above the minimum 1.5 million threshold guidance for strategic authority
formation).

Strategic Authority Alignment
e Highest degree of alignment across the English Devolution Bill's seven
statutory areas of competence, particularly health and care integration,
transport and infrastructure, economic development, environment, and
public safety.
e Pre-existing governance, transport corridors, NHS integration, and multi-
agency delivery capacity provide a rapid implementation route.

Economic Geography Alignment

e Strong alignment in advanced manufacturing, digital/cyber, green
technologies, and creative industries.

e Strong worker migration pattern across the borders.

e Potential to position Gloucestershire as an agri-tech leader within a wider
innovation economy, offsetting WECA's urban focus.

e Gloucestershire may become a junior partner in the highest growth R&D
sectors without a clearly defined role in bringing forward its strengths (e.g.
agri-tech).

WECA holds the path to the most immediately deliverable option and offers the
broadest alignment with national reform priorities, strongest sector alignment, and
the fastest route to full strategic authority status.

39 Not an exhaustive list — three options were selected according to the shared length of boundary
with Gloucestershire and consideration of whether agreements had been made for bordering
counties to join alternative partners.
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Option 2: Swindon and Oxfordshire
Geography and Governance

e No current combined authority membership so would require LGR and
mayoral combined authority formation.
¢ Joint population threshold met with 1.6 million combined.

Strategic Authority Alignment

¢ High capability in economic development, skills, and net zero, but weaker in
health, care, and integrated public service reform.
e Existing regional partnerships are largely informal or nascent.

Economic Alignment

¢ Significant longer-term potential in R&D partnerships (Al, life sciences,
clean tech).

e Synergy in advanced manufacturing and cyber, but less alignment with agri-
tech and rural economy; greater focus on life sciences than securing
emerging technologies in the innovation sectors.

e Lower short-term economic integration due to weaker commuting links and
business interdependencies.

Swindon and Oxfordshire offer strong innovation potential for the long term but
would be slower to establish full statutory competencies with less immediate
integration in health and rural sectors.

Option 3: Herefordshire and Worcestershire
Geography and Governance
¢ No current combined authority and therefore would require LGR and
mayoral combined authority formation.
e Population slightly below the threshold so may require additional partners or
special consideration.

Strategic and Policy Alignment
¢ Medium alignment across statutory competencies with strengths in
environment, rural transport, and agri-tech, but limited in digital innovation
and large-scale economic growth.
e Less alignment with national reform agenda’s focus on integrated care and
high-growth sectors.

Economic Alignment
e Closest match in current rural economic strengths and historical cultural
context.

e Gloucestershire would likely lead on scale and innovation, but partners offer
limited capacity in high-growth digital and tech sectors.
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Options Analysis Summary
1. West of England Combined Authority (WECA)

Why: Existing governance, metro mayor, statutory compliance, strong
sectoral fit (advanced manufacturing, cyber, green tech), and clear
commuting / economic flows; existing regional partnerships across arts,
culture, health, and the broadest range of services of all options; similar
urban / rural profile, reflecting shared challenges in housing and transport
planning.

Risk: Gloucestershire risks becoming a junior partner unless it defines a
distinctive role (e.g. agri-tech leader completing a ‘whole of tech’ future
economy).

WECA provides the high-growth innovation engine, Gloucestershire
complements the ecosystem with agri-tech and natural capital.

2. Herefordshire and Worcestershire

Why: Close match in rural economy, heritage, and agri-tech; natural
cultural legacy fit; scope for Gloucestershire to play a leading role in
innovation and scaling up; slightly under population threshold, but culturally
congruent and offers Gloucestershire leadership space.

Risk: Limited digital / tech capacity in partners and weaker alignment with
national reform priorities.

Rooted in shared rural economy and heritage, with Gloucestershire as a
natural partner to inject innovation and scale.

3. Swindon and Oxfordshire

Why: Strong in R&D, life sciences, Al, and clean tech; good synergies in
advanced manufacturing and cyber, but requires completely new
governance; has weaker cultural alignment, and less short-term integration
with Gloucestershire’s rural and health economies.

Risk: Longer-time horizon to deliver; innovation is research-led and urban,
less aligned with Gloucestershire’s wider economic identity; very few
established regional partnerships.

Offers long-term potential in global-facing R&D and science but less
immediate and less place-congruent.

Gloucestershire has the assets and ambition to contribute strongly within any of
the potential partnerships. WECA provides the most immediately deliverable and
policy-aligned option, while the Herefordshire and Worcestershire option offers an
alternative in which Gloucestershire could play a leading role. The partnership with
Swindon and Oxfordshire remains a credible longer-term prospect, particularly for
research-led collaboration, but is less immediately aligned to Gloucestershire’s
wider economic and governance priorities.
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Gloucestershire’s Aims for Devolution

Through LGR and further devolution, Gloucestershire can unlock the tools
to drive a high-growth, resilience-focused economy and smarter services for

residents.

Devolution would allow Gloucestershire to:

e Power growth through innovation: using devolved economic powers to
create the Severn Resilience Corridor, bringing together cyber, advanced
manufacturing, agri-tech, and clean energy. This will attract major private
investment, generate high-value jobs, and cement Gloucestershire’s role as
a national growth engine.

o Strengthen resilience for the 21st century: with greater control over
housing, health, skills, and transport, Gloucestershire can deliver joined-up
solutions for climate resilience, energy security, and sustainable food
systems.

e Put data to work for residents: a county-wide data platform, anchored in
Golden Valley’s cyber infrastructure could integrate transport, housing,
health, and utilities in real time. This will reduce duplication, cut costs, and
provide residents with more personalised, responsive services, from flood
alerts to smart mobility and integrated healthcare.

Summary

Gloucestershire’s strengths in advanced manufacturing, securing emerging
technologies, agri-tech, and clean energy, combined with our strategic location
and cultural identity, position us as a valuable partner in building a balanced and
high-growth regional economy. To achieve this potential, we are now seeking
active cooperation from Government and regional partners.

WECA

Herefordshire and
Worcestershire

Swindon and
Oxfordshire

Governance

e Existing combined
authority with metro

¢ Would require new
mayoral combined

* \Would require new
mayoral combined

development,

reform priorities.

meyor authorit -
and « Fully compliant with y authority
Deliverability | poyolution Bill ¢ Population below e Threshold met but no
o Immediate path to threshold, may need existing structures.
. . extra partners.
strategic authority.
e Highest alignment e Medium alignment: e Strong in econor_nic
_ across all statutory strong in environment, | development, skills,
Strateglc areas: health / care rural transport, and gnd net zero; weaker
Alignment integration, transport, | agri-tech; weaker in n health and _
economic digital and national integrated public
services.
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environment, and
public safety.

Economic
Synergy

¢ Strong overlaps:
advanced
manufacturing, cyber,
green tech, and
creative industries

e Clear commuter flows

¢ Gloucestershire could

specialise in agri-tech.

¢ Strongest rural
economy and cultural
fit

¢ Gloucestershire likely
to lead innovation

¢ Partners weaker in
high-growth sectors.

¢ High R&D and
research potential: Al,
life sciences, and
clean tech

e Lower commuting /
business
interdependencies

e Less rural alignment.

Risks

¢ Gloucestershire may
be junior partner in
innovation without
defined agri-
tech/natural capital
role.

¢ Weak tech / digital
sector capacity

o Weaker alignment with
national reform.

¢ Long time horizon

¢ Urban R&D focus less
congruent with
Gloucestershire’s
broader identity

o Weak regional
partnerships.

Overall
Takeaway

¢ Most deliverable,
innovation engine,
culturally and
economically aligned.

¢ Strong cultural / rural
fit

¢ Gloucestershire can
lead

e Weaker on growth /
reform.

e Long-term R&D
potential

o L east deliverable in
short term

o Weaker identity fit.

Table 3: Strategic partnerships options analysis summary table
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Options Analysis

Our options analysis is an objective assessment of the reorganisation options
being explored for Gloucestershire4?. Each option has been assessed using
ministerial criteria, supplemented by local criteria — drawing on a range of both
qualitative and quantitative evidence gathered throughout this proposal’s
development. Additionally, challenge and consensus sessions were held with
council leaders and chief executives from across the seven councils.

This analysis provides some key considerations which should inform any overall
conclusions. However, in the interests of objectivity and respect for the democratic
process, the analysis does not provide a concluding recommendation of a
preferred option.

The options analysis presented in this proposal mirrors that submitted for the
single unitary authority option.

All the analysis undertaken in this options analysis is subject to the policy
decisions of whichever new authority / authorities are established as a result of
LGR in Gloucestershire. This analysis is also contingent on the outcome of the
national Fair Funding Review, which remains uncertain at this stage.

This analysis assumes there are no modifications to the boundary between East
and West Gloucestershire. Should boundary modifications arise, the underpinning
evidence — particularly the financial case and RAG ratings — would need to be
revisited.

Based on current
Gloucestershire County ~ 659,276
Council boundary

Option 1: Single One new council delivering all
Unitary Authority local government services
(1UA) across Gloucestershire.

East: currently Cheltenham,

Cotswold and Tewkesbury districts ~310,641

Two new councils: one for
East Gloucestershire, one for
West Gloucestershire. Each
delivers all services within its
area.

Option 2: Two
Unitary Authorities
(2UA - East and
West)

West: currently Gloucester, Stroud

and Forest of Dean districts ~348,635

Table 4: Options analysis summary table

40 Not including ‘Greater Gloucester/Gloucester Unitary’ which has not been subject to a shared
process of development
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Demographic and Economic Context

The following tables present a side-by-side comparison of key demographic,
financial, and economic indicators for Gloucestershire as well as East and West
Gloucestershire.

Population and Ageing Trends

This table provides an overview of demographic patterns across Gloucestershire
and East, and West, focusing on population size and age-related growth to inform
future service planning and statutory obligations.

Measure Glos. East West Implications

The West has a larger
population, which may
~659,276 ~310,641 ~ 348,635 affect baseline service
volumes and statutory
responsibilities.

Population
(2024)

Gloucestershire overall
faces a challenge in
relation to a population
ageing faster than national
averages, raising
considerations around
potential future supply for
long-term care.

Growth in 65+
population +2.32% +2.39% +2.26%
(2026-2030)*'

The West may see
hin 0-1 lini

Growt .|n 0-19 Declining Neutral Declining declining demand

population pressures on school

places in the future.

Table 5: Demographic comparison

Financial Resilience and Income Base

This table compares financial indicators across the regions, offering insight into
household income levels and the fiscal position of each area, to assess long-term
financial sustainability.

Measure Glos. East West Implications

Gross Residents in the East
disposable £23,527 £26,149 £21,191 have higher disposable
household income.

41 Population projections, 2022, ONS
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income per
capita*?

Council debt per
capita
(2023/24)*

£819

£674

£948

The West would be
created with a higher per-
resident council debt
burden*, potentially
impacting its financial
sustainability.

*General fund not Housing
Revenue Account (HRA)

Net assets per
individual*

£1,454

£1,810

£1,137

The East would hold
significantly more assets
per resident, offering
greater long-term financial
flexibility.

Table 6: Financial indicators comparison

Service Demand and Social Vulnerability

This table highlights variations in social care spending and indicators of
vulnerability, helping to identify areas with greater baseline need and potential

service demand.

(per 100k)*

Measure Glos. East West Implications
Adul ial
spend per £522 £405 £629 perre oUeH
. 45 significantly higher in the
resident
West.
Children’s social Children’s social care
care spend per £142 £129 £156 spend per resident would
resident*® be higher in the West.
The West has a much
Children in low- h'(f’vheer: ratit‘;fn‘;g:ld
income families | 14,594 12,274 16,609 povery. p y

requiring it to provide
more targeted early help
and support.

42 GDHI Per Capita, 2022/2023, Nomis

43 LA Debt per capita, 2023/2024, GOV.UK

4 Net Assets Per Capita, 2023/2024, District Councils

45 ASC Spend per resident, 2024, Newton
46 CSC spend per resident, 2025, Newton
47 Children in Low Income Families per 100k, 23/24, DWP
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The West has a larger
Household proportion of residents
benefit claim 15.82% 13.8% 17.9% reliant on benéefits,
rate* potentially indicating
higher baseline need.
.. Deprivation is significantly
i[; Z‘;::"::zg higher in the West,
. 15.1 12.7 17.2 potentially driving greater
(higher = .
49 demand on multiple
worse) .
services.

Table 7: Social care spending and indicators of vulnerability comparison

Economic Activity and Infrastructure
This table examines differences in employment, productivity and digital
infrastructure, providing context for economic performance and access to

opportunity.
Measure Glos. East West Implications
Job density The_z East has a more
(jobs per active labour market,
.p 0.9 1.0 0.8 potentially creating better
working-age
erson)® access to employment
P and economic mobility.
Productivity is higher in
Gross value the East, potentially
added®’ £39.0 £41.9 £35.7 reflecting a stronger
economic base.
The East has seen
modest growth in its
Business arowth business base, while the
rates? 9 -0.1 +1.1% -1.2% West has experienced
decline; this is likely to be
localised to the Forest of
Dean.
5G availability
(% area 68.0% 58.1% 83.0% The West outperforms the
53 East in mobile coverage,
covered)

48 Household benefit claim rate, 23/24, GOV.UK

49 Deprivation, 19/20, MHCLG
%0 Job Density, 23/25, ONS

51 GVA per hour worked, 22/23, ONS
%2 Business Growth (%), 23/24, ONS
53 % of High Digital Connectivity, 24/25, OFCOM

38




Official - Financial

reflecting the larger rural
footprint in the East.

Table 8: Employment and productivity comparison

Implications for Reorganisation

The baseline differences between East and West highlight demographic and
economic imbalances that will shape the financial operating environment for either
council that would be created in a two unitary authority scenario:

¢ A single unitary authority (1UA) scenario would need to manage these
variations internally, redistributing resources and planning across areas with
different levels of income, need, and growth.

¢ A two unitary authority (2UA) scenario would crystallise the variations
between East and West, requiring each council to plan for its own financial
and service challenges from Vesting Day, with a smaller scale of internal
pooling of risk.

Criteria Analysed

This analysis is structured around nine criteria; these include six statutory criteria
issued by the Ministry of Housing, Communities, and Local Government (MHCLG),
and three additional criteria that reflect Gloucestershire’s local priorities and values
(criteria 7-9).

Each criterion has been broken down into sub-criteria to allow structured
assessment across both models. \We have assessed how 1UA and 2UA would
potentially perform at the point of implementation and over time.

Only those elements of the published ministerial criteria which are relevant
to a RAG (red, amber, green) rating and comparative analysis in
Gloucestershire are included in the tables below. In most cases we have
summarised the full text of the criteria.

MHCLG criteria
KEY

Gloucestershire-specific criteria

Sensible single tier of local A) Establishes a single tier of local
government government for the whole of the area
concerned

This criterion assesses whether the
model removes two-tier governance B) Sensible economic breakdown, with a tax

base which does not create undue
inequalities

creates a coherent single-tier structure,
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and reflects a logical financial and spatial
footprint.

¥A Right-sized local government

This criterion assesses whether the
model is large and resilient enough to
deliver effective government. It considers
population size, potential for efficiency,
organisational capacity, and the
complexity of transition.

K} High quality, sustainable services

This criterion assesses whether the
model supports effective, long-term
service delivery. It considers integration,
transformation potential, and the ability to
improve outcomes in complex, high-need
areas.

‘4 Meets local needs

This criterion assesses whether the
model responds to the needs, identities,
and priorities of local communities. It
considers civic identity, community
variation, and responsiveness to
engagement.

Y Supports devolution arrangements

This criterion tests whether the model
supports Gloucestershire’s ability to
unlock devolution powers and funding,
and whether it creates a strategic
authority footprint with appropriate
population scale, coherence, and
alignment to regional structures

] Local engagement and empowerment

C) Sensible geographic breakdown, which
will help increase housing supply and meet
local needs

A) A population of 500,000 or more (unless
specific local factors make this
unreasonable)

B) Supports efficiencies and value for
money for council taxpayers

C) Improves capacity and supports the
council to withstand financial shocks

D) Manageable transition costs

A) Improves local government and service
delivery, avoiding unnecessary service
fragmentation

B) Opportunity for public service reform
including where this will lead to improved
value for money

C) Improves delivery of, or mitigates risk of
negative impact on, crucial services

A) Meets local needs and is informed by
local views

B) Improves / mitigates risk to issues of
local identity, cultural, and historic
importance

C) Addresses local concerns

A) Helps to support devolution
arrangements / unlock devolution

B) Sensible population size ratios between
local authorities and any strategic authority

A) Enables stronger community
engagement
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This criterion assesses whether the B) Delivers genuine opportunities for
model can support stronger local neighbourhood empowerment
democracy and provide practical tools for

neighbourhood-level decision-making.
|

[4 Environmental and climate protection

A) Ensures the new authority / authorities
have clear capabilities to deliver existing
This criterion assesses whether the and future climate and nature plans

model strengthens the council’s ability to

lead on climate and environmental goals. B) Reflects local priorities in areas with

sensitive landscapes (e.g. Forest of Dean,
Cotswolds AONB)

C) Builds on existing commitments (e.g.
Fairer Greener Forest, Climate Emergency
responses)

-] Civic engagement and participative A) Promotes civic engagement and
democracy strengthens participative democracy
This criterion assesses whether the
model provides meaningful democratic
representation at community level.

] Inclusive growth and equity A) Tackles disparities in wealth,
employment, and service access

This criterion assesses whether the
model enables inclusive economic
development, supports vulnerable

B) Prioritises vulnerable residents and
community-level regeneration

residents, and maintains service levels
while pursuing financial sustainability.

C) Ensures that financial sustainability is not
achieved at the expense of service levels

Each option has been consistently assessed against these nine criteria. RAG
ratings have been used to summarise alignment and are supported by detailed
commentary.

Scoring Method
To support comparison between the two options, this analysis uses a structured
Red—-Amber-Green (RAG) rating system.

The RAG system provides a simple, visual way to understand how well each
option aligns with each criterion and sub-criterion.

Rating Meaning

_ Meets the criteria

Partially meets the criteria / could meet the criteria, with mitigations
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— Does not meet the criteria

Ratings are applied to each sub-criterion.

No weighting is applied; all criteria are treated equally.

Each rating is accompanied by narrative commentary, drawing on qualitative and
quantitative evidence, if available

Evidence Base

This analysis applies a structured, consistent approach to assess how well each
reorganisation model aligns with the nine agreed criteria.

The analysis draws on a wide evidence base, as outlined below, bringing together
quantitative analysis, professional insight, and stakeholder perspectives. Evidence
has been applied consistently across both models to support an impartial and
transparent comparison.

Phase 1 options analysis (completed as part of the interim plan submission
in March 2025)

Developed the original RAG scoring framework used in this analysis.

Set out the early comparison of structural options based on feasibility,
financial scale, and policy alignment.

Established baseline assumptions around governance design, service
footprint, and transition cost implications.

Informed the scoring approach and structure of commentary.

Demographic and Economic Analysis

Provided a detailed comparison between the proposed East and West
Gloucestershire councils, across:

o Population trends and age profiles.

o Financial resilience (e.g. council tax base, gross disposable

household income (GDHI), debt levels).

o Demand for adult and children’s social care.

o Deprivation, employment, and digital access.

o Economic activity and infrastructure.
Highlights the different starting points for each authority under a 2UA
model, and the internal variation that a 1TUA model would need to manage.
Forms the main statistical evidence base used throughout this options
analysis.

Service-level disaggregation and aggregation discussions

42



Official - Financial

e Provided detailed, operational insights from service leads across core upper
and lower tier services including (but not limited to): adults, children’s and
education, transport, revenues and benefits, housing, leisure, and parking.

e Considered issues including:

o Shared systems and data platforms (e.g. Liquidlogic, Capita,
Uniform).
Workforce and statutory leadership duplication.

o Locality delivery and place-based presence.

o Contracting, service level agreements (SLAs), and external provider
arrangements.

o Gloucestershire-specific practical and technical issues

Stakeholder engagement feedback

¢ Reflective of responses from partners involved in local services and
governance.
e Provided insight into perceptions of:
o Strategic leadership.
o Democratic representation and identity.
o Integration of housing, care, and place-based services.
e Helped assess both models against criteria related to public engagement,
identity, and local responsiveness.

Overall Summary of Options Analysis

Summary of Option 1: Single Unitary Authority (1UA)

This option would replace the current two-tier council system with one single
council for all of Gloucestershire’s ~659,000 residents. This is a size that’s been
successful in other areas like North Yorkshire and meets government guidelines.
Having one council means decisions can be made more quickly and clearly
and the county can speak with one voice when it comes to funding, transport,
and big projects.

A 1UA maximises opportunities to retain existing county-wide systems and
services (like core service case management systems), which minimises the
cost and disruption associated with splitting things up and any potential
duplication. This is especially important for services like adults’ social care (ASC),
children’s (CSC) social care, special educational needs and disabilities (SEND),
and safeguarding, where keeping teams and systems together helps protect
and maximise service continuity for the most vulnerable people across the
county.

Local services would still be shaped around communities, in line with the proposed
locality arrangements for Gloucestershire. This includes local partnerships and
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boards, budgets that are managed locally, and retaining local identity through ward
names, events, and branding.

There are differences between the east and west of the county, e.g. in income
levels, spending on ASC, and levels of deprivation. With 1UA, financial
resources are pooled and can be shared and targeted where they’re needed
most - increasing overall financial resilience (noting there are still unknowns
around the dedicated schools grant deficit and fair funding which impact all LGR
options being considered).

The main risk is around ensuring that local voices are heard from the start — this
can be managed by setting up strong local governance early on.

Summary of Option 2: Two Unitary Authorities (2UA)

The 2UA model prioritises local visibility, civic identity, and flexibility by
creating two councils based on existing district clusters: East (~310k) and West
(~348k). Smaller footprints (in comparison with a 1UA) may make members and
officers seem more accessible, which some stakeholders, especially parish
councils, may see as a strength.

However, the model introduces significant duplication and disaggregation
challenges. Systems like Liquidlogic, SAP, and Capita One would need to be split
or reprocured; safeguarding boards, SEND services, and commissioning
frameworks would require parallel governance. Service leads warned this could
increase cost, slow transformation, and risk divergence in quality or access. The
Fire and Rescue Service in a 2UA model would be legally required to disaggregate
from local authority structures and finances, creating additional cost and risk.

The West’s higher demand (particularly in relation to social care services) and
lower income could constrain its investment capacity without sustained external
funding and there may be concerns around longer-term financial sustainability for
the West UA (with current estimates projecting a ¢.£21.9m deficit on day one).

Like the 1UA, local services would still be shaped around communities, in line with
the proposed locality arrangements. This includes local partnerships and boards,
budgets that are managed locally, and keeping local identity through ward names,
events, and branding.

Comparative (RAG) scoring summary by main criteria

Criteria 1UA 2UA

o[- o Creates a single tier of local e Creates a single tier of local
gle tier o government. government.
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local
government

2. Right-sized
local
government

3. High quality,
sustainable
services

4. Meets local
needs

Enables pooled resources and
redistribution to address
potential imbalances
countywide, e.g. in
homelessness and housing
supply.

Aligns with existing partner
boundaries.

e Similar tax bases across both

UAs but potential fiscal
disparities in LA debt (£ per
capita (23/24) of £948 in West
compared to £674 in East) and
service cost (ASC spend per
resident of £405 in East vs £629
in West).

Exceeds MHCLG expected
population threshold of 500,000
(1UA population is ~659,000).
Economies of scale across a
single larger UA.

Improved capacity and
resilience (financial and
workforce).

Lower transition costs (one-off
costs ~£21.3 million).

Meets viability threshold of 300k
but below 500k (East: ~315,349,
West: ~354,031).

Reduced duplication across
lower tier services; duplication
of upper tier services.
Opportunities to put in place
targeted shared service
arrangements.

Higher transition costs (with two
programmes, one-off cost
~£30.1 million).

Maintains integrated ASC,
CSC, and public health.
Innovation opportunities at
scale.

Protects multi-agency
safeguarding and Multi-Agency
Safeguarding Hub (MASH)
arrangements.

May fragment countywide
services which could cause
challenges with quality and cost
of service delivery e.g. ASC,
CSC, public health etc.

Fire and rescue will need to
move to a non-local authority
governance, financial, and
service arrangement (i.e. the
creation of an independent fire
and rescue authority), which will
incur additional costs (estimated
to be c.£2.8m net total
additional pressure for year one)
and may increase risk of
sustainable service provision.

Local stakeholder support for
retaining single voice and
shared infrastructure.

Concerns around merging
distinct local identities.
Perception of
overcentralisation, which can be

Builds on existing district
boundaries.

Retains a sense of place identity
for the two largest urban centres
(Cheltenham and Gloucester)
but could risk alienating other
more rural areas.
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5. Supports
devolution
arrangements

6. Local
engagement
and
empowerment

7.
Environmental
and climate
protection

8. Civic
engagement
and
participative
democracy

9. Inclusive
growth and
equity

managed with continued place-
based delivery.

Risks financial imbalance in
West which could compromise
ability to meet local needs.

Simplifies engagement with
partners.

Increased scale and negotiating
influence.

Meets 1.5m Combined
Authority (CA) population
benchmarks.

Allows tailored devolution asks.
Each UA could join different
CAs.

Some scenarios risk falling
below 1.5m population
benchmark.

Can deliver countywide
engagement structures.
Embeds neighbourhood
partnerships consistently.
Needs deliberate design to
avoid remoteness.

Smaller footprints could improve
councillor visibility.

As for 1UA, effective
engagement depends on
deliberate design.

Countywide environmental
plans, but with the ability to still
retain tailored, local strategies
where needed.

Unified stewardship of
landscapes.

Scales up local climate
initiatives.

Ability to still retain tailored,
local strategies where needed.
Retain joint governance for
shared assets.

Scales up digital tools and
participatory decision-making
countywide.

Risk of democratic deficit.

Two smaller councils could feel
more accessible, with closer
member-resident link in
comparison with a 1UA.

Risk of democratic deficit.

Increased countywide resilience
to drive growth and equity.
Unified regeneration.
Consolidation savings can be
reinvested back into front line
service delivery.

Potential risk or difficult
decisions needed in the West if
current demand and cost
trajectories for ASC continue.

Summary of Options Appraisal Against Criteria and Sub-Criteria

This section sets out a summary view of the options appraisal against the six
MHCLG criteria and three additional local context criteria and sub-crtieria; with
ratings in RAG format providing a simple, visual way to understand how well each
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option aligns with each criterion and sub-criterion. A more detailed description
against each sub-criteria can be found in Appendix 5: Detailed Options Analysis.

When assessing each option against the MHCLG criteria, we note that the
potential impact of the government’s fair funding review remains unknown. This
creates a degree of uncertainty for both options, as future funding allocations
could materially affect relative financial sustainability and capacity. As a result, no
definitive assessment of fair funding implications has been included within the
criteria analysis for either the 1TUA or 2UA option.

This options analysis has been prepared based on the current Gloucestershire
boundaries. No boundary changes have been proposed or modelled at this stage.
Any suggested boundary modification could significantly alter population totals and
financial profiles, which in turn would affect assessment against several criteria
and may change the RAG ratings presented.
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Comparative (RAG) Scoring Summary by Main Criteria and Sub-Criteria

Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

A) Establishes a
single tier of local
government for the
whole of the area

G

e Removes two-tier structure and creates one

accountable body.

G

Removes two-tier structure and creates two
accountable bodies in a single tier.

concerned

B) Sensible economic | G Allows pooled resources and supports A 2024 tax base (band D equivalents after

breakdown, with a tax appropriate redistribution from East to West. council tax support) suggest similar tax

base which does not bases across both authorities (49% in the

create undue West and 51% in the East) with clear

inequalities sectoral priorities to drive economic growth
within each UA.
However, there are potential fiscal
disparities in LA debt (£ per capita (23/24)
of £948 in West compared to £674 in East)
and service costs, particularly in ASC
(spend per resident of £405 in the East vs
£629 in the West).

C) Sensible G ¢ Aligns with existing partner geographies e.g. | A Misalignment of boundaries with key

geographic NHS, ICB, police etc and enables strategic partners incl. the ICB, police, and fire and

breakdown, which will
help increase housing

planning to address disparities in housing
needs and land supply across different parts
of the county (five-year housing supply

rescue.
Variations in homelessness (higher in the
West at 0.21% vs 0.11% in the East) and
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

2. Right-
sized local
government

supply and meet local
needs

target is 4.97 years for East and 3.83 years
for West, with a countywide shortfall of 4.37
years).

housing land supply (lower in the West at
3.83 vs 4.97 in East). This could result in
more demand for housing in the West with
less supply to meet this efficiently within the
new UA borders.

o Average house prices illustrate that the
private housing market faces greater
challenges in the West, where values are
lower (e.g. Gloucester £225,000; Forest of
Dean £291,000) compared to the East (e.g.
Cotswolds £419,000; Cheltenham
£324,000), reducing profit margins and
making it less likely that the private sector
will deliver sufficient supply without public
intervention.

A) A population of
500,000 or more
(unless specific local
factors make this
unreasonable)

e Serves ~659,000 people, meeting MHCLG’s

expected population threshold of 500,000.

A ¢ Both councils exceed 300,000 (minimum
viability threshold is met) but fall below the
MHCLG preferred 500,000 (East:
~315,349, West: ~354,031).

B) Supports
efficiencies and value
for money for council
taxpayers

e Opportunities for economies of scale e.g.

across smaller specialist contracts for
services such as cyber and asbestos and

A ¢ Reduced duplication of lower tier services
and improved coordination between areas
such as transport, housing, and
regeneration.
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and supports the
council to withstand
financial shocks

resource to allow for flexible deployment
across the county.

Improves financial resilience to manage
imbalances in demand and cost between
different areas in the county.

Services like ASC and CSC are preserved
in their current state with senior capacity
maintained and increased workforce
resilience.

Current financial analysis indicates that a
1UA for Gloucestershire would be
established with a balanced budget on day
one. This assumes the full delivery of
unidentified savings required by all seven
councils between now and vesting day (1

Criterion Sub-criterion 1UA 2UA (East / West)

increased market influence to enable However, duplication of countywide service

market management. infrastructure e.g. two statutory officers for

Delivery of potential net revenue savings CSC, two core systems for CSC etc will

from reorganisation of ~£21.1m per annum. add in additional costs.
Delivery of potential net revenue savings
from reorganisation of ~£10.7m per annum
(split as ~ £4.9m for the East, and ~ £5.8m
for the West).

C) Improves capacity | G Enables pooling of specialist professional Opportunities to continue operating shared

service arrangements in a targeted way to
drive efficiencies and provide an increased
number of senior officers, potentially
resulting in increased capacity.

However, potential significant financial
burdens for the West in relation to ASC
(around the demand and cost of working
age adult placements).

Current financial analysis indicates that the
East council in a 2UA scenario would be
established with a day one general fund
surplus of ~ £21.9m. Whilst a West council
would be established with a day one
general fund deficit of ~ £21.9m. This
assumes the full delivery of unidentified
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transition costs

and legal structure, minimising transition
costs - estimated to be ~£21.3m. (Based on
the assumption of a continuing authority).
This includes lower costs of systems
migration e.g. no need to split out or
duplicate existing countywide systems such
as Liquidlogic; lower costs of statutory
senior officer roles as only one set of roles
is required; lower costs of setting up two
separate implementation portfolios to
manage transition etc.

Criterion Sub-criterion 1UA 2UA (East / West)
April 2028) and does not fully account for savings required by all seven councils
the impact of the fair funding review (subject between now and vesting day (1 April
to further detail from government). 2028) and does not fully account for the
impact of the fair funding review (subject to
further detail from government).
D) Manageable G Requires creation of only one new authority | A e Higher transition costs as governance and

activities would need to be undertaken
twice — currently estimated at ~ £30.1m.

¢ Specific examples of additional costs
incurred include the recruitment of two sets
of statutory officer roles, the increased
costs of disaggregation of core county wide
services and systems, the costs of setting
up two shadow authority structures.

3. High A) Improves local
quality, government and
sustainable service delivery,
services avoiding unnecessary
service fragmentation

Preserves current integrated delivery in
ASC, CSC, transport, and public health.
Also results in minimal disruption to current
multi-agency partnership arrangements.
There may be challenges in delivering
quality services across such a diverse

A e Opportunities to potentially strengthen local
partnerships with organisations within each
area.

¢ Services that require aggregation will have
a simpler journey as East / West will each
aggregate from three districts into one.
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

geography, but continued strong locality
working can help to mitigate this.

This involves the aggregation of six councils
into TUA, which is likely to be complex and
costly e.g. alignment of different policies etc.

e However, a 2UA will result in the likely

disaggregation of core countywide services
including ASC, CSC, education, transport,
public health, trading standards, and
libraries which could result in financial
viability considerations (e.g. in ASC given
the imbalance in demand and cost) as well
as variations in service delivery and offer
(e.g. in relation to public health services).
Under the provisions in the Fire and
Rescue Services Act 2004, fire and rescue
will need to move to non-local authority
governance, financial, and service
arrangement (i.e. the creation of an
independent fire and rescue authority),
which will incur additional net costs
(estimated to be c.£2.8m additional
pressures on day one for the new councils)
and may increase risk to sustainable
service provision.

B) Opportunity for
public service reform,
including instances
where this will lead to

¢ A larger organisation will have increased

scale, resilience, and influence in working
with local and national partners, driving
longer-term improvements including the
creation of a single trusted front door for

Enables each council to innovate locally
and make targeted investments in line with
local priorities with greater agility and
easier implementation, but at a potentially
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

4. Meets
local needs

improved value for
money

residents, a single data platform to drive
prevention and early intervention, and the
ability to innovate at scale quickly.

For example, in areas like health and social
care, a single larger organisation is likely to
have a stronger voice and influence as part
of the ICB in comparison with smaller
organisations.

reduced scale compared to countywide
delivery.

C) Improves delivery
of, or mitigates risk
to, negative impact
on crucial services

Allows flexible resource allocation across
the county, directing investment to areas of
highest demand such as ASC and CSC in
the West.

Consistent service standards for countywide
functions.

Preserves MASH arrangements and avoids
artificial borders that could disrupt education
and care placements.

A o Disaggregating core services such as
education, SEND, admissions, and
safeguarding systems risks disrupting end-
to-end care pathways, hospital discharge,
and home-to-school transport.

A) Meets local needs
and is informed by
local views

Findings from local engagement undertaken
with Gloucestershire residents in July 2025
indicated that 205 out of 225 residents (who
had a view on local government structures)
preferred a 1UA for Gloucestershire.

A ¢ Findings from local engagement
undertaken with Gloucestershire residents
indicated that 14 out of 225 residents (who
had a view on local government structures)
preferred a 2UA model. However, concerns
were raised in broader qualitative
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Criterion

Sub-criterion 1UA 2UA (East / West)
e Parts of the county’s strategic partner base commentary around fairness, division, and
(NHS, police, business networks) and the efficiency, with references to “creating a
VCFSE emphasised that a single rich side and a poor side of the county”.
accountable body could also simplify e Concerns were raised around large urban
engagement and reduce duplication across centres within each unitary dominating
multiple districts. However, some parish focus and resources, potentially leading to
councils and VCFSE groups raised rural areas receiving a lower standard of
concerns that this needs to be supported by service.
robust locality governance so that a TUA ¢ Risks include fragmentation where
does not feel more distant, especially in communities span boundaries or rely on
rural areas. countywide networks (e.g. education,
¢ The 1UA model reflects existing countywide safeguarding, housing).
delivery of ASC, CSC, public health and o Parts of the VCFSE warned that splitting
transport, noting that service leads the county may marginalise rural transition
supported retaining local operational areas such as the Severn Vale and North
footprints even under this arrangement. Cotswolds.
B) Improves / A ¢ Civic identity kept through 267 parish A ¢ Aligns with current district geographies.

mitigates risk to
issues of local
identity, cultural and
historic importance

councils, new city / town councils for
Gloucester and Cheltenham, and use of
local names and branding.

¢ Neighbourhood partnerships (30k—50k
population) bring decision-making closer to
communities and build on existing local
networks.

o Equalities impact assessment (EqlA)
analysis shows differing community
profiles: East combines Cheltenham’s
urban diversity with older rural areas, while
West combines Gloucester’s ethnic
diversity with rural Forest of Dean and
Stroud communities.
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

Area-based practice in ASC / CSC and
precedents from other unitaries show local
visibility can be maintained under a 1TUA
model.

Local engagement with residents raised
concerns that a unitary authority may not
recognise the individual places that have
their own unique identity. For example,
residents spoken to at the Coleford Music
Festival wanted to maintain the identity of
the Forest of Dean as a unique place.

However, several stakeholders noted that
smaller authorities don’t necessarily directly
correlate with improved community
engagement — the underlying structures
and design are crucial to success.
Findings from local engagement with
residents also highlighted that it could be
difficult to create local identities for each
unitary that do not revolve around the
largest towns which would exclude other
areas.

C) Addresses local
concerns

Risk of overcentralisation can be mitigated
by strong locality governance and retaining
local delivery (e.g. social work teams).

A 1UA enables countywide planning to
address inequalities (e.g. child poverty,
which is higher in West) while flexibly
allocating resources by place.

Unified capital and housing functions allow
targeted investment in local priorities, such
as brownfield regeneration in the West and
transport access in the East.

The West faces greater cost pressures due
to higher deprivation (indices of deprivation
- East: 12.71, West: 17.16); higher ASC
costs per resident (East: £405, West:
£629); and higher claimant rates (East:
13.79%, West: 17.87%).

Cross-boundary issues (e.g. housing,
transport, tech corridors, flood risk) require
joint working, limiting full localisation.
Unified capital and housing functions allow
targeted investment in local priorities, from
brownfield regeneration in the West to
transport access in the East.
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

A) Helps to support
devolution
arrangements /
unlock devolution

Gives Gloucestershire a single, unified
voice in national negotiations.

Streamlined governance and one point of
entry improve clarity for partners and
enhance the county’s profile when securing
investment and funding.

Unified leadership supports countywide
priorities such as housing, infrastructure,
skills, and transport, while preserving links
to both the South West and West Midlands
regional partnerships.

A

¢ No single voice for Gloucestershire overall

which could weaken influence in
negotiations but there may be improved
opportunities for each authority to tailor
devolution asks based on distinct priorities.
However, there is limited evidence to
support this.

B) Sensible
population size ratios
between local
authorities and any
strategic authority

Population sizes for potential combined
authority options being considered for
Gloucestershire just about meet the
minimum 1.5m benchmark set by
government as illustrated by the combined
population estimates below:
o Gloucestershire + WECA Core: 1.6m
o Gloucestershire + WECA (incl. North
Somerset): 1.81m
o Gloucestershire, Herefordshire and
Worcestershire: 1.45m (falls a little
short of the 1.5m threshold).

Opportunities for each UA to join potentially
different combined authorities due to
potential political divergence.

Two smaller Gloucestershire authorities
would cause concerns around meeting the
minimum 1.5m benchmark in all potential
combined authority scenarios, e.g.
Herefordshire and Worcestershire have a
combined population of ¢.806,000 so if only
one of the Gloucestershire authorities was
to form a combined authority with these two
areas, this would fall short of the minimum
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Criterion Sub-criterion 1UA 2UA (East / West)
o Gloucestershire, Oxfordshire + 1.5 million threshold (at a maximum, it
Swindon: 1.63m would be c.1.2m).

e However, concerns were noted around the ¢ In terms of relative size of two smaller
relative size of a single Gloucestershire Gloucestershire authorities compared with
unitary authority in comparison with other potential partners, this may be more
partners in a combined authority. For palatable. The populations of ¢.300,000-
example, in the case of a WECA option, 350,000 for Gloucestershire would not be
Gloucestershire would be the largest significantly higher than potential partners,
partner in WECA, with a population of c. particularly in the case of a WECA option.
659,276, compared to Bristol's ¢.472,400,

South Gloucestershire’s ¢.290,400 and Bath
and North East Somerset’s ¢.193,400
(population figures based on ONS 2021
census). This could potentially make a
single unitary less appealing for other
partners.
6. Local A) Enables stronger G e A 1UA removes districts but can create G e Smaller footprints could improve councillor

CHGEGT I community
and engagement
empowerme

nt

countywide frameworks for neighbourhood
partnerships, reducing duplication and
clarifying responsibilities.

o Effective engagement depends on
deliberate design; partners stressed the
need to “build in real localism” to avoid
perceptions of distance.

visibility and allow warding and committees
to reflect local settlement patterns.

o Effective engagement depends on
deliberate design; partners stressed the
need to “build in real localism” to avoid
perceptions of distance.
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

The 1UA model generates the largest
potential reorganisation savings (c.£21.1m
annual net savings), creating capacity to
invest in local forums co-designed with
partners including the Office of the Police
and Crime Commissioner (OPCC), ICB, and
the VCS Alliance.

e Service leads stressed that effective
engagement depends on design,
resources, and authority, not size alone.

B) Delivers genuine G A 1UA can formalise locality governance e A 2UA can formalise locality governance
opportunities for through neighbourhood partnerships and through neighbourhood partnerships and
neighbourhood area committees, co-designed with area committees, co-designed with
empowerment communities and partners — noting it may communities and partners — noting it may
be difficult on such a large footprint (OPCC, be difficult on such a large footprint (OPCC,
ICB, VCS Alliance). ICB, VCS Alliance).
Existing hubs and parish clusters can be e Concerns have been raised that removing
aligned to locality areas, ensuring services levels of government risks democratic
like ASC, CSC, and planning remain close deficit.
to residents, while using shared systems
and standards countywide.
Concerns have been raised that removing
levels of government risks democratic
deficit.
A) Ensures the new G Countywide plans and partnerships on o Strategic collaboration could continue

authority has /

climate, nature recovery, and flood risk (e.g.

through Climate Leadership
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

authorities have clear
capabilities to deliver
existing and future
climate and nature
plans

Climate Strategy, Local Nature Recovery
Strategy (LNRS), Lead Local Flood
Authority (LLFA) role) continue seamlessly
under a 1UA.

Scale enables coordinated budgets,
specialist teams, and single ownership of
assessments and bids, strengthening
capacity for investment and delivery.
Neighbourhood partnerships embed
environmental priorities locally, supporting
community-led climate and nature actions.

Gloucestershire, but duplication of plans
and scrutiny would add cost.

Requires countywide coordination on
cross-boundary issues (which can continue
to build on the success of partnerships
such as Climate Leadership
Gloucestershire).

The smaller scale of two unitary authorities
should not have an adverse impact on the
effectiveness.

B) Reflects local
priorities in areas with
sensitive landscapes
(e.g. Forest of Dean,
Cotswolds AONB).

Maintains single local plan, LNRS, and
biodiversity net gain framework, avoiding
fragmented policies across natural assets
and landscapes.

Supports countywide coordination of
infrastructure, flood schemes, and
biodiversity corridors while retaining local
tailoring through the proposed locality
arrangements.

Provides consistent planning approach on
issues like nutrient neutrality, with parish
and community networks shaping local
priorities.

Local initiatives such as Cheltenham’s Net
Zero Plan and Fairer Greener Forest could
be advanced under separate leadership.
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Criterion Sub-criterion 1UA 2UA (East / West)
C) Builds on existing | G Local climate programmes (e.g. Fairer G e Two councils could retain and develop
commitments (e.g. Greener Forest, Stroud Climate Action existing local climate plans, keeping
"Fairer Greener Network (CAN), Cheltenham net zero) can accountability close to members and
Forest", Climate continue with countywide support, funding communities.
Emergency and systems. Local ownership may strengthen
responses). A 1UA enables one climate plan, shared engagement, but alignment is needed on
datasets, and a single scrutiny framework to countywide priorities like emissions,
align priorities and track delivery. transport decarbonisation, and biodiversity.
Some partners highlighted through
engagement that 1UA simplifies
collaboration, supporting targeted
investment in rural, urban, and flood-risk
communities.
8. Civic A) Promotes civic A Countywide engagement tools and resident | A Both authorities would be able to develop

engagement
and
participative
democracy

engagement and
strengthens
participative
democracy

panels can be delivered at scale, avoiding
duplication across districts.

A single framework protects equal access to
participation for both rural parishes and
urban neighbourhoods.

Builds on local co-design pilots and VCFSE
partnerships, enabling grassroots
leadership within a countywide democratic
structure.

civic engagement strategies suited to their
geographies and communities.

Smaller councils could feel more accessible
to residents, with closer member—resident
links.

Given LGR will reduce the number of
elected councillors and create larger
electoral divisions, this will increase the
number of residents each councillor
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Criterion Sub-criterion 1UA 2UA (East / West)
e Given LGR will reduce the number of represents. This could risk a democratic
elected councillors and create larger deficit.
electoral divisions, this will increase the
number of residents each councillor
represents. This could risk a democratic
deficit.
g : A) Ability to tackle G o A 1UA enables countywide planning and A e Lack of countywide redistribution may leave
gra and disparities in wealth pooled resources to tackle disparities, the West struggling with higher deprivation
le setting up one unitary targeting regeneration in areas with lower (East: 12.71, West: 17.16) and demand
authority or two GDHlI, job density, and higher deprivation pressures (e.g. ASC costs per resident
unitary authorities (notably in the West). East: £405, West: £629 and Adults with no
¢ Avoids postcode inequality by ensuring qualifications East: 13,375 per 100,000,
consistent access to services and funding West: 16,169 per 100,000).
across the county. ¢ Risks include divergence in neighbourhood
o Strengthens Gloucestershire’s case for regeneration and reduced ability to deliver
levelling up and national investment by countywide programmes to close equalities
presenting one accountable body. gaps.
B) Prioritises G e Shared datasets enable consistent targeting | G e The West may face difficulty funding high-
vulnerable residents of unmet need (e.g. higher child poverty need regeneration without redistribution,
and community-level rates in the West). exposing resource and commissioning
regeneration ¢ Countywide safeguarding boards and gaps. However, funding may become more
integrated commissioning are retained, readily available to the West as their
while services continue to deliver locally relative deprivation would no longer be
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

through hubs, schools, and VCSFE
partners.

A 1UA simplifies cross-cutting delivery (e.g.
mental health, housing, substance misuse)
and links neighbourhood action plans to
countywide priorities.

hidden by the averages of the West and
East combined.

C) Ability to balance
financial sustainability
with service levels

Consolidation of contracts, systems, and
infrastructure delivers savings in back-office
functions, allowing reinvestment in frontline
and preventative services.

A single commissioning function
strengthens market position in areas such
as ASC and SEND, reducing fragmentation
and securing better value.

Countywide reserves and income provide
flexibility to sustain high-cost services and
manage financial risk across the whole
area.

Countywide dedicated schools grant (DSG)
deficit projected to reach ~£234m by vesting
day (1 April 2028). If statutory override is
not maintained or an alternative solution
implemented, then both a 1TUA and 2UA
would face significant financial risks.

A e Each authority would have its own
independent medium term financial
strategy (MTFS) and budgets which can be
aligned with local service priorities.

e The West faces higher ASC demand and
costs (ASC costs per resident East: £405,
West: £629) and CSC costs (CSC costs
per resident East: £129, West: £156),
creating greater budget pressure without
access to countywide reserves or subsidy.

e Countywide DSG deficit projected to reach
~£234m by vesting day (1 April 2028). If
statutory override is not maintained or an
alternative solution implemented, then both
a 1TUA and 2UA would face significant
financial risks.

o The impact of the fair funding is currently
unknown, presenting further financial
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Criterion

Sub-criterion

1UA

2UA (East / West)

e The impact of the fair funding review is
currently, presenting further financial
uncertainty to both 1TUA and 2UA scenarios.

uncertainty to both 1UA and 2UA
scenarios.
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The New Councils: Future Operating Model

LGR is a chance to reshape how councils in Gloucestershire work. To deliver
better, more sustainable services and tackle inequalities, clear and consistent
future operating models (FOM) are essential.

This section outlines how the new councils could engage with residents,
collaborate with partners, and operate internally. While the final model will be
decided by future council leaders, this proposal offers a framework to support
long-term resilience, local decision-making, and community-focused service
delivery.

Our Opportunity to Modernise

Gloucestershire is in a unique position — ready to harness its strengths whilst
fundamentally transforming to address some its challenges, ultimately improving
outcomes and delivery of high-quality services for all residents, businesses, and
staff.

Through LGR, the new councils can take advantage of:

o Simplified access to services making it easier for residents to get the
help they need without having to be passed between councils.

« A strategic approach to prevention and integration across social care,
public health, environmental health, leisure, housing, and other services.
Given Gloucestershire’s higher than average ageing population, this
approach is key to future demand management and financial sustainability.

o Opportunities to partner with local organisations. Gloucestershire
already has great foundations to build on — like our place-based family and
youth hubs across the county and the Ow Bist Community Hub®4 in
Cinderford. Ow Bist is a great example due to its co-designed ethos; the
community named the building and shaped its offer, which blends council,
health, and VCFSE services.

e Accelerated opportunities for transformation enabled by shared
intelligence and predictive analytics. Housing and homelessness are an
example of how a more integrated operating model can enable more
evidence-driven and predictive responses for vulnerable people.

e Fresh impetus for broader public service reform across
Gloucestershire to address service modernisation, integration, prevention,
and demand pressures.

5 www.fvaf.org.uk/owbist
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Our Design Principles
We’'ve set out clear design principles to guide every decision behind our FOMs:

Values-led: everything we do will be rooted in clear values and led by
outcomes — doing the right thing for the people of Gloucestershire.

People at the heart: we're here for all our people, businesses, and
communities — everyone is equally valued. We design with people, not for
the, building relationships rooted in listening, trust, transparency, and
inclusivity. Our ambition is to create places and services that actively
support wellbeing and happiness, helping everyone to thrive.

Locality-focused: our commitment to localities means real place-based
working, genuine co-production, and enabling community-led
delivery. One size won't fit all, and we will support different places in
different ways.

Online by default and accessible for all: our strategic ‘online by default’
culture maximises the impact of technology, simplifying and automating our
processes, with alternative provision where it is desired or needed, so that
nobody is left behind. And as we innovate, we stay mindful of the
environmental and ethical impact of our digital choices.

Collective ownership: we’ll drive collective ownership throughout the new
councils with a ‘one-team ethos’. This empowers service leads, managers,
and staff to make smart, local decisions and adapt quickly to what our
communities need most.

Partnerships with purpose: our partnership working will be purposeful
to make a positive difference to our communities and achieve shared goals.
Every delivery model is shaped by what works best for each place, not by a
one-size-fits-all approach.

Intelligence led decision-making: We will harness evidence to spot things
early, be proactive, influence strategy, and drive meaningful change - using
data and insights to improve service delivery and ways of working.

A great place to work: we’'ll value, train, and care for an agile and resilient
workforces, building clear career pathways and enabling development of
specialist service experts, multi-skilled individuals, and those that want to
move between service areas. We champion a diverse and inclusive
workforces that reflects our communities, promoting equality, equity,
and belonging for all.
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Key Components of Our FOMs
With our design principles as our foundation, we’re clear about what this means in
practice.

Two-way engagement and a first point of contact for residents, businesses,
and the community

Each unitary authority could have its own in-house engagement capability but with
consistent features:

Fostering participation and co-creation with neighbourhoods and other
communities to encourage genuine partnership working and empowerment;
exploring investment in community assets, libraries, and outreach to
support place-based access and digital inclusion.

Wherever possible, ensuring that services feel consistent and connected,
powered by shared customer data, especially for those with complex or
multiple needs.

Blending digital self-service and effective triage (enabled by Al, including
voice and chat automation) to free up our people to provide higher value,
personal services.

Utilising resident and community demand data and insights to feed
neighbourhood and community support, commissioning, and corporate
planning, which will allow the councils to use data to drive decisions and
improvements.

Bringing together frontline and place-based service delivery for residents,
businesses, and communities

There may be some common service delivery features and principles adopted by
each authority including:

High-risk, regulated, and a range of other services are likely to stay in-
house (or potentially even be brought in house) to protect quality, value,
and flexibility.

A workforce that blends specialist staff, who understand the technical
nuance and risks of frontline services, with flexible, multi-skilled staff, who
can provide challenge and strong leadership.

Visible and responsive services in local areas through place-based forums
and outreach which adapts to diverse populations and cultural needs.
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A seamless flow of contact, triage, and resolution into operational teams —
with clear service standards and safeguarded pathways for urgent or high-
risk cases.

Commissioning in-house specialist capabilities associated with services the
councils acquire externally

Each unitary authority could have its own in-house commissioning capability which
can commission based on local market conditions and demand / supply in each
area. The councils would also seek to:

Strategic commissioning capabilities to link insight, market knowledge,
service needs, and outcomes (aligned to the corporate strategy and
community needs).

Lead with intelligence — using demand, neighbourhoods, and supply
insights to drive every decision so that they are outcomes-focused and
needs-based.

Joint working with partners built on trust and shared goals (not necessarily
always full-service integration), enabled by strong governance and clear
exit strategies.

An ethos of continuous review and improvement, making sure services
remain resident-focused and outcome-driven, encouraging maximum value
for money.

Note: An initial view of potential delivery models for core service areas (i.e.
commissioned, shared services, in-house), is set out in Appendix 6: Proposed
Service Delivery Models (noting that ultimately the final decisions on these will be
for the new authorities).

Strategic enablement: driving the councils’ strategic direction,
transformation agenda, and operational excellence

Each unitary authority will need its own strategic enablement capabilities to lead
direction, retain decision-making sovereignty, and deliver on its political and
strategic priorities. These teams will help drive:

Coordination of corporate strategy, transformation, and financial
performance to ensure alignment and accountability across the council.

A robust business partnering model turning strategy into action. Central
teams will manage systems, standards, and high-volume transactions, with
business partners embedded within or alongside directorates.
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e Insight and performance information will flow both ways between services
and strategic leadership, enabling real-time learning, smarter resource use,
and targeted interventions.

e Investment in the right tools, skills, and culture, pairing data with human
judgement and local context to ensure decisions are ethical, inclusive, and
effective.

o Outcome-driven performance management — using insight to monitor
progress, drive change, and enable services to reach their full potential for
residents.

Shared Services Between East and West Gloucestershire
Gloucestershire already leads the way in shared services, delivering
consistent, efficient, and cost-effective solutions like waste collection and
environmental management across up to eight councils. Where scale, specialist
expertise, or infrastructure matter, collaboration just makes sense.

For most children’s and adults’ social care functions, it is essential that each
authority delivers its own services, led by dedicated professionals who know their
communities best and are empowered to make decisions locally. High-quality, safe
support for vulnerable children and adults depends on clear lines of accountability
and strong local leadership - an approach adopted by the vast majority of councils
across England because it delivers results. The new authorities may wish to
explore shared service models in areas such as:

e Archives: splitting physical and digital collections would be costly,
disruptive, and face significant legal challenges, with no benefit to residents.
A single, shared archive service protects access, quality, and value.

o Coroners: Gloucestershire’s coroner area boundary is already set by the
Ministry of Justice under the Coroners and Justice Act 2009. Keeping a
countywide service avoids unnecessary boundary changes and preserves
specialist expertise.

e Registrars: a shared approach is key to financial resilience, especially with
demand varying so widely across the county. Pooling resources ensures a
sustainable, high-quality service for all.

« Waste and environmental services: the Ubico model already successfully
delivers for seven councils. Expanding this shared service across two new
authorities will drive even greater efficiency, without compromising on
delivery.
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Gloucestershire’s Shared Waste Services

Ubico Ltd is Gloucestershire’s shared environmental powerhouse. delivering
frontline services for eight councils, comprising all seven in the county as well as
West Oxfordshire. Teckal-compliant and council-owned, Ubico has set the
standard since 2011/12 for cost-effective, flexible alternatives to outsourcing.

From waste and recycling collections to street cleansing, fly-tip response, grounds
maintenance, fleet management, and even cemetery care, Ubico covers it all.
Every service is tailored to local priorities but delivered with the consistency and
efficiency only a shared model can offer.

Despite being in a shared service arrangement, each service is tailored to local
policies and priorities set by the individual councils across Gloucestershire and
West Oxfordshire.

There have been a range of benefits to all councils, including:

o Cost efficiency through centralised senior management, support services,
fleet management and procurement

« Consistent, high-quality service delivery with flexibility for local policy
differences

« Back-office savings and simplified contract management
« Operational resilience, with cross-council support and standardisation

« Centralised expertise in environmental service provision, fleet
management and maintenance, environmental compliance, service change
and innovation, and programme management.
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The New Councils: Workforce

The workforce approach builds directly on the strategic ambitions proposed in the
FOMs. The new councils’ FOMs provide an opportunity to reimagine what it
means to work for our councils and to invest in continuing to develop a diverse,
valued, and multi-skilled workforce that represents, and is best placed to
service, Gloucestershire’s residents and communities.

By reshaping how we attract, develop, and empower staff, we unlock greater
mobility, clearer career pathways, and the chance to embed a culture of
innovation and continuous improvement across services.

Gloucestershire’s Workforce Challenges

Our workforce is talented and dedicated, but we're not immune to the
pressures facing local government. LGR is our chance to tackle these challenges
head-on and build a workforce that’s resilient, inclusive, and future-ready.

¢ Recruitment and retention: stability is impacted by competition for talent,
especially in social care, education, and technical roles. To attract and keep
the best, we need to offer more than just a job. Flexible working is
increasingly expected, and career pathways could better reflect diverse
progression routes.

e Diversity and representation: there are gaps in workforce diversity, with
underrepresentation in some roles and areas. Promoting Gloucestershire’s
strengths more widely can help attract a broader range of talent.

¢ Wellbeing and change fatigue: staff are under pressure, particularly in
middle management and specialist roles. A stronger focus on wellbeing and
open communication can help build cultures that embrace change and
support growth, ready for what comes next.

o Skills for the future: rapid technological change means we must invest in
digital and data skills across all roles. Updating job structures and
expanding access to learning will help build confident, adaptable workforces
ready to lead transformation.

Unlocking New Opportunities for Our Workforce

LGR provides a unique moment to reshape how our councils engage, support, and
develop their workforce. By aligning people strategies with the broader
transformation agenda, we can unlock new potential and build future-ready
organisations.

Through LGR the councils can:
¢ Reset organisational culture by embedding inclusive values, energising
teams, and empowering staff to shape services. This fresh start unites
colleagues through adoption of new behaviours, attracts new talent, and
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creates real ownership and pride, across every corner of Gloucestershire.
By putting wellbeing and resilience at the centre, we’ll tackle change fatigue
and build workforces that are more connected, motivated, and driven by a
shared mission.

Strengthen recruitment and retention by reducing internal competition for
talent, enabling more flexible resource sharing, and creating clearer
pathways for retraining and upskilling. Structural changes, such as refining
spans of control and smarter job design, can improve efficiency and clarity -
especially important in high-demand areas like social care, education,
planning, and technical services. LGR will allows the councils to become
more attractive employers, offering rewarding careers and development
opportunities.

Build skills and capability by investing in digital literacy, data
competence, and shared training — raising standards and opening-up new
career routes. We’'ll close skills gaps in areas like Al, development
operations, data analysis, and data engineering, competing with the private
sector and positioning the councils as forward-thinking employers, ready to
meet future challenges with confidence. And by sharing these skills with
wider partners and the community, we’ll boost employment prospects and
deliver real social value.

Support diverse career pathways by recognising the value of both
specialists and generalists and creating structures that reward horizontal
and vertical progression equally. Through investing in specialist skills — like
commissioning, contract management, market shaping, and quality
assurance — we’ll help staff feel more valued for their unique strengths and
open up fulfilling career journeys within each organisation.

Promote workforce diversity and representation by setting the standard
for an inclusive workplace. Addressing persistent gaps in representation
and removing cultural and structural barriers in recruitment and
progression, we’ll build workforces that better reflects the communities they
serve and where everyone can thrive.

Gloucestershire's Workforce Priorities
Through collaboration across all seven councils, we’ve identified opportunities to
shape workforces that can deliver on Gloucestershire’s bold vision and ambitions:
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1. Create a ‘fresh start’ for the new organisational cultures, marking the
opportunity to reset organisational identity and behaviours following
reform, creating more inclusive and energising environments.

LGR offers a valuable opportunity to reset organisational cultures. It's a chance to
reaffirm shared values, refresh our identities, and foster more dynamic, inclusive
workplaces. By moving beyond legacy behaviours and empowering staff to shape
the new cultures, we’ll boost morale, strengthen engagement, and inspire pride in
each council’s future.

2. Accelerate digital confidence and capability: Reflects the commitment
to equip staff with digital skills and tools.

We’re embedding digital, data and technology (DDaT) at the core of the new
councils, backed by real investment in upskilling our people so that they have the
tools and support they need to thrive. By expanding graduate schemes and digital
apprenticeships, we’ll build workforces that are digitally confident, ready to innovate,
and equipped to deliver modern, responsive public services.

3. Design inclusive career pathways, reflecting the commitment to
support both specialist and generalist progression by creating flexible,
transparent career routes that value diverse skills and aspirations.

We're committed to clear, flexible career pathways that let both specialists and
generalists thrive, without being pushed into unsuitable management roles. Current
structures often lack the flexibility to support dual career tracks, which can limit the
development of specialist expertise. By valuing every route equally, supporting
career exploration, and being transparent about role expectations, we unlock talent
at every level. And for regulated professions, such as S151 officers, we’ll keep the
depth and accreditation that excellence requires.

4. Championing diversity of thought and inclusive behaviours,
highlighting the importance of embedding equity and inclusion in
recruitment, leadership, and everyday practice.

LGR is our platform to embed inclusive practices and celebrate diversity of thought
at every level. We're tackling underrepresentation head-on, making sure all staff
feel seen, heard, and valued. Our priorities include inclusive recruitment, diverse
leadership pipelines, and open dialogue across teams. By championing different
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perspectives and lived experiences, we’'ll strengthen decision-making, build
community trust, and create workforces that truly reflect the population they serve.

5. Building leadership capability — referring to the qualities, skills, and
support needed for leaders to guide teams effectively through change
and deliver high-quality services.

Strong leadership is key to navigating change and delivering high-quality services.
LGR creates valuable opportunities to grow leadership at every level. Through
shared training, mentoring, and clear development pathways, the councils can
support leadership growth while defining the qualities needed for the future. By
investing in our leaders, we’ll boost confidence, enhance engagement, and equip
managers to lead with clarity, empathy, and purpose — amplifying the strengths
already thriving across our teams.

6. Creating anchor institutions for the wellbeing of our communities

The 2021 Gloucestershire Director of Public Health’s annual report “Sources of
Strength”%5 described how ‘anchor organisations’ can support community health and
wellbeing and help tackle inequalities in their places. Anchor organisations like the
new unitary councils will take direct action in areas like employment policies,
procurement, buildings, the environment, and place-shaping — leveraging our assets
and influence for local benefit. As two of Gloucestershire’s largest employers, we'll
lead by example.

7. Supporting staff who may not continue in the new unitary councils

LGR is also about looking after our people. For those not transitioning into new
roles within the new organisations, we’ll offer tailored support — including CV writing,
interview preparation, and access to redeployment resources — so that everyone
feels respected, empowered, and ready for their next step. This compassionate
approach values individual contributions and helps maintain positive organisational
cultures throughout the change.

55 www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/nb5dugc1/dph-report-2021-sources-of-strength.pdf
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The New Councils: Digital, Data, and Technology

Designing Digitally-Enabled Organisations for Gloucestershire

Since the announcement of LGR, we’'ve worked with the Local Government
Association (LGA) and other councils who've already navigated this process to
understand the realistic opportunities and learn from their experiences in Digital,
Data and Technology (DDaT) transformation. This collaborative approach has
enabled us to identify opportunities, challenges, and best practices, ensuring that
our DDaT aspirations are informed by real-world experience and aligned with the
government’s digital blueprint28.

Putting residents and communities first is at the core of our DDaT approach.
We’re designing digital services that work for everyone — whatever their age,
ability, or access to technology. While we’re investing in DDaT to improve
outcomes and experiences, we recognise that not everyone can or wants to
access services online. We’'ll continue to offer alternative ways to get support and
information, ensuring that no one is left behind.

Our DDaT vision is to transform the experience of local public services,
designing organisations that are truly fit for the digital age: innovative, efficient,
and built to meet the expectations and needs of our local people, communities,
and staff.

By bringing together county and district services across two unitaries, we can
simplify and standardise services, so every resident enjoys a consistently good
experience — no matter where they live or what service they use. This means
easier access, less confusion, and no need to repeat information or navigate
multiple systems. It allows us to focus resources where they are needed most,
respond quickly, and deliver joined-up, reliable support. Ultimately, we’re building
councils that are more efficient, more responsive, and better able to meet the
needs of our communities.

What Do We Mean by Digital, Data, and Technology?

Digital: we're creating an empowered and user-centred culture — investing in the
right skills and tools to deliver seamless, end-to-end online services that people
choose to use because they’re simple and effective.

Data: we’ll use data strategically and ethically to drive smarter decisions and
deliver personalised support. At the heart of our data use will be secure and
ethical data sharing, improving interoperability across systems, and using insights
to redesign services around real need.

56 www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-blueprint-for-modern-digital-government
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Technology: our approach is robust, secure, and flexible — from cloud and low-
code to open-source tools and responsible use of Al. We'll deliver resilient,
scalable systems that support innovation and work together effortlessly, so every
experience feels joined-up and intuitive.

What Difference Will Designing Digitally Enabled Organisations Make?
vy
O Q Our residents and businesses across Gloucestershire will access

services that are consistent, proactive, accessible, and responsive —
joined-up across the councils and their partners. By using data smartly

(where it makes sense to rather than ‘just because’), we’'ll deliver the right support

at the right time, cutting out repetition and confusion. Whether its online, by phone,

via email, or face-to-face, everyone gets the same reliable service. And because

digital exclusion is real, we’re committed to making sure that everyone —

regardless of how they choose to engage — can access the support and services
they need.

@) O Our communities will have more opportunities than ever to shape
O services and share their views. Digital platforms will make it easier
to access data, share views, respond to consultations, and work in
partnership with us — building fairness, trust, and real empowerment.
This means communities are enabled to respond to local issues themselves, as
well as target support and resources where they are needed most, strengthening
local resilience.

Our staff will have the right tools and connected systems, working
in cultures that champions learning and collaboration. Routine tasks
will be automated, freeing up time for complex work and
collaboration within and outside the organisations. We’'ll trust our staff to
experiment, adapt, and grow, supporting them every step of the way to build new
skills.

O Our leadership will have real-time, high-quality insights at their
™\ fingertips, enabling confident, informed decisions. With LGR unlocking
00 joined-up data, we’ll see across systems, anticipate future needs,
() and target resources where they’ll have the greatest impact.
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Our new unitary authorities will be better equipped to manage

demand, streamline processes, and evolve services in innovative ways.

By harnessing digital and data capabilities, we'll break away from

traditional models of local government service delivery, enabling more

targeted support and adaptive operating models. We’re committed to

becoming employers of choice: attracting and retaining talented people by
fostering modern, inclusive, purpose-driven workplaces where staff feel
empowered to make a real difference.

Our partners will benefit from shared platforms, ethically aligned

data, and collaborative delivery, making it easier to work across

organisational boundaries. We'll reduce duplication, remove barriers,
O O O and create seamless experiences for people using services across

()7 (different agencies.

Strategic Components of Our Approach

DDaT sits at the heart of Gloucestershire’s transformation. We've identified seven
key areas that will help us turn our ambition into action — each focused on
delivering better outcomes for residents, communities, and businesses.

Transformative leadership

Our leadership will encourage bold innovation — challenging the status quo and
championing joined-up services across teams, organisations, and sectors.
Leaders will foster a culture where experimentation is encouraged, help remove
barriers, and use data to make informed decisions. They’ll empower staff to ‘build,
test, learn’, embracing continuous improvement over perfection at the first
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iteration. They’ll ask the right questions, equip staff with the tools to answer them,
and act confidently on what data reveals.

Adaptive operating model

We’'ll adopt reusable common components wherever possible, ensuring data
portability and a consistent user experience across services.

All services will be online by default (with alternative channels available),
underpinned by a single digital process regardless of contact channel. We'll
remove unnecessary hand-offs, reduce duplication, and make it simpler and
quicker for residents to get what they need. By joining forces with partners across
the public and voluntary sectors, we’ll deliver a simple and consistent experience
across the whole system.

Data-informed decisions

Traditionally, local government has faced challenges with fragmented datasets —
both within and between organisations — making early intervention difficult. LGR
offers a real opportunity to break down these silos, joining up services and data to
enable earlier intervention, faster responses, and more effective prevention.
Evidence-based decision making and investment in analytics, predictive
modelling, and Al will better equip us to anticipate demand and drive
continuous improvement.

Robust data governance is non-negotiable. We'll use information safely, securely,
and ethically — joining up across services and with partners when there is consent
and clear purpose. Clear principles and accountability will guide how we use Al
and data, building trust and delivering value responsibly.

The new unitary authorities will enable the implementation of a joined-up predictive
analytics platform across adult and children’s services, education, housing, and
health. By pooling data that used to be locked in districts and county silos, the
system will help identify early warning signs of safeguarding risks — such as school
absence, housing instability, or repeat A&E visits — and trigger coordinated
interventions when needed. In our MASH, for example, we’ll enable real-time data
sharing across agencies, standardised data formats and dashboards, predictive
analysis to identify risk earlier, standardisation of risk thresholds, and automation
of routine processes (e.g. triage and referrals).

Customer-centred services

Customer experience and our approach to digital must go hand-in-hand.
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For each council, our aim is to deliver intuitive, accessible, and consistently
high-quality online services for all residents and customers - putting them at
the heart of our service design. One phone number. One website. An integrated
digital front door — incorporating tools like live chat and chatbots for 24/7
availability. With smart digital tools and Al, we’'ll track progress on cases, keep
people updated, and resolve issues faster, freeing up our staff to focus on
supporting people with more complex needs.

We'll build public trust through transparency — open dashboards showing our
performance, reliability, and commitment to high standards. By connecting
information across services, we’'ll build a fuller picture of our communities’ needs
and respond with care.

User-centred design and continuous improvement will be our standard. We
will test new services and features with real users, gather feedback, and keep
improving, so that what we deliver is always intuitive, accessible, and genuinely
useful. This will help us to identify and address issues early, refine our services,
and make sure our services work for everyone.

Learning culture

We’'re creating cultures where curiosity is celebrated, change is embraced, and
learning never stops. We'll blend the best of our existing strengths with our
appetite for more experimentation, collaboration, and continuous learning.

We’'ll learn from the best — partnering with national initiatives like the LGA and the
Government Digital Service to improve digital consistency across the sector and
drawing inspiration from places that have already led the way, like Greater
Manchester and Data Mill North. We'll bring together the councils, NHS,
universities, technology start-ups, and other partners to pilot bold new ideas and
turn innovation into action.

We’'ll invest in digital skills at every level, including digital apprenticeships, to build
workforces that can deliver and sustain transformation.

Listening to our residents and stakeholders

To build online services that are truly inclusive and genuinely responsive to our
residents' expectations and needs, we must actively listen to them and recognise
the digital exclusion challenges across the county.

Our digital engagement approach will support Gloucestershire’s residents and
communities to easily provide feedback, join resident panels, and co-design
services. Aligned to our proposed locality arrangements, we’ll make appropriate
data and insights available so that our communities are empowered to shape
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solutions to local concerns and issues. By teaming up with partners like the
VCSFE and parish councils, we’ll boost digital skills and deliver meaningful digital
engagement.

We'll use data and digital platforms to tailor engagement by location, interest, or
demographics. Robust feedback loops, co-design practices, and
transparency will improve inclusive service delivery and build trust with our
residents.

And we're committed to true accessibility. If digital isn’t an option, we’ll meet
people where they are — by phone, in person, or through trusted local partners.

Regardless of the contact channel, the process and experience must feel
consistent, joined up, and fair, ensuring that no one is left behind in our digital
transformation.

Robust infrastructure

The success of the new councils will fundamentally rely on robust and dependable
technology foundations. We'll ensure our infrastructures, devices, applications,
and data are up-to-date, secure, resilient, and dependable.

We’ll move to the cloud-based platforms where it makes sense. But we won't just
simply replace legacy systems in the cloud — we’ll seize every chance to
transform services, using flexible, open-source solutions to promote
transparency, efficiency, and innovation.

Every investment in our infrastructure will be futureproof: cyber-secure,
sustainable, and built to last. We'll set clear design principles to prioritise
standardisation and interoperability. Environmental sustainability will be a key
consideration, ensuring our technology decisions support the councils’ broader
climate and carbon reduction commitments.

We’'ll equip teams with the right digital tools - like low-code platforms - to design,
test, and launch new solutions at speed, scale, and lower cost. We’'ll tackle
‘shadow IT’ — where tools, apps, or systems are procured without the approval of
the central DDaT service — to ensure every technology decision is strategic,
centralised, and fully aligned with our DDaT ambitions.

Our DDaT investments must go beyond devices and platforms to include
connectivity. While most of Gloucestershire already enjoys superfast broadband,
we'll close the gaps, especially in rural and digitally excluded areas. As unitary
councils we’ll be better placed to coordinate infrastructure investment, work with
national programmes, and ensure that all communities, regardless of geography,
can benefit from modern, reliable, and inclusive digital services.

79



Official - Financial

Summary

Designing digitally enabled councils for Gloucestershire isn’t just bold, it's
essential. We’re laying the foundations for modern, responsive, and inclusive
organisations.

The risk of not embedding a clear digital strategy and robust DDaT foundations
from day one is real. Without it, we risk building on fragmented systems, outdated
processes, and inconsistent data — driving up costs, slowing progress, and limiting
our ability to innovate, collaborate, and meet rising expectations.

Our case studies (Appendix 2) already show how digital is improving outcomes
across the county, streamlining services, and supporting those who need us most.
But the real opportunity lies ahead: working together to deliver consistent, high-
quality outcomes for everyone who lives, works, or visits Gloucestershire.

As we move through the phases of LGR, our strategy will balance innovation with
stability. We’ll embed customer focus from the outset and set a clear roadmap for
future transformation.

Ultimately, our DDaT ambitions will enable us to become proactive councils that
deliver meaningful outcomes. Our new councils will feel modern, human, and
trustworthy - designed around the people we serve and powered by the best
of digital, technology and data insight.
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The New Councils: Democratic Arrangements

We’re creating two strong, focused councils, each with a clear vision for
their area, championing local priorities while working together in
Gloucestershire’s wider interest.

Local members will be strong representatives and true community leaders,
deeply connected to local priorities and aspirations, clearly accountable for
services, and powerful convenors who bring people and partners together to
deliver real impact.

Merging the county and district councils into two new unitary authorities will
simplify local government, making it easier for residents to engage with the
council, with local members at the heart of that relationship.

While some services will be shared, members on each council will ensure
services are tailored to local needs and will hold services to account.

Right now, electoral arrangements across seven councils mean that every year
sees a council election in at least one part of the county. This new model brings
coherence, clarity, and a stronger voice for every part of Gloucestershire.

Council Number of Electoral cycle Next election
Councillors

Gloucestershire 55 All out May 2029

County Council every 4 years

Cheltenham 40 Elected in halves | May 2026

Borough Council every 2 years May 2028

Cotswold District 34 All out May 2027

Council every 4 years

Forest of Dean 38 All out May 2027

District Council every 4 years

Gloucester City 39 All out May 2028

Council every 4 years

Stroud District 51 All out May 2028

Council every 4 years

Tewkesbury 38 All out May 2027

Borough Council every 4 years

Total 295

Table 9: Current electoral arrangements

Creating two unitary councils will streamline local democracy, reduce
councillor numbers, and create a more stable political landscape for
Gloucestershire. But this isn’t just about efficiency, it’s about strengthening
local voices.

We’re committed to enhancing democracy, not diluting it. Both new councils will

be built around a culture that empowers local members to lead, listen, and act on
what matters most to their communities.
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To ensure fair and effective representation from day one, we’ll use the existing
county council divisions - recently reviewed and electorally balanced - avoiding the
disruption of an immediate boundary review. This provides a solid, balanced
foundation for local democracy, with electoral equality built in.

The result? A simpler, stronger, and more accountable system, designed to
serve every part of Gloucestershire better.

To ensure strong local representation and capacity from day one, each ward /
division will elect two councillors. Using the existing recently reviewed county
council divisions avoids the need for an immediate boundary review. In contrast,
current district ward boundaries aren't fit for purpose: unequal elector ratios and
inconsistent structures (single-, double-, and triple-member wards) make them
unworkable for a modern, unified council.

This approach delivers:
e A West council with 58 members and an East council with 52, a total
reduction of 185 councillors.
e Elector ratios of 1:4,454 in the West and 1:4,503 in the East, slightly above
the average for similar unitary councils, but well within a fair and functional
range.

Our councillor-to-elector ratio ensures:
e Capacity to lead through transition while staying closely connected to
communities.
¢ Representation across large, rural divisions with multiple parishes.
e Clear democratic accountability from day one, with councillors who are
visible, accessible, and responsive representatives of their communities.

In time, a boundary review will help streamline representation further -
reducing reliance on two-member divisions and making it even easier for residents
to know who represents them.

Our governance will be built on four core principles:
e A clear voice for Gloucestershire

Easier collaboration across the public sector

Strong transparency and accountability

Community needs at the heart of every decision.

We'll deliver strong, responsive governance through clear leadership, local
empowerment, and deep community connection. We’'ll deliver this through:

e Bold, visible leadership from a Leader and Cabinet in each council,
driving collaboration and playing a leading role in the future Combined
Authority.

e Engaged, flexible scrutiny that brings together all political groups - and
where needed, external voices - to shape policy and hold decisions to
account. We will use creative, constructive approaches to scrutiny, working
at both a strategic and a local level to make sure we’re meeting the needs
of our communities.
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Proud civic leadership, preserving the heritage of Gloucester and
Cheltenham while elevating their roles at the heart of each new unitary
council. The Chair of the council and strong ties with the Lord Lieutenancy
will uphold county-wide identity and tradition.

Local decision-making power through area planning committees,
handling planning and other place-based matters where local knowledge
matters most.

Neighbourhood Partnerships that reflect real communities and local
priorities, shaping services, guiding funding, and driving community-led
development.

A stronger role for Town and Parish Councils, backed by a jointly owned
charter and new opportunities to take on devolved powers, tailored to each
council’s appetite and capacity.

Real opportunities for children and young people to share their views
and help shape the decisions that affect them.

A culture of participation, with co-production and engagement embedded
in how we work, reaching every community, including those in non-parished
areas.
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The New Councils: Empowering Gloucestershire — Our New

Locality Arrangements

Unitarisation provides us with a unique opportunity to rewire the connections
between places, people, and organisations. Since the English Devolution White
Paper was issued, the seven councils in Gloucestershire have worked together to
reimagine our system, with local places at its heart. The result is a proposal to
unlock the strengths in our community organisations, in our diverse places, and
above all, in the people of Gloucestershire.

Our council Leaders are united in a desire to shift the extent and quality of
community empowerment. We want to take the best of our smaller scale,
localised, good practices - delivered by councils and key partners — and scale it
up, making it central to how we work as new councils.

Grounding our approach in evidence

Gloucestershire’s seven councils have worked closely with key local associations
and organisations to understand what truly empowers communities and to map the
strengths of our current system. We've also drawn on insights from over 20 unitary
councils with area-based arrangements and conducted a thorough review of
national best practice. Our early conclusions were clear: given the scale and
diversity of the East and West Gloucestershire councils, a neighbourhood
approach is essential - for our future accountability, effectiveness, and cohesion.

Among many learning points, the following stand out:

Trust and consistency matter: Too often, new unitary councils have
struggled to deliver the locality promises set out in their proposals, risking
trust — especially with parishes and the VCFSE sector. Our approach puts
long-term relationships and trust at the heart of everything we do.

A priority for the whole of both new councils: Neighbourhood
arrangements are not an ‘add-on’. To deliver prevention, participation, and
wellbeing, good practice cannot be confined to a neighbourhood model.
Leadership, culture, and structure must be joined up and laser-
focused on empowering communities.

Community development drives real change: Unitary councils have
made strides on using area-based arrangements to act on visible economic
and environmental issues, but many have found tackling health,
inequalities, and social challenges at the neighbourhood level has been
tougher. By applying resources and focus to community development,
working hand-in-hand with the VCFSE and NHS, we will unlock better
outcomes. In our model, the role of public health is central - bridging the
priorities and capacities of health and local government systems.
Area-based approaches build stronger communities: The evidence is
clear: when councils work across sectors and issues, communities thrive.
But a top-down, overly formal approach stifles innovation and inclusivity.
We’re committed to test-and-learn, and genuine engagement in ways that
make sense to people - making sure every resident feels included.

These learning points have been crucial in shaping our model and proposals.
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Our current locality models

Neighbourhood approaches are already woven into the fabric of local services,
delivered by councils and partners at various geographic scales. As current district
boundaries become less relevant, our focus shifts from serving broad populations
of 100,000 plus, to local communities of 20,000 - 50,000. It’s about putting
people at the centre - organising around natural communities and driving
real change where it matters most.

The Gloucestershire Place Pyramid

1 Fire & Rescue Service 2 County wide ASC teams
1 Constabulary & OPCC

11CB

1 County Council

‘ 1 Level 1

(Population 660K}

g

4-6
(Population 100-150k)

16
(Population 30-50k)

64
(Population 10K)

Housing Patches

256
(Population 2-3K)
MNeighbourhood Plans

Diagram 1: Gloucestershire’s current locality approaches

§ Full Time Fire Stations & Growth Hubs € ASC Localities
8 Community Safety Partnerships 6 Family Hubs

6 Integrated Locality Partnerships 6 LPAs 5 HRCs

6 Neighbourhood Police Areas 5 Integrated Care Team

9 Registry Offices
16 Primary Care Networks
16 On Call Fire Stations

40 Libraries

55 Police Community Areas
55 Electoral Divisions {County)
B2 GP surgeries

138 Electoral Wards (Districts)
267 Town & Parish Councils
299 Schools

313 Civil Parishes

Across our seven councils and partners, we see a rich diversity of approaches —
each driving positive change in its own way:

e Stroud’s community hub approach: born during the pandemic, but now
evolved into a dynamic partnership - bringing together local voluntary
organisations, parishes, and housing providers to tackle social isolation and
health and wellbeing

¢ Integrated Locality Partnerships (ILPs): led by the NHS, uniting health
and other partners at a local level, currently based on district footprints

e The wealth of community-centred regeneration and economic
initiatives, including the award-winning Gloucester Forum and the Golden
Valley development in Cheltenham — proof that local ambition delivers
real results

e The Forest of Dean’s innovative partnership between the district council
and Forest Voluntary Action Forum has developed a dynamic approach to
youth services and more

e The recent successful launch of Gloucestershire’s Family Hubs and
associated Family Hub Networks. Organised in five locations across the
county, with an emphasis on wider outreach. Partners include the
Gloucestershire Gateway Trust which has developed a neighbourhood and
community led approach to supporting children and families
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e The area-based community development approach pioneered in
Tewkesbury and closely tied to the rapid housing and business growth in

the area

e Cotswold District Council’s active approach in its unique geography
supports 115 parish and town councils, with the annual ‘Cotswold Parish
and Town Summit’ as a showcase for local leadership and collaboration.

We know that great practice already exists in Gloucestershire — but much of
it needs to be scaled up and shared across boundaries.

Neighbourhood Partnerships: A new way of engaging and delivering

We’re proposing a new system of Neighbourhood Partnerships®’. Each
partnership will have the freedom to set its own agenda and priorities, rooted in
what matters to local people. Their scope is broad by design — giving every
place the space to shape its own future. The five key roles each partnership will
perform are set out below:

Core roles for Neighbourhood Partnerships

development

Engagement | Each neighbourhood will build on existing great work to get

and local residents and organisations involved. Neighbourhoods

empowerment | will be the go-to forum for the council and other agencies
to listen, consult, and make sure actions are relevant and
responsive to local needs.

Community Neighbourhoods will be backed by real resources to drive

community development. Working with public health, and other
expert capacities, community development will play a key role

in tackling inequalities and amplifying the voices of those

too often unheard. Neighbourhoods will work closely with the
VCFSE sector to shape and provide this function.

Service Each neighbourhood will map local services, data, assets, and

access and capacity. All council services will work together with

delivery neighbourhoods, with many having a visible, accountable
presence at the local level. How different services are involved
will naturally vary.

Funding and | Neighbourhood Partnerships will have a main committee made

decision- up of local councillors and non-voting members from local

making organisations. Neighbourhoods will get funding and staff

resources to deliver on its priorities. Committees will set their
own work programmes, decide how resources are used, and
make decisions on local priorities. They’ll be accountable to
local people, shape council work on the ground, and play a key
role in the planning system.

57 ‘Neighbourhood Partnerships’ would fulfil the role of ‘Neighbourhood Area Committees’ set out in
the current Devolution Bill
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Core roles for Neighbourhood Partnerships

everything they do.

Prevention Neighbourhood structures aren’t a ‘nice to have’ — they’re
and Wellbeing | essential. Connected communities achieve better outcomes,
from early years and health to democracy and community
safety. We'll put data and evidence at the centre of
Neighbourhood working, powered by our public health and
performance capabilities. Neighbourhoods, whilst setting their
own priorities, will have a duty to focus on prevention in

Table 10: The core roles for Neighbourhood Partnerships

We’ve built these core roles by listening to the views and experience of councillors

from all seven councils. At a recent all member webinar, councillors ranked the

key roles for Neighbourhood Partnerships in order of importance — and the results
are clear. Service accountability, residents voice, health and wellbeing, community
development, and joined up working between the councils, parishes, and partners

all came out on top. This prioritisation will continue to be tested with local people

and organisations.

? At the neighbourhood level, what activities do you think the new Council(s) should prioritise?

(Rank the following statements 1-8 with 1 being the highest priority).

Ranking Poll ':7_", 66 votes &% 66 participants

1 Joining up the work of the council, parishes and partners

S
2 Providing community development services that help address social inequalities
3 Allocating funding and other resources for local organisations
S,
4 Improving the health and wellbeing of residents

3]

Assisting with complex Member casework

6 Enabling more local involvement in key council services and decisions

7 Ensuring residents voices are heard on the issues that matter most to them

8 Developing and regenerating local places

Diagram 2: Results from all member webinar ranking exercise

4.652

4.667

3.5

5.121

1.394

5.303

5.818

3.561
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The size and shape of our Neighbourhoods

Neighbourhood size and boundaries won’t be drawn in isolation — they’ll be
shaped by thorough consultation. Our research suggests each neighbourhood
needs to be big enough for the councils and partners to focus resources, but small
enough to reflect a natural community. Most will be made up of a main town and
its surrounding villages, or a recognisable neighbourhood within a major town or
city. We're suggesting populations of 20,000 - 50,000, with options set out within
the consultation process. The result will be between seven and 12 Neighbourhood

Partnerships for each of East and West Gloucestershire.

We’re proposing the current county electoral divisions as the main ‘building blocks’
of neighbourhoods. But boundaries aren’t set in stone - this will form part of the

consultation and some adjustments will be needed to better reflect natural

communities. Neighbourhood committees will be composed of between four and

ten local councillors (depending on size), in addition to co-optees.

MAIDEN

(Y

County Council Electoral Divisions in Gloucestershire from May 2025
L

Key
=

District Council Boundary
Electoral Division Boundary
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)

.
G Browne - 131272024

Diagram 3: the current county electoral divisions

Our adaptive and flexible approach

Not everything the councils do will fit neatly into our structure of Neighbourhood
Partnerships. We would expect the shadow authorities to consider area-based

Development Control committees on a larger scale than Neighbourhood

Partnerships. But Neighbourhood Partnerships will still play a vital planning
role - acting as consultees in a future Statement of Community Involvement and,
where it makes sense and is wanted locally, in the development of Neighbourhood

Plans.
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Investing in Neighbourhoods
Expert teams will be built around our Neighbourhood Partnerships:

e Chair of the Neighbourhood Partnership: An elected councillor,
nominated by councillors in the neighbourhood

¢ Neighbourhood Partnership manager: Together with the chair, this role
will form a crucial leadership partnership in making the neighbourhood work
successfully

e Council neighbourhoods teams: Officers assigned to each
neighbourhood. A mix of practically focused managers, town and parish
liaison officers, and community development specialists

e Departmental council officers: Located in family hubs, housing patches,
planning, public health, or social care, these officers will have a strong
relationship with neighbourhoods

e VCFSE: The VCFSE sector will play a crucial role in the grass roots work
for each neighbourhood, some potentially working with the councils in
managing and facilitating a whole neighbourhood, or providing expertise in
community development

e Partner organisations: Health, fire and rescue, police, schools, and
registered housing providers will also play a vital part. Over time, we expect
to see stronger alignment of partner boundaries with that of our
Neighbourhood Partnerships

e Performance teams: Data and evidence specialists will be assigned to
neighbourhoods to help identify insights and needs, and track progress

e Public Health: Professional oversight and support, ensuring
neighbourhoods use data, policy, and evidence to maximum effect

e Director-level officer champions: Each neighbourhood will be assigned a
director-level officer champion to support leadership and delivery

e Services: Every external-facing council service will develop a
neighbourhood offer, ensuring the approach runs through everything we do

e Budgets: We anticipate providing a budget for each neighbourhood to fund
projects and activities. We also want neighbourhoods to have real influence
on other funding streams, both from council departments such as highways
and transport, and as part of central government bids.

Every neighbourhood will have its own context, needs, and ambitions. Whilst all
will get a baseline support offer, the new councils, with partners, will focus on
addressing inequalities, some of which will be more prominent for particular
neighbourhoods.

Enabling the VCFSE to achieve more

To strengthen our commitment to residents and Gloucestershire’s 4,600 VCFSE
organisations, we’ll create a Civil Society Covenant with the Gloucestershire
VCSE Alliance. This Covenant, backed by a clear action plan, will set out how
local government and the VCFSE will work together for stronger communities. The
Covenant could remain a shared project for both new councils, with councillors
from both councils joining VCFSE partners on a joint governance body established
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over the Shadow Authority period. Alternatively, the new East and West authorities
could choose to take this forward separately.

Making the role of local councillor more effective and accountable

Unitarisation means fewer councillors covering more service areas, bigger
geographies, and more electors. Neighbourhoods provide the crucial local
member role with greater structure, capacity, and convening authority.
Neighbourhoods bring partners around the table, helping councillors address
issues collectively and with expert support. This joined-up approach reduces
duplication and supports meaningful two-way engagement between elected
members, residents, and organisations.

Working with local councils (parishes and towns)

Gloucestershire’s 267 parish and town councils are a vital part of our communities
—and LGR will have a real impact on them. Parish and town councils are an
essential, vibrant part of our communities, and we see their development as a
vital ingredient in our unitary future. The lesson from elsewhere is that where trust
and respect between principal councils and local councils break down,
opportunities are missed and outcomes suffer.

We'll work with the Gloucestershire Association of Parish and Town Councils
(GAPTC) and the Gloucestershire Society of Local Council Clerks (SLCC) to
develop a new charter. A draft will go to the shadow authorities for adoption,
setting out clear rights, responsibilities, and governance arrangements to
maximise collaboration and two-way communications. This charter will be the
foundation for strong, effective partnership between principal authorities
and local councils.

Neighbourhood Partnership will be a linchpin for locality working - and town and
parish councils have a valuable role to play in these structures. The charter
process will be developed for all of Gloucestershire, with the respective East and
West shadow authorities deciding whether to maintain a joint arrangement or take
forward separately.

As the county’s major urban areas, we expect special consideration by the new
council will be given to parishing Gloucester and Cheltenham. Each has
major historical and future importance for Gloucestershire, and parishing will help
protect their identity and drive momentum. Subject to consultation, we expect
community engagement and neighbourhood empowerment to be strengthened by
the good governance through parishes that cover most of each urban area. In
Gloucester, this could mean a single large parish (city) arrangement, potentially
excluding the existing parish of Quedgeley. In Cheltenham, options include a
single town council or a federated parish model, combining existing parished and
unparished areas. These new arrangements would hold some of the key cultural,
civic, and public realm responsibilities, and play a major part in boosting the visitor
economy.

Beyond Gloucester and Cheltenham, many parishes are eager to develop their
offer. We’'ll work positively with these parishes to maximise value for local people
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and places, keeping value for money in mind. There will be equal opportunities
for larger areas (like Cheltenham and Gloucester) and smaller towns or
parishes to take on services and assets. The new councils will keep a close eye
on overall council tax levels, including parish precepts. Any new parishing, or
extension of parish responsibilities, will be a matter for the new principal councils
to consider and subject to Community Governance Reviews.

We support recent Ministerial statements that have made clear the
differences between parish and neighbourhood roles. Strong parish
arrangements are vital, but they don’t replace the need for a neighbourhood offer
anywhere in Gloucestershire. We have valuable local capacity in our towns and
parishes, and so we see their involvement in neighbourhoods as important. We
celebrate the diversity in the parish offers across Gloucestershire as a reflection of
what local people want and need in their communities.

Implementation

Seven activities will shape our work over the pre-shadow period, and are
built into our implementation roadmap:

1. Formal consultation on Neighbourhood Partnerships:
Each council will deliver a formal consultation on Neighbourhood Partnerships
in the shadow authority period, enabling implementation in Year 1 of the new
unitary councils. We'll test our thinking through early engagement in the pre-
shadow period. Our engagement and consultation will include:

¢ Neighbourhood Partnership geographies and boundaries
Core roles and responsibilities
Local priorities, services, and needs
Alignment with partner organisations on approaches and geographies
How Neighbourhood Partnerships may evolve over time
The support, capacity, and resources needed to make them work (bearing
in mind financial constraints).

2. Civil Society Covenant:
During the pre-shadow period, we’ll co-design a Civil Society Covenant with the
VCSE Alliance and partners, with a draft covenant ready for the shadow
authorities to consider and consult on in readiness for Year 1 of the new councils.

3. Local Councils Charter
Working with GAPTC and SLCC, we’ll develop a draft charter and action plan for
the shadow authorities to consult on. The East and West shadow authorities will
have the option of progressing the charter with a joint body of councillors and local
council representatives, or separately. The seven principal councils will also work
together in the pre-shadow period to ensure clear, consistent communications and
policies are in place for working with local councils.

4. Parishing Cheltenham and Gloucester:
In partnership with Cheltenham Borough Council, Gloucester City Council, and the
parish associations, we’ll develop a model for how parishing can support the
continued identity, good governance, and regeneration / growth in our major
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urban areas. Decisions on the precise form of proposals and consultation process
will rest with the new councils.

5. Service planning:
WEe'll consult with all county and district services in the pre-shadow period to
shape how they’ll work with neighbourhoods - feeding into service planning for the
new councils and establishing a clear ‘services and assets offer’ for each area.

6. Policy development:
A range of policy development work will ensure:

¢ Neighbourhood approaches are supported by good evidence

e Frameworks and models are established for different types of activity (such
as community development, project funding, and neighbourhood action
plans)

¢ Robust neighbourhood governance

e Neighbourhood level data and data insight tools are developed

7. Partner integration:

We’'ll work together with all our statutory partners to integrate our proposals with
their frameworks and priorities. Our neighbourhood structure will provide a
powerful channel for partners to engage with communities. We share the
excitement and interest in how the NHS 10 Year Plan will translate into action in
Gloucestershire, particularly regarding proposals for a ‘Neighbourhood Health
Service’ and its emphasis on prevention. We will continue to work closely with our
health partners and others to ensure the local geographies and approaches we
use are aligned in the best interests of East and West Gloucestershire’s residents.
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The Financial Case for Two Unitary Councils (East/West) for

Gloucestershire

The financial cases for both the 1UA and the 2UA options have been
developed together, using the same financial model, assumptions,

calculations, and governance.

Leaders, Chief Executives, and Section 151 officers from across all

Gloucestershire councils have worked together to develop, scrutinise, and sign off
all key inputs, assumptions, and outputs. This joint approach means both financial
cases are robust, transparent, and carry a high level of local assurance.

The financial case for the 2UA proposal is set out in four stages:

1. Overall financial case summary

2. Day one financial position®®: This is the starting baseline in terms of
potential income and expenditure that the new councils would inherit
3. Reorganisation costs and benefits: The financial impact of the structural
changes that are likely as a result of LGR, including:
a. One-off transition costs e.g. for data and systems migration or

implementation management

b. The ongoing recurring costs resulting from the disaggregation of

county council services

c. Recurring reorganisation savings e.g. in relation to service

consolidation

4. Transformation benefits: Savings as a result of fundamental changes to
ways of working e.g. digitisation, automation, changes to ways of working,
investment in prevention, or procurement.

Overall financial case summary

The table below sets out the key headlines for the 2UA proposal.

Potential day one financial position (c. 15

April 2028) East UA West UA
Total income £410.5m £440.9m
Total expenditure £388.6m £462.8m

Net position

£21.9m (surplus)

-£21.9m (deficit)

% The analysis takes account of the likely impact of the outcome of the Government’s Fair Funding
Review 2.0 consultation. Local assumptions, supported by the latest Pixel model available (Pixel
LGR Disaggregation Model August 2025 v1.2), have been made in relation to Fair Funding. The
projected financial positions will therefore need to be updated once national funding allocations are
confirmed in the forthcoming Local Government Finance Settlement.
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Total revenue implication of Fire & Rescue
(i.e. additional pressures for the new UA)

-£1.35m

-£1.45m

Net position (incl. impact of Standalone Fire
& Rescue Authority)

£20.5m (surplus)

-£23.3m (deficit)

fully delivered by year 5 — Stretch

Reorganisation Costs and Benefits East UA West UA
Gross annual reorganisation savings £8.6m £10.3m
Ongoing annual disaggregation costs £3.7m £4.4m
Net annual savings £4.9m £5.9m
One-off transition costs -£13.2m -£15.8m
One-off Fire and Rescue disaggregation -£0.5m -£0.6m
costs

Total one-off transition costs -£13.7m -£16.4m
Payback period 4.9 years 4.9 Years
Cumulative net saving after 5 years £0.5m £0.5m
Cumulative net saving after 10 years £26.3m £28.5m
Transformation benefits East UA West UA
Recurring annual transformation savings £12.0m £14.4m

Table 11: Headlines from 2UA financial case

Note: Values preceded by a ‘—’ symbol indicate a deficit.

Potential day one financial position (the starting baseline)

On day one, the financial starting points for the proposed East and West
authorities would be materially different with the East projecting a £21.9m surplus
and the West a £21.9m deficit - a gap driven by higher demand and spend in ASC

and CSC in the West.

This position has been prepared on the basis that the seven councils will take any
action required to achieve a balanced budget over the period leading to the
anticipated Vesting Day of 1 April 2028. The difference in the estimated day one
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financial position between the East UA and West UA is a function of differences in
income and expenditure, in turn driven principally by variances in social care
demand and cost between East and West.

In addition to this, based on discussions with MHCLG and in line with the
provisions in the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004, under a 2UA model, the fire
and rescue service (which is currently integrated with the county council) will need
to move to non-local authority governance, financial, and service arrangement (i.e.
the creation of an independent Fire & Rescue Authority). As a result of this, there
are likely to be additional revenue implications for both the East and West
authorities which will impact the overall day one position as well (as set out in the

table below).
Potential day one financial position (c. 15
April 2028) East UA West UA
Total income £410.5m £440.9m
Total expenditure £388.6m £462.8m
Net position £21.9m -£21.9m
Revenue implications of Fire & Rescue
Gross corporate overheads -£0.53m -£0.57m
Estimated efficiency savings on corporate £0.14m £0.16m
overheads to be delivered by vesting day
Net corporate overheads (e.g. for support | -£0.39m -£0.41m
services such as fleet, finance etc).
Contribution to capital -£0.96m -£1.04m
Total revenue implication of Fire & Rescue | -£1.35m -£1.45m
(i.e. additional pressures for the new UA)
Net position (incl. impact of Standalone £20.5m -£23.3m
Fire & Rescue Authority)
(Net corporate overheads + contribution to
capital)

Table 12: 2UA day one financial position

Total income: These figures have been calculated by allocating county-level
income (such as grants and retained business rates) alongside district-level
council tax base forecasts, ensuring that each geography has an income share
reflective of its local tax base. The Fair Funding Review is expected to reduce the
overall level of resources for Gloucestershire and therefore, total income
projections from 2025 MTFSs have been adjusted downwards at the time of
writing. However, these numbers are likely to change further following the 2026/27
Local Government Finance Settlement in December 2025.
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Total expenditure: This figure consolidates the full range of service
responsibilities currently delivered across both county and district councils,
including apportioning out the county level expenditure between the proposed East
and West geographies (using Newton Europe analysis to apportion ASC and CSC
spend, the KM Length split between East and West to apportion total highways
spend, and population data to apportion all other county council service area
spend).

Note: The source data for income and expenditure is based on each council’s
individual MTFS and each council has applied their own local assumptions on how
to achieve balanced budgets over the four-year period to 2028/2029 e.g. in
relation to how reserves are deployed.

In addition to the total income and expenditure position, it is also important to
consider what the new councils will likely inherit on their respective balance sheets
in terms of assets and long-term liabilities:

Assets and Long-term Liabilities East UA West UA
Total assets £2.1 billion £2.3 billion
Long-term Liabilities (excl. DSG) £451.7 million £458.7 million
DSG Deficit £112.2 million £122.1 million
Total liabilities £563.9 million £580.8 million

Table 13: 2UA total assets and long-term liabilities

o Assets: Total assets have been apportioned out on the basis of location.
These figures reflect the combined current long-term assets with planned
capital expenditure through to 2028/29. The portfolio comprises assets such
as property, investments, and heritage assets, in addition to Housing
Revenue Account assets.

e Long-term Liabilities: Long-term liabilities have been allocated out
between the East and West based on the proportion of assets in each
district as a proxy, and this includes outstanding borrowing. In addition to
this, the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) deficit of £234.3 million has also
been allocated out using the share of Education, Health and Care Plans
based on location of schools as a proxy.

The DSG deficit is a material factor in the financial outlook for Gloucestershire.
The most recent MTFS projects that the DSG deficit will rise from £76 million at
the end of March 2025 to more than £100 million by March 2026. By 2028/29, the
cumulative deficit is forecast to exceed £200 million.

96



Official - Financial

At present, the statutory override allows councils to hold DSG deficits “off balance
sheet”. However, this override is due to end in March 2028. If no new national
policy is introduced, councils across the country would be required to absorb these
deficits within their core budgets, creating a significant risk to financial stability.

For Gloucestershire, this means the DSG position must be kept under close
review, with the statutory override and national reforms determining the future
treatment of the deficit and ongoing cost of service provision.

Reorganisation costs and benefits

Moving to a unitary model creates costs and benefits which arise directly from
consolidating seven councils into two new authorities. The financial analysis brings
these costs and benefits together to show the savings that can be achieved, the
costs of implementation, and the overall net impact.

Estimated savings, disaggregation costs and transition costs of LGR in
Gloucestershire

Annual Additional | Net annual One off Payback Cumulative | Cumulative
gross Annual saving transition Period net saving | net saving
UA saving Costs costs after 5 after 10
years years
East £8.6m £3.7m £49m | -£13.7m | 49years| £0.5m £26.3m
West £10.3m £4.4m £5.9m -£16.4m | 49 years | £0.5m £28.5m

Table 14: Summary of 2UA reorganisation costs and benefits

The 2UA proposal is projected to deliver annual gross savings of £8.6m in the
East and £10.3m in the West, with a payback period of 4.9 years (which is
required to ‘pay back’ one-off transition costs of £30.1m).

Savin

gs drivers

Key drivers for savings are as follows:

Democratic streamlining — Through reducing the number of councillors

(from 295 to 110 - split as 52 in the East and 58 in the West) and frequency
of elections, savings of c.£0.7m per annum can be achieved e.g. from

reduced member allowances and election costs.
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Workforce rationalisation - Consolidating senior leadership teams and
streamlining back office functions such as finance, HR, ICT, and customer
contact result in workforce savings (as these are likely to be positions and
teams which are duplicated across all seven councils).The financial savings
in @ 2UA scenario reflect the need to retain two sets of senior leadership
and core back office functions for each sovereign organisation.

Third party procurement and contract consolidation — Opportunities to
aggregate procurement, renegotiate contract terms, and standardise
specifications will reduce cost and complexity. In financial terms, two
authorities could be expected to deliver annual third party savings
equivalent to approximately 1.2% of their addressable third party spend.
Splitting some of the larger contractual arrangements currently in place
(particularly across some of the county services including transport, adults
and children’s services) is likely to be complex and time consuming —
estimates from service professionals suggest perhaps up to five years for
some of the largest long-term contracts.

Property rationalisation - Currently both county and district councils
operate buildings that serve overlapping functions in the same localities.
Creating two authorities allows for rationalisation of this estate, with
duplicated sites removed and more efficient use made of shared service
centres. In financial terms, two authorities could be expected to deliver
annual property savings equivalent to approximately 10%.

One-off Transition Costs

Establishing two new authorities requires significant upfront investment covering
the full programme of standing up new governance and operational structures; ICT
integration and migration; development of two new legal and constitutional
frameworks; public consultation; branding for two new organisations;
communications; and programme management. This is estimated to cost

c.£30.1m.

Type of transition cost Estimated cost (£)
Redundancy 3,646,000.00
External comms, rebranding and implementation 549,000.00
External transition, design and implementation support

costs 7,000,000.00
Internal programme management 3,300,000.00
Creating the new council 1,500,000.00
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Contingency 8,100,000.00
Organisation closedown 400,000.00
Public consultation 412,000.00
ICT costs 3,500,000.00
Shadow Chief Exec / member costs 622,200.00
Fire and Rescue disaggregation 1,100,000
Total 30,129,200

Table 15: Estimated transition costs for 2UA

Additional Annual Costs — Disaggregation of County Services
A 2UA model also introduces ongoing duplication in services and governance that
are currently delivered at county level.

Each new authority would require its own statutory leadership team, including
Directors of Adult Social Care, Children’s Services, and Public Health, as well as
its own Monitoring Officer and S151 Officer. Safeguarding structures and SEND
services would need to be duplicated, with two MASH arrangements, two
education services, and two commissioning functions established. This duplication
creates recurring additional costs that are not present in the 1UA model (where
county services would not need to be split). These are estimated to be at c.£8.1m

per annum.
Disaggregation cost category Estimated cost (£)
Duplicated senior leadership 3,442,000

Duplicated county service delivery teams | 4,317,000

Duplicated democratic structure 355,000

Total 8,114,000

Table 16: Estimated disaggregation costs for 2UA

Transformation benefits

Reorganisation can deliver structural savings, but a greater opportunity lies in the
subsequent transformation that can take place. This means using the scale of new
authorities to modernise services, redesign ways of working, and create
efficiencies beyond what structural change alone can achieve.
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Financial analysis has identified five main categories where transformation savings
are realistic and quantifiable. For each category, we have tested two scenarios for

transformation:

e Base case: Assumes cautious delivery of savings in line with past
performance across Gloucestershire’s councils. The base case is
deliberately conservative and ensures that assumptions remain credible
and deliverable without requiring major change programmes.

e Stretch case: assumes sustained investment in digital and organisational
redesign, drawing on best practice from other unitaries. Including a stretch
case is important as it demonstrates the potential prize available if early
reorganisation savings are reinvested into transformation.

Category

Base %

Stretch %

Rationale

Front office
staff

6%

12%

Workforce rationalisation through the
structural impact of LGR accounts for
savings that can be made through removing
duplication. However, potential opportunities
through utilising the potential of Al,
automation, and channel shift will reduce the
demand on customer contact centres.

Service
delivery staff

3%

6%

Transformation can strengthen demand
management, early intervention, and
integrated pathways particularly in services
like adults and children’s services. Service
redesign and new operating models will also
unlock additional opportunities e.g. through
digital, process redesign etc.

Back office
staff

7%

9%

Consolidating support functions such as HR,
finance, payroll, and ICT enables investment
in shared systems and automation. This
creates opportunities for streamlined
processes and reduces overheads.

Third party
spend

2.5%

3.75%

Unified procurement and contract
management can deliver efficiencies by
aggregating contracts, renegotiating supplier
terms, and redesigning commissioning
arrangements. However, savings targets are
cautious overall recognising Gloucestershire
councils already include procurement
savings in their MTFSs, leaving limited
headroom.

100




Official - Financial

Income (sales, |1.3%
fees and
charges /
commercial)

2.1%

Transformation also includes growth in fees
and charges, commercial activity, and
investment in economic development. This
builds on the county’s strengths in advanced
manufacturing, cyber, and green technology,
and on planned growth initiatives such as
the Golden Valley and Severn Edge
projects. Overall targets are conservative
given volatility and underperformance in past
income forecasts.

Table 17: Estimated transformation savings for 2UA

Transformation savings are not expected to be immediate. They are profiled to
phase in gradually as programmes are implemented. The model assumes full
delivery by Year 5, with the savings per annum expected by this point set out in

the table below.

Transformation savings Base case Stretch case
Savings per annum by Year 5 — East UA £7.4m £11.9m
Savings per annum by Year 5 — West UA £8.8m £14.3m

Table 18: Total transformation savings in £ terms for 2UA

Options for funding LGR and enabling transformation

Delivering the 2UA option requires significant upfront investment with estimated
transition costs of reorganisation of £29.0m (split out as £13.2m for the East UA

and £15.8m for the West UA).

There are several options for funding these costs:

e Reserves - Councils hold reserves that are not earmarked that can be
applied to one-off expenditure. These provide an immediate source of
funding without adding to ongoing revenue pressures.

e Capitalisation Direction - Subject to government approval, some costs
could be treated as capital rather than revenue. This option, known as
capitalisation, has been used in previous reorganisations to reduce
pressure on the revenue budget. It applies to costs such as redundancy

and ICT integration.

e Government Support - Additional funding may also be provided by central
government. This could be in the form of transitional grant support, flexibility
in financial rules, or early devolution funding. Engagement with the
government will be required as proposals are developed.
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¢ Reinvestment Principle - Early reorganisation savings can be ring-fenced
and reinvested in transformation. This ensures that efficiencies are not
absorbed by service pressures but are used to fund programmes in digital,
automation, and service redesign. By doing this, initial savings are recycled
to create larger recurring benefits in later years.

e Benefits Compounding - Investment in transformation compounds over
time. For example, reinvesting a portion of early savings into digital
customer platforms reduces front office demand, delivering recurring
efficiencies by year five. Similar reinvestment in automation and Al can
reduce back office and service delivery costs.

Council Tax Alignment (CTA)

Council tax is a major source of income for any new authority. When seven
councils with different council tax rates are merged into two new authorities, these
rates must be aligned. The way this is done affects both residents and the financial
resilience of the new councils. It is also a fiscal lever that can be used to balance
out net operating deficits or provide funding to invest in service improvements or
resident priorities.

Approach to Council Tax Alignment

To inform decision making, detailed modelling has been undertaken to show how
different alignment options would affect what residents are required to pay in the
future. The modelling uses the 2024 council tax base as the starting point, net of
local council tax support, and applies the councils’ own projections to forecast
growth in the tax base inclusive of the collection rate. Future Band D rates are
assumed to increase annually by 4.99% for county and unitary councils and 2.99%
for district councils up to Vesting Day in April 2028, consistent with current
MHCLG guidance. From Vesting Day onwards, a new unitary authority rate is
assumed to increase at 4.99% per year.

The methodology compares projected receipts under alignment with a baseline of
what each council would have collected if they continued independently. The
difference between these two scenarios represents the additional income gained
or foregone through alignment.

Note: There will be implications for council tax as a result of the fire and
rescue service moving out of local authority finance, service, and
governance arrangements in the 2UA scenario (i.e. raising of a separate fire
precept). At this stage, the impact cannot be modelled precisely and has not
been taken into account in the alignment options and impacts set out below.

102



Official - Financial

Alignment Options
The analysis models a main scenario using the weighted average where rates
align to an average Band D calculated across the county, weighted by the tax
base. This is the option chosen in most recent local government reorganisations.

Each option can be implemented in one year or phased over several years, with
the statutory maximum alignment period set at seven years. The period over which
council tax is aligned is an important decision. A longer alignment period of up to
seven years minimises the immediate impacts on residents by phasing changes
gradually. However, aligning earlier allows the new authorities to secure additional
income more quickly, providing funding for services. Earlier alignment also avoids
the perception of unfairness where residents in some areas continue to pay higher
rates for longer while receiving the same services.

Summary of potential impact
Council Tax alignment alters Band D charges across districts because current
rates differ. The scale of change depends on which alignment option is chosen
and whether this is implemented in one year or phased over several years.

Under the weighted average option for 2UA, impacts differ between East and
West. In the East, Band D bills would fall in Cheltenham (£63.41) and rise in
Cotswold (£30.80) and Tewkesbury (£35.77).

Current Aligned Band D rate | Change in Band D % change in Band D
District (£) rate (£) Rate

Cheltenham 2,143.98 -63.41 -2.87%

Cotswold 2,143.98 30.80 1.46%

Tewkesbury 2,143.98 35.77 1.70%

Table 19: Weighted average council tax alignment in one year in the East UA

In the West, Band D bills would rise slightly in the Forest of Dean (£23.54) and fall

in Gloucester (£3.50) and Stroud (£12.85).

Current Aligned Band D rate | Change in Band D % change in Band D
District (£) rate (£) Rate

Gloucester 2,198.93 -3.50 -0.16%

Forest of Dean |2,198.93 23.54 1.08%
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Stroud

2,198.93

-12.85

-0.58%

Table 20: Weighted average council tax alignment in one year in the West UA
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Engagement to Discover and Improve

Our engagement approach has been shaped by the guidance within the invitation
to submit proposals: it's been rooted in genuine discovery and learning, not
campaigning for any particular outcome. This focus on open engagement has
been enabled by:

¢ Unified, option-neutral engagement: We agreed that both the single
unitary and East / West two unitary options would be developed side-by-
side, without using the collective engagement activity to campaign or
advocate for preferences

e Strong political leadership: Gloucestershire’s Leaders set the tone —
driving a shared engagement plan across councils

e Clear accountability: A lead Chief Executive was appointed to oversee all
communications and engagement activity

e Joint working: Every council played an active role through a joint
communications and engagement workstream

¢ Prioritised investment: We prioritised MHCLG LGR funding to support
joint engagement activities.

These early actions, underpinned by a clear sense of purpose, enabled us to
deliver a wide range of non-partisan engagement activities — each designed to
listen, learn, and feed real insights back into the development of our proposals.

Our key engagement activity
Our joint engagement activity from March 2025 — September 2025 is summarised
in the table below:

Engagement Key activities
type
Public e Option-neutral Future Gloucestershire microsite??

presenting clear, factual information

e Online survey, designed to discover values, concerns
and ambitions of local people (3,112 completed
surveys, including 1,480 open-text responses)

e In-person community events, enabling over 500 one-
to-one conversations (12 events in total, two in each
district)

e Two county-wide public webinars

¢ Information leaflets and display banners (used
principally at council offices and community events)

59 https://futuregloucestershire.org.uk
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Engagement
type

Key activities

e Regular social media information updates and paid
advertising for wider promotion of the survey.

Stakeholders

e Over 40 stakeholder interviews (almost all with
multiple attendees) encompassing statutory partners,
VCFSE organisations, and key businesses and
business associations. Interviews focused on issues
of importance and concern in relation to LGR and
Devolution

e A leadership conference was held to develop
common ambitions, involving key partners in statutory
services, business, and civil society in
Gloucestershire.

Place

e Engagement webinar for VCFSE (hosted by
Gloucestershire VCS Alliance) with over 100
attendees

e Engagement webinar for Town and Parish Councils
hosted by GAPTC with over 100 attendees

e Representation on Place Model workstream from
NHS (ICB and providers), GAPTC, OPCC, SLCC,
and VCS Alliance.

Staff

e Regular LGR staff communications and briefings

e Senior officers from principal councils represented on
all LGR workstreams, with different Chief Executives
acting to lead and chair

e Specialist service officers engaged in structured,
cross-council aggregation and disaggregation
workshops.

Council
members

e Interactive all-member webinars

e FAQs and other written briefings

e Bespoke briefing and democratic processes delivered
by individual councils.
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Engagement Key activities

type

MPs®° e Gloucestershire County Council Leader and Chief
Executive monthly engagement with Gloucestershire
MPs

e Other district ad hoc engagement with local MPs

Other ¢ |n addition to Place (above), workstreams conducted
bespoke engagement as relevant. For example, the

Vision and Ambition workstream conducted a range

of briefings with senior district leaders to develop an

understanding of place-based perspectives.

Additional reports

The online survey and in-person community events were co-designed and
facilitated by an external specialist engagement organisation, Cratus. Their
independent report can be found in Appendix 3.

The county council-led stakeholder interview exercise was conducted using
consistent open questions. A short report detailing the key themes, together with
information about the stakeholders engaged, can be found in Appendix 4.
Following these interviews, some stakeholders chose to write to the county council
offering views. Where appropriate, this correspondence is also appended.

Our learning and insights

Our learning themes synthesise the responses from a variety of methods and
types used. As far as possible, we have avoided significant focus in this proposal
on feedback on the relative merits of structural options, since the primary aim of
engagement was to discover common concerns and ambitions of local people and
organisations. However, some of this data, from the public survey and stakeholder
interviews is shown for transparency. It should not be read as representative data
on the preferences of the public and partners.

Three big themes have emerged:

1. Belonging in Gloucestershire
2. Service improvement

60 At a meeting of all Principal Authority Leaders on 09/10/2025 it was agreed that Gloucestershire
Councils would collectively engage with all local MPs to understand their preferences and
comments in the light of the published proposals. This process will be conducted to develop an
objective understanding of MP views to inform both Gloucestershire Councils and Ministers.
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3. Vulnerable people and communities

Theme 1: Belonging in Gloucestershire

Our engagement revealed something powerful: people in Gloucestershire feel a
strong sense of belonging - whether that’s to a village, an estate, a district, or the
county as a whole. Local identity runs deep, and it’s clear that “home” means
different things to different people.

This insight is crucial. It shows that the new council must enable participation and
engagement at every level - recognising and supporting the many overlapping
communities that make Gloucestershire unique.

Key actions to shape our proposals: Belonging in Gloucestershire (Theme 1)

Place Model Proposals for our locality arrangements have avoided prematurely
drawing ‘lines on maps’. We will deliver a carefully designed
engagement and consultation process to develop the spatial scale,
competency, and differentiation (by Place) of our Neighbourhood
Partnerships. This commitment is reflected in our implementation
roadmap.

Future The differentiation of Gloucestershire’s places is recognised in both

Operating the design principles and key features of the Future Operating

Model (FOM) | Model. We have reflected place and identity strongly in
engagement, commissioning, and service delivery features.

Theme 2: Service Improvement and Efficiency

Our survey captured a wealth of feedback on council services. Most areas scored
well, with the maijority of residents rating services as ‘good’ or ‘very good’.
However, roads, pavements, and streetlights stood out as clear concerns -
mirroring national trends, where dissatisfaction with highways is common.

When asked what should shape future council services, ‘community’ - meaning
representation, voice, and engagement - was the top priority. ‘Transport’ (including
public transport, road maintenance, and connectivity) also featured strongly.

Stakeholder interviews reinforced this theme, highlighting the need for simpler,
more efficient services and better integration with partners.

The message is clear: while there are specific areas to address, any improvement
must be rooted in local context and connectivity - making sure services work for
people and places across Gloucestershire.
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Key actions to shape our proposals: Service Improvement and Efficiency

(Theme 2)

Vision and Our vision and ambition includes a specific focus on the use of data

Ambition to transform transport and wider public services. The feedback we
have received on public transport in particular has assisted with
shaping this ambition.
Our vision and ambition also reflects the excitement and energy in
the Gloucestershire business community to drive growth. We pay
particular attention to the economic opportunities in
Gloucestershire, and the desire to use LGR to accelerate our
trajectory of breakthrough innovation in economic clusters, such as
cyber, clean energy, and agri-tech.

Future Our strategic enablement feature within the FOM is specifically

Operating designed to create capacity and capability to drive improvement

Model (FOM) | and transformation.

Place and Our neighbourhood model is linked to service delivery within the

FOM FOM, with a proposed specification to tailor on a locality basis,
addressing some of the feedback about different satisfaction and
experience in different parts of Gloucestershire.

Financial Our financial case shows our desire not simply to reorganise, but to

Case transform. We will reinvest structural and transformation savings
into services that people want to see improve. The councils will feel
local and responsive but be powered by scale and efficiency for the
benefit of everyone.

Theme 3: Vulnerable people and communities
A key theme from our engagement with partners was the opportunity for the new
council to do more for Gloucestershire’s most vulnerable people and communities.

« Community development and local engagement must be front and

centre.

« There’s real appetite for public sector reform. From the emerging
Neighbourhood Health Service to new powers for neighbourhood working,
they see LGR as a chance to join up regeneration, health, and community
development - especially where VCFSE organisations are already leading

the way.
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o Tackling deep-rooted inequalities is essential. We know there are sharp
divides between urban and rural areas, and that data and lived experience
is important to drive local action and smarter service design.

Respondents have made it clear that LGR offers a huge opportunity to address
these challenges and opportunities.

Key actions to shape our proposals: Vulnerable people and communities

(Theme 3)
Vision and Our vision makes it clear that we want to use LGR to spark a
Ambition transformation in community empowerment. We can be closer to

communities and people than before, e.g. utilising better and more
widely the ‘hub’ approach to delivering preventive, community-led
activity, as well as more tailored services for vulnerable people,
families, and communities.

We are also clear in our vision that we will more consciously link
with partners on wellbeing, housing, climate action, and nature
recovery — feedback is showing these are connected issues for
local people.

Data, Digital Our proposals are clear there are major opportunities to use DDaT

and to drive better environments, interventions, and services for
Technology vulnerable people. We have set out a bold ambition to develop a
(DDaT) joined-up predictive analytics platform across adult and children’s

services, education, housing, and health.

Place Our place research has revealed a wealth of current good practice
in evidenced-based community development. We have hard-wired
into our neighbourhood proposals a focus on community
development, supported by data insight, the skills of our public
health team, and dedicated staff and other resources.

Feedback on structural options

Both the survey and the partnership interviews provided feedback on structural
options. This feedback is not based on a statistically reliable sample and it was not
the purpose of either exercise. We expect the forthcoming Ministerial consultation
to provide clearer data and information on local preferences for structural options.
This exercise will be conducted once local people and organisations have had the
benefit of considering proposals. The survey feedback is as follows:

A total of 225 respondents (7%) gave active preferences in open text responses
concerning which unitary council option they would prefer from the three proposed

at the time of survey. Of these, 205 preferred a single unitary council governing
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the whole county, 14 preferred the East/West option, and three preferred the
Greater Gloucester option. Three people said they preferred two councils without
specifying which option.
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Implementation Roadmap

We’ve developed an implementation plan that sets out how Gloucestershire
will move from submission of this proposal to Vesting Day and beyond. It’s
how we’ll guarantee residents continue to access the support they need,
safeguard statutory services, and lay the robust foundations for ambitious,
ongoing transformation.

Whilst we continue to sharpen the details and map out specific activities, this
section sets out our initial considerations and phases of activity. The key
programmes set out in this section are likely to evolve over time as the national
and local context and priorities change.

Framing our approach

Experience from previous LGR programmes highlights several factors that are
critical to success for Gloucestershire:

o Clarity of purpose: a shared understanding amongst all organisations
involved helps maintain momentum and alignment during planning and
delivery, which will need to be undertaken collaboratively across all councils
involved.

« Early planning and mobilisation: Early proactive planning (beginning
before any MHCLG decision) is critical to manage delivery and improve
implementation outcomes.

e Robust portfolio and programme management: LGR is complex and
high stakes. We'll need a strong portfolio approach, with defined
programmes, clear responsibilities, and the right resources in place to
govern and manage delivery at pace.

o Early appointment of senior leadership: Recruiting into key posts such
as the Chief Executive, S151 Officer, and Monitoring Officer early to provide
leadership and stability.

« Engagement and transparency: Early, ongoing, and open
communications is essential. Keeping staff, members, residents, and
suppliers updated builds trust, enables proactive management of key risks,
and provides confidence and reassurance to stakeholders.

Working together
All councils in Gloucestershire have agreed how they will work together in the run-
up to MHCLG'’s decision and during the shadow period, ensuring that staff,
members, partners, and residents remain confident in the process. Our shared
principles are as follows:
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Continue to involve all our staff proactively: we’'ll continue to keep staff from all
councils actively involved in co-designing our journey to Vesting Day — drawing on
their collective expertise to lead, design, and manage key LGR programmes.

Remain aligned around our shared future vision: we will stay focused on our
shared vision for the new councils and make the most of our collective strengths.

Open and honest communication and collaboration: We will continue to be
transparent about activities, challenges, and decisions - with no hidden agendas -
and commit to working in partnership across all seven councils.

Aligned decision-making and transitional support: As Vesting Day
approaches, we’ll agree practically how significant financial and other decisions
are made across each council, and how we’ll support each other — so that every
council delivers on its existing plans and commitments. The transition programme
will include a draft shadow constitution, a combined MTFS, a risk register, and a
costed investment strategy to guide transition.

Invest in core skills: We’'ll need the right people in the right roles. That means
bringing together not just technical specialists, but also standout leaders in
programme management, procurement, change, and digital transformation. We’'ll
harness strengths already in our councils — and invest in new talent and capacity
wherever its needed — to make sure Gloucestershire’s transition is expertly led
from day one.

Roadmap to Vesting Day
The roadmap to Vesting Day is structured across five clear phases aligned with
indicative timelines, based on MHCLG guidance.

28 Nov 25: SBCs
submitted to MHCLG

Summer 26: MHCLG
decision

May 27: Shadow
Leadership in place

1 April 28: Vesting
day

1 April 29: One year
of the new Council(s)

Phase 1: Strategic
Business Cases &
Begin Planning

« Focus on preparing
the business case,
securing poliical and

with staff, members,
parishes, and
partners begins

« Initial baselining of
services, workforce,
assets, and contracts
is carried out

community
alignment, and .
submitting to
MHCLG
« Early engagement .

Phase 2: Complete
Planning &
Mobilisation

« Planning intensifies as

councils prepare for a
government decision

Early implementation teams
are identified and
mobilisation begins

Key areas such as ICT
systems, workforce protocols,
and financial arangements
are mapped in detail

Phase 3: Transition
(incl. Shadow
Authorities)

« A democratic mandate is
established through elections
1o the shadow authority

* The shadow council adopts
the constitution, budget, and
council tax harmonisation

« Draft organisational
structures are designed, and
TUPE transfer lists are
finalised.

« Branding and public
communications step up, with
clear messaging on continuity
of services.

Phase 4: Vesting:
New Council(s)
launched

« The new council(s) come into
legal existence, with
members, statutory officers,
and committees in place

« All staff, contracts, assets,
and property transfer
seamlessly.

= Residents see visible
branding changes, but
frontline services continue
without disruption

« Essential ICT systems
(payroll, finance,
safeguarding, waste) are live
and operational

*—>
Phase 5: Post
Go-Live stabilisation

« Focus turns to harmonising
policies, systems, and
workforce arrangements.

« Embedding locality working
and town and parish charters
ensures strong local
accountability

« Rationalization of estates and
ICT platforms begins.

« A cultural change programme
supports staff integration,
while residents start to
benefit from simpler, more
consistent services.

Diagram 4: roadmap to Vesting Day
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High-Level Activities by Phase

Phase 1 — Strategic business cases (SBCs) and begin planning (to Nov 2025)

In this phase of work, councils focus on preparing and submitting the SBCs and
starting to undertake preparatory baselining of key infrastructure across all seven
councils (including workforce, assets, finances, policies, contracts etc). Continued
engagement with staff, members, towns and parish councils, and partners ensures
early buy in and alignment, which is critical for the coming months.

Some of the core activities in this phase will include:

e All seven councils in Gloucestershire will finalise and submit a SBC to
MHCLG by 28 November 2025 (setting out all options for LGR that are
under consideration)

o Each council will start to gather baseline data on current services, strategic
risks, establishment data, assets, contracts, and vacancies to work towards
a consistent baseline across all seven councils

e The joint LGR portfolio and programme management capability will be
designed, setting out key roles, role profiles, and capabilities required
including an overall LGR Portfolio Director

e A more detailed transition and implementation plan will be developed in line
with the five key phases of activity

« Staff will start to be invited to join core LGR programmes (e.g. secondments
etc) to support detailed planning and delivery work

o Councils will engage with town and parish councils to co-design a town and
parish charter and initial governance approach

Phase 2 — Complete planning and mobilisation (Nov 2025 — Summer 2026)
Detailed planning will continue to take place while awaiting MHCLG'’s decision,
particularly preparatory work which would be required irrespective of which option
is chosen. The full LGR portfolio, including core programmes, will be mobilised,
with staff in place to lead and deliver activities. This phase is crucial to ensuring
alignment and clarity on how transition will be managed so that activities can
progress at pace immediately after a decision is made.

Some of the core activities in this phase will include:
e Portfolio management capability in place and actively running

e All core LGR programmes stood up with staff in place (either from existing
councils or through external support being brought in where required)
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Detailed planning will be completed in readiness for MHCLG’s decision,
including timelines for key decisions such as Enterprise Resource Planning
(ERP) selection and resident contact channels on Vesting Day

All seven councils will focus on cleaning data to get it into a consistent and
complete format across areas such as staff (aligning with finances), contracts,
systems, assets, strategic risks, existing policy frameworks etc. This will enable
the development of a consistent Gloucestershire wide baseline of core
infrastructure, service delivery, and risks, which will need to be managed by the
new councils

Implementation of Section 24 controls, as needed, to make sure significant
financial decisions and contractual commitments made by the current councils
do not adversely impact the new councils

Development of options and policies for managing the HR implications of
staffing changes, covering vacancy management, joint approaches to
recruitment, redeployment approaches, senior staff implications, pay and
grading harmonisation, and benefits harmonisation

Discussions with trade unions on managing the HR approaches to ensure early
and proactive involvement and challenge

Development of a detailed communication and engagement plan (internal and
external)

Continued staff and partner engagement through communications and co-
design opportunities to consider service aggregation and delivery model
opportunities

Starting to create a shadow authority decision log, including areas such as the
new councils’ budgets, council tax, and policy requirements

Early engagement with suppliers to consider any potential implications of
contract novation and other key supplier issues

Draft design of neighbourhood governance, form, and function.

Phase 3 — Transition (Summer 2026 — March 2028)

Councillors will be elected to shadow authorities who will lead the transition -
making important decisions on how the new councils will be governed and funded,
and how council tax will be set. Behind the scenes, preparations will focus on
getting staff, IT systems, buildings, contracts, and locality arrangements ready for
Vesting Day. Communications and branding will help residents understand the
changes and feel confident about what’s coming.

Some of the core activities in this phase will include:
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Elections will be held (likely in May 2027) for shadow authorities which will,
in turn, appoint key officers, approve the new constitution, set the budget,
and decide how council tax will be aligned across areas

Final TUPE staff transfer lists will be confirmed, and draft organisational
structures will be developed and shared. Staff will begin to be recruited,
trained, and sent letters confirming their roles, pay, and work locations

The shadow authorities will also agree on the new council’s values,
branding, and communications plan

Detailed service transition planning and service operating models will take
shape, with aggregation and disaggregation implications

Pay dates and staff benefits will be standardised in agreement with trade
unions to ensure consistency before Vesting Day (critical for equal pay
considerations)

Senior leadership positions will be appointed, including Chief Executives,
S151 Officers, Monitoring Officers and other key statutory roles such as
Directors of Adults Social Care (DASSs)

Asset and property registers will be updated, and health, safety, and
compliance responsibilities clearly assigned

Policies for transferring community assets and services will be developed
(working alongside town and parish councils and the VCFSE)

Engagement with suppliers will agree and formalise any contractual
changes including termination, novation, and extensions

Detailed design will progress for the key contact channels that residents will
use on day one

Neighbourhood Partnerships will be designed, costed and implementation
underway

A Town and Parish Councils Charter and a Civil Society Covenant will be
finalised, and public-facing branding and communications stepped up,
including the development of new websites for the new councils

The councils’ future operating models will be agreed, supported by a
corporate plan that aligns services with strategic goals

Financial support schemes, like council tax and business rate relief, will be
aligned to ensure equity for residents

Payroll arrangements for staff will be established

The shadow authorities will review and sign off the MTFSs, investment
plans, financial charts of accounts, and savings plans.
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Phase 4 — Vesting: new councils launched (1 April 2028)

All current councils legally cease to exist on 31st March 2028. Staff, contracts,
assets, and systems transfer to the new councils. Essential services continue
without disruption for residents. Residents will see new branding but experience
continuity in delivery of services.

Some of the core activities in this phase will include:

The existing councils will formally cease, with all staff, functions, assets,
property, and contracts legally transferred to the new authority

TUPE transfers will be completed, payroll will run without disruption, senior
staff savings will be realised, and members will take up their roles under the
new constitutions with committee structures operational from day one

All critical ICT systems - ERP, payroll, planning, ASC, CSC, safeguarding,
waste, and the new electoral system will be live and stable (it is not
anticipated that all systems will be aggregated / disaggregated on day one)

Neighbourhood Partnerships will be live

Staff will receive a new email address, but the majority will still be working
on the same ICT hardware (laptops, phones etc) and from the same office
locations on day one

New phone numbers and email addresses for residents to contact the new
councils will be live, with redirects in place on legacy contact channels

New branding will be rolled out on tax bills, vehicles, uniforms, and signage
to signal visible change and reassure residents the new councils are up and
running

Opening balance sheets will be agreed and predecessor accounts closed
and audited

Senior staff changes, including role realignment, redundancies, and
benefits will be realised

A high-profile public launch campaign will be delivered on day one and the
immediate period thereafter to make sure there is appropriate awareness
amongst residents, partners, and businesses.

Phase 5 — Post go-live stabilisation (April 2028 onwards)

In this phase of the programme, the focus shifts to aligning policies, systems, and
workforce arrangements, embedding new ways of working, and delivering against
the transformation opportunities identified to enable long-term design and delivery
of the identified benefits.
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Some of the core activities in this phase will include:
o Fees and charges will be harmonised through a single register

« Ongoing change management programme to embed new organisational
values and behaviours, supported by engagement and communications
with staff, partners, and residents

o Development and implementation of more detailed organisational structures
(likely in a phased manner, aligned with service transition plans)

o |ICT systems will be consolidated and rationalised over time, with cyber
security and data governance strengthened

e Procurement policies will be harmonised and guided by a new supplier
strategy, while estate rationalisation continues

o Customer service standards will be embedded consistently across services,
supported by a FOM action backlog that drives harmonisation and redesign
beyond day one

o Continued communications and engagement with all stakeholders including
residents, partners, members, and staff.

Managing Delivery: Portfolio Structure
To oversee, manage, and deliver these transition and implementation activities,
we will set up a robust portfolio and programme management structure.

Wherever possible, we would resource capacity and capability from across the
seven councils by repurposing existing resources. There are likely to be certain
capabilities or points during the five stages of the roadmap where we may need to
bring in additional external capacity or capability to drive delivery at the pace

required.
Comms, -
Engagement & Governance & Legal Finance & Risk Performance CIETEL, BEIENE Customer Contact
b Technology (DDaT)

Branding

Development of the Eroryement

TOM People & Culture Neighbourhoods & .

(incl. Service (incl. 0D) Communities Devolution Property & Assets Contracts &

Commercials
redesigns)

Diagram 5: LGR Portfolio Programmes

The scope of these 12 programmes could include:
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Programme Description

Communications, « Internal and external communications and
Engagement and engagement strategies for partners, residents, staff,
Branding councillors

« Design and agreement of new branding
o Public launch campaigns

« Monitoring effectiveness of communications with
feedback loops to other programmes to act on
sentiment and feedback.

Governance and o Design and adoption of the new constitutions and
Legal governance structures

o Leading the legal establishment of the shadow
authorities, including oversight of elections

« Developing and embedding scrutiny arrangements

« Legal transfer of functions and statutory
responsibilities from predecessor councils

e Policy oversight, ensuring that critical policies are in
place for day one and that no decisions are taken
that undermine continuity

« Legal assurance for implementation decisions and
considerations, including service specific
considerations such as transfers of assets and
contracts.

Finance and Risk ¢ New financial structures and charts of accounts

e« MTFSs, annual budgets, and statements of
accounts

« Implementation of Section 24 controls

« Managing and delivering council tax harmonisation
policies

« Opening balance sheets and closure/audits of
predecessor accounts
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Programme Description

Development and management of the strategic risk
registers.

Performance

Developing performance frameworks to measure
delivery of the transition and implementation
portfolios

Establishing metrics to track service continuity, staff
engagement, ICT readiness, and financial stability

Management of the benefits realisation frameworks.

Property and
Assets

Property and asset implications, including
rationalisation opportunities, development of asset
and estate strategies, and investment properties

Consolidated asset and property registers

Ensuring health and safety responsibilities for all
property and assets are clearly assigned

Supporting the transfer of ownership of all land,
buildings, and property rights from predecessor
councils

Delivering against the estate rationalisation
programme ambitions.

Digital, Data and
Technology
(DDaT)

Ensuring all critical ICT systems are operational on
day one, including ERP, payroll, safeguarding, and
operational service systems

Design, procurement, and implementation of new
ERP systems

A new email address for all staff on day one

Ensuring legacy systems can integrate or run in
parallel where required

Longer-term system harmonisation and embedding
of cyber security and data governance practices
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Programme Description

e Developing and delivering against data migration
requirements from predecessor councils, with a
focus on security and GDPR compliance.

Customer o Designing the customer journey for the new
Contact councils, agreeing the balance between online by
default and other forms of access and engagement

o Establishing clear customer contact points for
Vesting Day, including phone numbers, websites,
and email addresses

o Ensuring legacy contact channels redirect residents
seamlessly to new channels

« Embedding consistent customer service standards
across all services during the stabilisation period.

Development of e FOM blueprints and implementation plans for the
the FOM (incl. new councils
service

« Where needed, supporting specific services (e.g.

redesigns) leisure) to manage aggregation/disaggregation
implications and consider operating model choices.
People and « Baselining workforce structures and establishments
Culture (incl. OD) across all current councils
« Redeployment and recruitment processes
e TUPE transfers
e Harmonisation of pay dates and benefits in
negotiation with trade unions
« Staff engagement programmes, including
opportunities for staff to join LGR programmes and
co-design services
e Cultural change projects to embed new
organisational values, identity, and ways of working.
Neighbourhoods « Design, consultation, and implementation of
and Communities Neighbourhood Partnerships, including elements
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Programme Description

which relate to Neighbourhood Area Committee
legislation

o Policies for parish asset and service transfers
e Towns and parishes engagement
 VCFSE engagement

« Town and Parish Charter and Civil Society
Covenant (for both councils either jointly or
separately)

o Community engagement (non-geographic), including
corporate and service approaches to resident and
stakeholder engagement and participation.

Devolution « Political and strategic engagement with senior
leaders on long-term devolution options

« Planning for potential strategic authority over the
medium/long term.

Procurement, « Baselining of all contracts and external spend
Contracts and across all seven councils

ial
Commercials « ldentification of key contracts for novation and

engagement with suppliers
e Harmonisation of procurement policies

o Exploring further opportunities for
commercialisation, joint arrangements, and income
generation.

Table 21: the proposed scope of each LGR programme

Portfolio and Programme Management

A Portfolio and Programme Management team will be established to oversee,
coordinate, and manage delivery of the implementation roadmap - anticipated to
be in place until at least March 2029.
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The team is likely to consist of a range of programme, transformation, and change
roles, and will be at the heart of managing the overall transition and
implementation portfolio. This includes:

o Detailed planning and management of progress

o Enabling consistency across all LGR programmes

e Supporting the overall governance arrangements of the portfolio
e Providing regular progress reporting and internal assurance

o Developing and delivering the benefits realisation plan

e Working closely with the programmes in the portfolio, including in managing
risks and interdependencies.

Managing strategic risks
There will be a range of strategic, operational, and service level risks associated
with transition and implementation. Strategic risks will likely include:

Risk Potential Mitigation

Potential delay in Vesting Day Establish clear checkpoints both with
timelines nationally - There is a risk | MHCLG representatives and locally to
that changes or slippage in the monitor timelines and make sure there is

agreed national timelines for the LGR | early notification of any potential delays
process will undermine our ability to | or changes in national timelines

plan and sequence key activities particularly around Vesting Day.
effectively. This could lead to
misalignment across programmes,
reduced stakeholder confidence, and
delays in achieving critical

milestones.

Scale and complexity of change - e Develop a detailed transition and
The level of change involved for all implementation plan which
seven councils is significant (e.g. enables a smooth transition (as
changes to how residents are far as possible)

engaged, policies, processes,
organisational structures, leadership
and culture, new services being
delivered etc) and needs to be

e Implement a robust portfolio and
programme management
capability as soon as possible to
help manage and drive change,
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Risk Potential Mitigation

delivered and managed in very short
timescales.

including managing
interdependencies and risks.

Capacity and capability to support
transition and implementation -
There is a risk that we struggle to
bring in the right capacity and
capability to drive delivery alongside
maintaining BAU service delivery for
our residents and communities.

Identify early the key resources
required to enable successful
delivery, including any subject
matter experts. Engage with other
councils who have been through
LGR to identify resourcing needs

The seven councils to consider
where existing resources can be
redeployed or reprioritised to
support transition and
implementation, including
opportunities for secondments
into the LGR portfolio

Set aside specific funding as part
of the overall transition
investment to bring in additional
external support where needed
and support backfill
arrangements.

Maintaining service continuity —
Most service areas will be impacted
by LGR and will need to be involved
in supporting the portfolio (including
service transition planning). There is
a risk that service performance or
continuity could be adversely
impacted during transition or
immediately post Vesting Day.

Prioritise the principle of being
‘safe and legal’ on day one, with
no resident experiencing a worse
service than they do currently

Develop a prioritised service
transition plan to manage the
transition and transformation in a
phased manner

Form early working groups for
core service areas (across all
seven councils) to undertake
detailed transition planning -
making sure any considerations
for maintaining operational
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Risk Potential Mitigation

service continuity can be
managed e.g. systems access.

Financial sustainability - There is a
risk that the transition budget is
insufficient to cover unexpected or
unforeseen circumstances or that the
savings that have been identified
cannot be delivered.

Contingency has been built into
the transition costs to account for
unexpected circumstances

A clear benéefits realisation
framework will be established to
track and manage benefits
delivery

The portfolio and programme
management capability will be
responsible for making sure there
is a tight grip on all costs and
benefits associated with LGR, so
any financial risks can be
proactively identified and
mitigated.

Alignment with key stakeholders -
There is a risk that key stakeholders
including staff, partners, members etc
are not aligned with the vision for the
new councils or experience change
fatigue from the level of change and
disruption they are going through.

Establish early a clear
communications and engagement
strategy for all stakeholders and
agree key messages for each
group at different stages of the
implementation

Involve stakeholders early on to
help co-produce plans

Dedicated change management
resource to help embed the
change successfully

Investment in leadership and
managerial development so that
they are equipped to support staff
and engage with partners.

Table 22: strategic risks and mitigations
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Managing the aggregation and disaggregation of services

Transitioning seven councils into two new councils is a major undertaking - and
keeping services running smoothly for residents is our top priority. This will require
a high degree of service aggregation and disaggregation.

Aggregation

Aggregation means uniting services, systems, and teams into a single
structure, unlocking better coordination, less duplication, and more
consistent delivery across Gloucestershire.

We'll manage the challenges and opportunities presented from aggregation by:

« Enabling services to lead design: The people who know services best
will shape how delivery changes - ensuring practical solutions and
continuity for residents

« Managing existing shared service and wholly owned company
arrangements: Shared services like Ubico, One Legal, and Publica already
show the power - and complexity - of joint working. Where aggregation is
straightforward, we’ll keep it simple; where it's more complex, we’ll manage
the transition carefully, including TUPE and out-of-county partners, such as
West Oxfordshire District Council

e Considering data and system aggregation: Consolidating IT and data
platforms will drive savings (likely in later years) and consistency, but we
know it takes careful planning and upfront investment

o Keeping services local: Even as we aggregate, we're committed to place-
based delivery - tailoring services to local needs and making
Neighbourhood Partnerships central to our approach

« Strengthening our workforce: Aggregation lets us pool talent, invest in
skills, and create new career pathways - especially in high-demand areas
like cyber, data analytics, and surveying

« Driving prevention through integration: By bringing together district and
county services, like public health, housing, leisure, and planning, we can
drive improved outcomes for residents, such as tackling the wider
determinants of health at greater scale.

Disaggregation

Disaggregation involves separating services, systems, and teams that are
currently delivered at county level so they can operate independently within
the two new unitary authorities.
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We’ll manage the challenges and opportunities presented from disaggregation by:

« Enabling services to lead design: The people who know services best
will shape how delivery changes - ensuring practical solutions and
continuity for residents

« Robust governance: Oversight boards with senior leaders, technical
experts, and service professionals will be in place to monitor progress,
resolve issues, and keep decisions evidence-based and aligned with our
strategic goals.

o Clear, open communication: Residents, staff, and partners get timely,
accurate updates through multiple channels. We're committed to
transparency, building trust, and inviting feedback at every stage.

o Careful systems and data separation: Disaggregating core systems,
especially those containing very sensitive personal data such as ASC and
CSC, requires meticulous planning and investment. We're prioritising
secure, safe data migration and strict adherence to information governance.

o Protecting specialist expertise: Some services, like public health, rely on
small teams of specialists. We're focused on maintaining this capacity and
operational resilience as teams are split across two authorities.

« Staying ‘safe and legal’: Above all, we're keeping a laser focus on
statutory responsibilities and clear accountability - especially for
safeguarding vulnerable children and adults.

« Managing demand imbalances: We're planning for the different needs
and pressures in East and West Gloucestershire. For example, higher ASC
complexity and costs in the West and the challenge of maintaining critical,
high-cost highways assets in both new authorities. Resource allocation and
financial viability are front of mind.

Disaggregation of Fire and Rescue

The disaggregation of Fire and Rescue, prior to vesting of the new Councils, will
be legally necessary in the 2UA scenario. It will involve the separation from the
current County Council in governance, organisational, and financial terms. In this
sense it is a very different disaggregation challenge than for other countywide
services.

Given the organisational destination for Fire and Rescue will be outside of local
government, a key mitigation may be to manage this disaggregation exercise
separately from other LGR activity. In this way the very specific needs of Fire and
Rescue over a period of change and possible instability can be given the focus
needed.
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Disaggregation Case Study: Adult Social Care (ASC)

Our engagement with service professionals, initial data analysis, and lessons
learned from other councils made it clear that a shared service for ASC is unlikely
to work in Gloucestershire.

A disaggregated model between East and West (over a period of three to five
years to fully disaggregate complex contractual arrangements) is likely to be the
most operationally and strategically viable delivery model.

This approach enables each new authority to recruit its own DASS and retain clear
accountability for Care Act duties. In the long-term this is also likely to be more
politically viable given shared arrangements require continued negotiation across
two sovereign organisations who will have very different demand profiles for ASC,
financial challenges, and potentially political priorities.

Early considerations for making ASC disaggregation work:

Minimising additional workforce pressures: Social care is already
stretched - across social workers, nurses, and care staff. Many specialist
teams are small, e.g. quality oversight, reablement, and performance
monitoring. Mitigation of additional workplace pressures is important,
including consideration of equal pay and grading to avoid poaching and
competition, and protect specialist capacity wherever possible.

Data and systems: All ASC data and care records are held in
LiquidLogic/ContrOCC. A clear plan for data migration and splitting of care
records over time will be needed to manage data loss risks and ensure
services continuity is not impacted.

Ordinary Residence (OR): Ordinary residence determines which local
authority is responsible for funding an individual's ASC. It's based on where
a person usually lives, unless specific legal exceptions apply (e.g.
placements arranged by a council). Given the West has a much higher
demand for multi-decade, high-cost care packages for supported living,
there is a baseline structural cost imbalance between the two authorities.
This not only has significant financial implications but there are also
operational considerations, as there is insufficient provision of suitable
accommodation in the East of the county. The availability of staff and
suitably priced supported accommodation in the West means that there are
a disproportionate number of people living in supported accommodation in
the West. There are legal, ethical, and human rights considerations, as well
as logistical challenges, to ensure vulnerable residents placed in care are
not being unduly moved to a different part of the county away from an area
that is ‘home’ for them.

Strategic market management: Councils have a statutory duty to manage
their market so continuing to manage provider relationships and ways of
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working is critical. Retaining clarity of messaging in an already fragile care
market will be key for both authorities. Joint commissioning may still be
needed to tackle supply challenges and maintain negotiating power with
providers.

o Hospital discharge and integrated care: Gloucestershire Royal Hospital,
located in the West, is the county’s central acute site and is often the place
from where individuals are discharged into placements that become their
long-term homes. Both authorities must agree joint protocols for hospital
discharge and integrated care pathways to keep people safe and services
running smoothly.
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Appendix 1: Vision and Ambition ‘Personas’

CHARLIE'’S BIO

Charlie is a 15-year-old student living in Parkend. His area has limited
public transport and he feels disconnected from school and community life.
His school engagement is low, and he is often absent or disengaged in
class. With limited access to youth facilities, Charlie spends most of his
time online, often unsupervised.

DESIRES CHALLENGES
Charlie is digitally curious and likes learning Emotional isolation, lack of trust in adults, feels invisible
and connecting with people online. in the community, vulnerable to online radicalisation and
has limited access to safe youth spaces.
BRINGING OUR VISION AND AMBITION TO LIFE
v By co-creating services that work for everyone, Charlie gains access to safe, inclusive digital and
physical spaces shaped by young people like him.
v Digital services connect him to mentors and wellbeing resources, reducing isolation and offering
healthy alternatives to unsupervised online use.
v Collaboration between community groups, schools and digital platforms helps rebuild Charlie’s
trust and sense of belonging.

o Driving Breakthrough Innovation for National Resilience: Forest of Dean becomes a pilot site for
‘Project Beacon’, an initiative using Al-powered early intervention tools, leveraging expertise from
the Golden Valley Cyber Hub in Cheltenham These tools spot early signs of disengagement and
connect young people like Charlie to trusted mentors and support networks. Workshops, both in-
person and online, build digital resilience across the county in partnership with schools, the
police and industry.

e Creating Together: Inspired by Project Beacon, Charlie becomes involved with the Forest
Voluntary Action Forum (FVAF). Working alongside community groups and local mentors, he
helps design online platforms that promote resilience and peer support, as well as new youth
activities that reflect what young people actually want. This gives Charlie a stronger sense of
belonging, builds his confidence and ensures services are responsive to the needs of all
generations.
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THE VARMA FAMILY’S BIO

Priya (34 years old) and Arjun (33 years old) live in rented housing in
Cheltenham with their young son, Ravi (9 years old) who has additional
learning needs. Like many families in the town, they are balancing work,
caring responsibilities and the rising cost of housing.

DESIRES CHALLENGES
Priya and Arjun are eager to retrain to another | The family struggles with insecure housing, long
industry to better financially support the assessment wait times and navigating the education,

family. Ravi enjoys music and building things. | health and social care services.

Priya and Arjun feel stuck in low-paid work and torn

between caregiving responsibilities and pursuing

career opportunities. Meanwhile, Ravi feels behind in
school due to overstimulating environments and a lack
of tailored learning approaches.

v By co-creating services that work for everyone, Arjun and Priya can help shape flexible training
and SEND support that fits their family’s real needs.

v Using digital inclusion initiatives, Ravi has access to secure, joined-up learning tools that
support his education needs both in and out of the classroom, and give his parents visibility of
his progress.

v Through linking housing skills and innovation locally, Arjun and Priya can take up retraining

opportunities without moving away or compromising Ravi’'s care

e Using Data to Transform Transport & Services: Integrated data systems link Ravi’s
SEND support, the family’s housing needs, and the parent’s retraining. Because
services communicate, the social care professionals are able to provide the Patels
with proactive care. It is through this better data integration that Arjun and Priya are
offered a suitable retraining programme through the Talent for Life initiative.

e Unlocking Talent, Skills & Housing for Inclusive Growth: Through linking housing, skills
and innovation locally, Arjun and Priya can retrain in secure jobs while knowing Ravi’'s
care and education are supported close to home. This gives Ravi access to new
learning opportunities from tailored digital tools to his family’s attendance at ‘taster
days’ in local industries, helping him discover his own future pathway.

e Driving Breakthrough Innovation for National Resilience: Ravi discovers a passion for
advanced manufacturing through hands-on activities at local skills hubs. With access
to mentoring, modern equipment and real-world projects linked to clean energy and
sustainable production, he is able to see how his interests connect to solving national
challenges. As he grows up, these opportunities give him the skills and confidence to
pursue a career in advanced manufacturing, contributing directly to Gloucestershire’s
role in building resilience for the United Kingdom.
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MARGARET'S BIO

Margaret (82 years old) lives alone in a small flat in Gloucester City. She
has limited mobility and digital literacy, and no nearby family. Before
retirement, she used to work in a garden centre where she enjoyed
advising customers on garden needs.

DESIRES CHALLENGES

Margaret has a strong desire to be a part of While public transport is available, she finds it difficult
the community and is willing to engage if to navigate without support and feels overwhelmed by
supported. the pace of digital change. This makes it hard to

access services or stay socially connected. She feels
forgotten by the fast-changing world around her. She
wants to remain in her own home for as long as
possible and her family need assurance that she can
be safe and cared for.

o Co-designed neighbourhood and health services reflect Margaret’s needs and preferences,
restoring her dignity and independence.

o Digital inclusion initiatives supported through LGR, give Margaret the confidence to use online
health services and stay socially connected.

e Local community groups and health providers collaborate to bring companionship and tailored
wellbeing support directly into her neighbourhood, reducing isolation.

TRANSFORMING OUTCOMES THROUGH OUR AMBITIONS

e Putting Wellbeing, Housing & Nature Recovery at the Heart of Growth: Every policy
and service in Gloucestershire is shaped by a wellbeing-first approach, ensuring
Margaret's needs are central. From transport to housing, decisions prioritise her
dignity and independence helping her remain at home and part of her community.
Over time, this creates a fairer community where ageing is fully supported.

e Empowering Communities through Co-Design & Local Decision Making: Margaret
contributes her experience to a local Neighbourhood Partnership, shaping age-friendly
housing ideas and intergenerational community projects. This gives her a place in the
community while ensuring older residents’ voices are embedded in local decision-
making.

e Using Data to Transform Transport & Public Services: Trusted, real-time data links
Margaret’s health, housing and care needs, ensuring services coordinate seamlessly.
Her GP and social care team receive the same up-to-date information, avoiding
duplication and preventing issues from escalating. Her family also gets reassurance
through regular wellbeing updates.
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EMILY’S BIO

Emily (26) lives in Cirencester. She works part-time in admin and has
caring responsibilities for her family. She is passionate about
sustainability and wants to pursue a career in the field without leaving
her district. However, she’s not sure if that is possible within
Gloucestershire. From her knowledge, she feels she needs to move to
other areas like Bristol and London to access the opportunities she is
looking for, an option not available to her

. .
DESIRES CHALLENGES
Emily wants to find flexible, on-the-job training | Emily struggles to find local green skills programmes
opportunities that offers career mobility, that are flexible, adaptable to her schedule and will
alongside care support for her father so she help secure her a job in the industry. She feels torn
doesn’t have to compromise on her ambitions. | between her caregiving responsibilities and her
aspirations.
BRINGING OUR VISION AND AMBITION TO LIFE
e Breakthrough innovation in clean energy and climate technologies creates local career
pathways that allow Emily to stay close to her family while contributing to a globally significant
sector.

e Collaboration across transport and training clusters connects her to opportunities in Stroud and
Severn Edge.

¢ Digital tools support remote learning and flexible work, helping her balance ambition with
caregiving.

v" Unlocking Talent, Skills & Housing for Inclusive Growth: Emily accesses flexible,
online training tailored to her caregiving schedule, gaining credentials in clean energy.
This allows her to build a local career in sustainability without sacrificing her family
responsibilities whilst also connecting Emily to high potential sectors across the whole
of Gloucestershire.

v Harnessing Digital to Tackle Inequality: Digital inclusion projects mean Emily can use
high-quality online learning platforms and remote working hubs in the Cotswolds,
supported by affordable transport to training centres for in-person learning.

v Driving Breakthrough Innovation for National Resilience. By linking into
Gloucestershire’s growing clean energy sector, Emily gains placements and mentoring
that tie her personal goals to the county’s contribution to net zero and energy security.
Within a decade, she leads a flagship initiative promoting green fuel and zero-carbon
mobility for visitors to the Cotswolds AONB.

v" Empowering Communities through Co-Design and Local Decision Making: Emily
connects with peer support groups through local Family Hubs, finding access to
wellbeing and respite care support. This provides visibility of a pathway for Emily to
achieve her career goals and care for her loved ones.
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RACHEL’S BIO

Rachel is in her mid-30s and lives in Bussage with her two children. She
commutes daily to Bristol for her job in marketing. The journey is long
and expensive, with poor rail connections. She spends hours in traffic
and pays high parking fees in Bristol. She’s considering remote work or
relocating but loves her home and community in Stroud.

CHALLENGES
Whether rail or car, Rachel's commute has caused
her stress. She feels like she has little to no time to
enjoy life during the weekdays. Her mother is currently
helping with school pick-up but has expressed a
desire to relocate outside of Stroud.
BRINGING OUR VISION AND AMBITION TO LIFE
v" By shaping local transport priorities through local community forums, Rachel has a voice in
decisions that directly affect her daily life. .
v" Improved connectivity enables hybrid working, reducing the need for Rachel to commute daily.
v' Smart mobility platforms give Rachel real-time journey planning, reliable timetables and
targeted pothole repairs that make her routes safer and quicker.

More time with family and friends, affordable
and direct commuting options, local work
flexibility. She hopes to grow her career,
ideally without having to relocate.

TRANSFORMING OUTCOMES THROUGH OUR AMBITIONS

e Using Data to Transform Transport & Public Services: Strategic partnerships underpinned by
employee migration data make the case for improvement in regional connections. This reduces
costs and journey times for Rachel. Smart data systems also prioritise road maintenance and
pothole repair, making daily travel safer and more reliable. Together, these improvements give
Rachael a quicker, more affordable commute and more family time all while ensuring she can
progress in her career.

e Putting Wellbeing, Housing & Nature Recovery at the Heart of Growth: Transport and
housing are planned with wellbeing in mind. Rachel benefits from community facilities linked to
commuting routes, making family and work easier to combine.

e Harnessing Digital to Tackle Inequality, Improve Services and Drive Innovation: Rachel uses
digital platforms to plan hybrid working and smarter travel, helping her stay rooted in Stroud
while keeping access to regional career opportunities in the sectors where she has the most
skills.

134



Official - Financial

DARREN'’S BIO
' 3 Darren (52 years old) lives in Bishops Cleeve. Darren has been
3 working hard to overcome addiction and is determined to build a
new life. He wants to work and contribute more to his community
but faces stigma and limited access to tailored employment
support. He’s proud of his recovery and seeks meaningful ways to
stay on track and help others.

CHALLENGES

Darren feels socially isolated and is conscious
of being judged by others. He has yet to find a
stable job in Tewkesbury that will give him

Darren wants a stable employment that can
enable him to be financially independent.
Inspired by the support he has received from
health and social care professionals, he wants | financial security, causing him stress, which he
to contribute and give back to those in need. fears may cause him to relapse.
BRINGING OUR VISION AND AMBITION TO LIFE

e Integrated services mean Darren can access recovery, housing advice and employment
support in one place, removing the barriers he previously faced navigating separate
systems.

e Local employers and VCFSE partners offer supported routes into meaningful work,
helping Darren rebuild confidence while contributing to his community.

o Digital tools track Darren’s progress and connect him to peer networks, reinforcing his
recovery and helping him sustain long-term stability

v Putting Wellbeing, Housing & Nature Recovery at the Heart of Growth: Darren
accesses a new joined-up wellbeing and employment hub model that integrates
housing advice, health support and training opportunities under one roof. Unlike
existing services, the hub is embedded in local housing and regeneration
projects, giving Darren stability in his home environment as well as tailored
pathways into work. This integration reduces the stigma he’s faced in
fragmented systems and helps maintain recovery.

v" Empowering Communities through Co-Design and Local Decision Making:
Darren helps co-design recovery-to-employment programmes with local
employers and VCFSE partners in Tewkesbury. His lived experience is treated
as expertise, shaping more inclusive pathways that others in recovery can
access. Over time, Darren takes on a mentoring role, feeding into decision-
making that improves services county-wide and strengthens trust between
residents and providers.

v Unlocking Talent, Skills & Housing for Inclusive Growth: Darren joins a reskilling
programme linked to local employers, with wraparound housing and wellbeing
support. He starts with part-time work at a social enterprise in Bishop’s Cleeve,
progresses into a supervisory role and ultimately secures a qualification that
allows him to mentor others. By linking employment with social support, Darren’s
recovery is reinforced while also contributing to Gloucestershire’s inclusive
growth.
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Appendix 2: Digital, Data, and Technology Case Studies

Digital, data, and technology (DDaT) are already transforming services across
Gloucestershire — making them smarter, faster, and more joined-up. These
examples show how a customer-centred, data-informed approach improves
outcomes, reduces avoidable demand, and enables proactive service delivery.

Right now, delivery varies by council. But when applied across the new
organisations, our DDaT approach unlocks consistent, high-quality services for
everyone — wherever they live.

Case study 1:
Customer experience

Streamlining and opening up data through Al (Tewkesbury BC)

Al is redefining our customers’ experience over the phone and online -
there’s no longer a need to navigate a lot of webpages or a maze of
phone options (or to sit waiting on hold).

The customer types their issue into a responsive Al-driven chatbot
online or speaks through a Large Language Model assistant over the
phone (with a single phone number for all issues). If the issue is
particularly complex, the customer seamlessly passes through to a
human advisor who already knows why they’re calling. If the teams are
particularly busy, a simple call-back option is offered.

Residents are less frustrated, receive support quicker and have more
confidence in contacting the council when they need help.

Real-time dashboards mean teams manage demand dynamically, and
seamless integration into the council’s digital platform means that
customer contact can trigger automatic workflows depending on what
they’re contacting about.

50% | 38% | 17%

decrease in
abandoned calls in 6
months

reduction in shiftto online
wait times in 6 months services in 6 months
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Case study 2:

Al virtual care

Helping vulnerable residents live in their own homes for as long as
possible (Gloucestershire CC)

Innovative Al-powered virtual care will help transform how social care is
delivered. Using smart plugs, motion sensors and other remote devices
installed in residents’ homes to monitor daily activity and wellbeing.

Devices feed data into a technology-enabled care system (recently
procured by Gloucestershire CC), which uses Al to detect changes in
behaviour that may signal a health concern.

The proactive approach allows care teams to intervene early - before a
crisis occurs. In Sutton, this has led to around 25 residents per month
being supported by community response service, avoiding ambulance
callouts and hospital admissions.

The technology supports residents to live independently for longer, with
the reassurance that help is available 24/7. It also eases pressure on
overstretched adult social care services.

Case study 3:

Bulky waste

Reducing demand by keeping customers updated (Tewkesbury BC)

Bulky waste bookings take place through an intuitive online booking
system —no need to call or visit (although that option is available).

The online experience is really enjoyable. Information is clear and there’s
a basket for items to be added, and an integrated payment system —
nowhere close to the traditional clunky online local gov experience.
Residents get to choose a collection date that suits them from a
calendar of availability.

Through automated communications, residents are kept informed at
every stage of the process - from booking confirmations to collection
updates. These messages, delivered via email and text, are clearly
branded and consistent with the council’s digital identity.

Live data integration allows collection crews to update the system in real
time, enabling customer services to respond swiftly to any queries.

Similar proactive approaches will be used for missed bin reports,
planning applications and many other services.

In six months:

60% 70% 261%

collections booked of items
online now recycled incol
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Case study 4:

Open Digital Planning
MHCLG-funded programme to imp! planning online (Gl
City and Tewkesbury BC)

MHCLG’s Open Digital Planning is transforming the planning service
through systems that reduce invalid applications, improves customer
experience and streamlines internal processes.

Plan X uses spatial data to assess site-specific constraints and guides
users online through a tailored, question-based journey. This empowers
applicants to self-serve, reducing calls to the council and improving the
quality of submissions.

Through further development the system will integrate with Idox Uniform,
enabling applications to be submitted directly and automatically populate
back-office systems.

Gloucester City is also part of Back Office Planning System (BOPS), which
is being developed with planning officers to improve the planning process
- their input will help shape the system ensuring it meets the needs of
planning officers and reduces the double handling and outdated
processes in legacy back office systems.

e Plan X: Avg 113 visits per week for 'do | need planning permission?'
tool (Glos City and Tewks BC).

= BOPS: 20% reduction in householder application processing time
(Glos City).

* Plan X: Ratings of 'excellent’ and 'good".

Case study 5:

Flooding

Using spatial data to protect vulnerable residents (Tewkesbury BC)

A data-informed approach helps keep flood-risk communities and
vulnerable residents safe.

With the introduction of a new digital system in ArcGIS, we can capture
information quickly and accurately. Integrating satellite imagery with
other datasets (such as the EA river gauge imagery and rainfall) means
we can create predictive models of flood extent and impact.

We know what different river levels mean on the ground, and mapped
data will show where to direct support, such as:

« Where sandbags and rest centres are best located
« Which householders require targeted alerts and information
« Which vulnerable residents need welfare checks

This approach isn’t just about reacting, but about being proactive in
supporting at-risk communities.

LGR will enhance this approach even further by enabling a unified,
cross-county view of flood risk and response. It allows for the
consolidation of data sources from county and district councils,
streamlined decision-making, and coordinated deployment of resources
- ensuring that support reaches the right places faster and more
effectively.
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Case study 6:

Fix My Street

Fix My Street, a simple, map-based tool, lets residents report issues
like potholes, fly-tipping, and broken streetlights via the web or
mobile app.

Users drop a pin, add details and photos, and the report is sent directly to
the right team hether that’s the City Council, UBICO, or the County
Council.

The system links with in-cab tech, asset layers, and back-office systems
to ensure accurate routing and real-time updates for crews. A public map
shows reported issues and progress, improving transparency and
removing the need for users to understand council responsibilities.

This streamlines service delivery, reduces call volumes, and improves the
quality of reports across multiple authorities.

« City council: Average time to resolve issues dropped from 5.25 days
(previous process) to 1.25 days with FixMyStreet and Alloy
integration.

GCC and city council: Of 198 city council cases reported to the
county's FixMyStreet, 100% were automatically routed to the city
council without any manual intervention.

GCC: 60% of highways issues now reported through FixMyStreet—an
increase of 20% on old process.

1.04 hours

0.5 hours
1.42 hours
0.93 hours

1.2 hours
0.96 hours
1.06 hours

Hours saved per week based on feedback received from 127 users
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Appendix 3: Public Engagement Report (Cratus)
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Executive Summary

Between July and August 2025, Cratus Group engaged residents and stakeholders across
Gloucestershire to gather views on Local Government Reorganisation (LGR). The programme
combined 12 in-person events, two countywide webinars, and a countywide survey which in total
generated more than 3,100 responses. A dedicated microsite and multi-channel campaign ensured
broad reach across all six districts, though younger residents were notably under-represented.

Residents expressed a strong sense of belonging to their communities, with green spaces, safety,
and access to essentials like buses and GPs ranked as the most important local priorities. Council
services such as rubbish and recycling, libraries, and parks were generally well regarded, while
roads, pavements, buses, and aspects of social care received lower satisfaction ratings.
Respondents experience of engaging with councillors and/or council officers was relatively
positive.

When considering the future of local government, most respondents prioritised making services
better and ensuring council tax is well spent over issues of identity or representation. Community
identity, transport infrastructure, housing, and environmental protection were the most commonly
prioritised themes in the additional written feedback. Many residents are wary of change, as
shown in the written feedback and noted in our conversations. In terms of those who gave a
preference as to which model they felt would work best, a single countywide unitary was by far the
most supported option. The East/West split and ‘Greater Gloucester’ model were widely opposed,
with concerns about fairness, division, and efficiency.

The next stage of communication should focus on reassurance: showing that local voices and
identities will not be lost, underlining the financial and service benefits of change, and clarifying
how the new system will work in practice. Simplification of council responsibilities is a persuasive
message, but trust will depend on continued engagement and transparency throughout the
process.

Introduction

This report summarises the engagement activity undertaken by Cratus Group in Summer 2025 on
behalf of Gloucestershire councils around the future of local government in the county and sets
out an analysis of the feedback received.

Please note that throughout this report, for brevity, we use the term ‘district’ to refer to city,
borough and district councils in Gloucestershire. Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole
figure for neatness.

Background and context

The Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) community engagement programme in
Gloucestershire was initiated to gather views from residents, stakeholders, and partner
organisations on the future shape and priorities of local government in the county. This work forms
an early stage in the process of developing proposals for submission to Government in November
2025.

The aim was to engage communities across all six districts, ensuring that a broad range of voices
contributed to the discussion. Importantly, this engagement did not ask people to choose between
fixed options or vote on pre-defined models. This will be the focus of formal Government
consultation during the early part of next year. Instead, it invited open conversation about the
principles, priorities and values that matter most to people in Gloucestershire.
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By building understanding and listening to what communities have said they want and need, the
engagement sought to generate insights that will help inform decision-making later in the year. The
process was designed to be transparent, inclusive and accessible, ensuring that residents could
help inform the county’s future governance arrangements.

Objectives

e To inform residents about the context for potential changes to local government in
Gloucestershire and the reasons for exploring these changes.

e To understand people’s priorities, values and concerns in relation to the organisation of
local government and the services it provides.

e To engage as widely as possible across all districts, reaching communities in both urban
and rural areas.

e To gather insight that can be used to support councils in the development of proposals for
submission to Government in November 2025.

Methodology

The engagement was undertaken using a hybrid approach, combining online and face-to-face
engagement to ensure broad coverage and accessibility.

We followed the principle of ‘going where the people are’, integrating with existing community
events and venues to reach a diverse cross-section of residents, while also providing digital
channels for those who preferred to take part online.

In person engagement included a set of materials summarising the changes and signposting to the
survey.

Survey

A county-wide survey was the central element of our public engagement. Hosted on
Gloucestershire County Council's Engagement HQ platform, and developed with input from all
seven councils, the survey included a blend of closed and open questions. This approach allowed
for both quick responses and more detailed commentary.

v" The survey was open to the public from 1 July to 8 August 2025.
v" Thefull list of questions is available in Appendix 1.
Engagement and demographics

We achieved high levels of engagement, with over 3,000 responses received. The demographic
reach was also strong, with the distribution across most categories closely aligning with the general
demographic makeup of the county of Gloucestershire, with the caveat that women were slightly
over-represented (53% vs 51% in the 2021 Census) and the respondents skewed slightly older than
the general population (33% over-65vs 22% in 2021 Census). This suggests a broad range of
residents chose to participate.

It is important to note that a digital survey of this nature is a self-selecting process rather than a
representative poll. This means that people chose to engage with the survey, whether they found it
online via social media or council content, or participated in person with a member of our team.
Unlike a representative poll, we did not actively contact individuals with the aim of reaching a
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statistically significant and truly representative sample of the county's or districts’ populations. This
was not feasible within the project's scope, budget, or timeframe.

Despite not being a statistically representative poll, we are confident that the feedback is robust
and highly useful. The high level of engagement and the broadly representative nature of the
respondents' demographics mean that the data provides clear and valuable trends. This feedback
is therefore a reliable resource for councils as they develop local government reorganisation (LGR)
options.

Note: While the data aligns broadly with 2021 Census data for the county, this has not been
assessed at a District level so we cannot assert that the views expressed are representative of
individual Districts.

The survey achieved good, useful results at a fraction of the cost and time a full-scale
representative poll would have required, proving to be an effective and efficient engagement tool
within the project's constraints.

Microsite

A dedicated microsite — www.futuregloucestershire.gov.uk — was created to provide background

information on LGR, answer frequently asked questions, and list details of upcoming engagement
events and webinars. It also provided a direct link to the survey, ensuring a single point of access

for the public.

Outreach and marketing
To maximise reach, the survey and microsite were promoted through a range of channels:

Elected members and council officers

Councillors and officers received information to share with their networks, including a set of
informational banners and flyers provided for each district council. Staff across district councils and
partner organisations were reached through newsletters and intranet posts.

Gloucestershire County Council officers attended the parish and town council AGM in July to share
information.

Residents and community networks
Social media activity included both organic and paid campaigns. Paid advertising targeted
postcodes with lower response rates during the final two weeks of the engagement.

Posts were shared by each council’s communications team via Facebook, Instagram, X, LinkedIn
and Nextdoor, alongside digital newsletters, community bulletins and business mailing lists. Flyers
were also sent to libraries and other council owned buildings across the county.

Events and webinars

In-person engagement took place at two existing community events in each of the six districts, and
two online webinars were held to enable countywide participation. All activities were designed to
ensure residents could access clear information, ask questions, and provide feedback in a way that
suited their needs.

Engagement summary

As a result of online promotion, 12 in-person events (two per district) and 2 online webinars with
countywide attendance, 3,112 survey responses and 1,480 written comments to open-text
questions, providing rich qualitative insight, were received.
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Events brought conversations into the heart of communities —from busy market towns to rural
villages, whilst the online offer ensured residents could take part at any time. This mix of formats
generated a balanced evidence base: hard data from the survey for statistical analysis, and detailed
personal perspectives from written feedback.

Engagement findings

Events

The 12 events are detailed in the following section, with approximate figures for the engagement
at each.

Teams attending the events had flyers to hand out, pull-up banners at the stands, and activities to
attract people’s attention.

People attending the events were encouraged to complete the survey, but discussions also
provided useful insights into opinions on council services. Key findings are summarised below.
People were encouraged to take flyers home, both as a reminder to fill out the survey themselves
and to share with family, friends and neighbours, as we emphasised the desire to reach as many
residents as possible.

Stroud Show
Saturday, 12 July — Stroud district

~ 15 Surveys ~ 40 conversations ~ 70 leaflets handed out

The audience was largely local to Stroud, and local councillors and district leadership were also in
attendance. Many people felt that the local voice would be lost under LGR reforms, and they
weren’t supportive of change. However, many acknowledged that the different levels of local
government now were confusing.

Quite a few specifically mentioned that they liked their Parish Councils. Residents complained
about the lack of buses and public transport. A few discussed personal council issues.

Gloucester Quays Shopping Centre Pop-up
Saturday, 12 July — Gloucester City district

~ 8 Surveys ~ 50 conversations ~ 30 leaflets handed out

Feedback varied from disinterested to well-informed. Some attendees reported themselves as
being from Gloucester, and identifying as such, but actually living within Stroud or Tewkesbury
council areas.

There was some concern that unitary councils would not recognise the individual places that have
their own unique identity under current arrangements. There was also a concern that any
authority which contained Gloucester would have their resources diverted to the city. More
broadly, there was a limited understanding of the difference between the levels of government
and some disinterest in how services are delivered.

Coleford Music Festival
Sunday, 13 July — Forest of Dean district

~ 4 Surveys ~ 25 conversations ~ 15 leaflets handed out

145



Official - Financial

Conversations tended to focus on very local issues including the role of Town and Parish Councils,
noting that the Coleford Town precept had gone up dramatically in recent years. All residents
spoken to wanted to maintain the identity of the Forest of Dean as a unique place and were not
supportive of any option to become a unitary council.

Some councillors had been to the parish event on the 12" and were keen to understand more
about what other authorities were doing elsewhere in the country. There was some feedback that
the northern part of the Forest of Dean faces toward Herefordshire and could benefit from
becoming part of that authority.

Moreton-in-Marsh Market
Tuesday, 15 July — Cotswold district

~ 21 Surveys ~ 25 conversations ~ 36 leaflets handed out

The busy market had a large tourist presence, making it harder to reach local residents. To counter
this, the team engaged stallholders and shop staff directly. This approach ensured meaningful
conversations with those living and working in the area.

Generally, there was a lack of trust of Cotswold District Council, partly due to the market stall
holders themselves not having a positive experience when dealing with council officers. Aside from
this, one of the biggest issues facing local people seemed to be with buses as some routes are
being reduced or stopped altogether.

Regarding LGR, most were not aware this was happening but once explained, understood the
reasons for the changes. Most were pleased with the idea it could lead to more effective and
efficient councils.

Lydney Community Day
Saturday 19 July — Forest of Dean district

~ 2 Surveys ~ 45 conversations ~ 30 leaflets handed out

Feedback reflected concerns that the Forest of Dean is already overlooked for investment and that
Lydney, on the edge of the district, is even more marginalised. Local transport limitations and
dependence on cars were raised.

The ‘Greater Gloucester City’ model was criticised as exclusionary. Residents feared that roads and
services would be deprioritised in favour of higher-traffic areas. A young carer noted potential
benefits if services became more joined-up.

Councillors expressed opposition to reorganisation, with some arguing the county/district system
should remain. Other comments touched on roadworks coordination, declining community events,
and the importance of youth engagement.

Churchdown Summer Fun Day
Saturday, 19 July — Tewkesbury district

~ 1 Survey ~ 25 conversations ~ 15 leaflets handed out

Residents voiced concerns about historic boundary and naming issues, stressing Churchdown’s
distinct identity from Gloucester and Tewkesbury. Some frustration was expressed that the process
was not consulting on whether reorganisation should happen at all.
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The general sentiment was that change felt imposed and unnecessary, though residents still
engaged with engagement materials. Issues raised included access to waste facilities and
representation.

Cirencester Town Centre Pop-up
Sunday, 20 July — Cotswold district

~ 5 Surveys ~ 20 conversations ~ 15 leaflets handed out

Engagement included younger shop workers and local business owners. Leaflets were displayed in
shops and community spaces.

Residents asked about potential combined authorities and whether reorganisation was required by
national government. Concerns were raised about losing local identity, confusion over service
responsibilities, and how planning could adapt to different topographical needs.

Tewkesbury Market
Wednesday, 23 July - Tewkesbury district

~ 35 Surveys ~ 40 conversations ~ 10 leaflets handed out

Residents valued Tewkesbury’s historic identity and stressed the importance of a localised
response to flooding. While many saw opportunities for improved efficiency under reorganisation,
concerns were voiced about differences between districts such as the Cotswolds and Gloucester
and what this would mean if the local authority areas were combined.

Gloucester City Centre Pop-up
Friday, 25 July — Gloucester City district

~ 30 Surveys ~ 50+ conversations ~ 10 leaflets handed out

This high-footfall location enabled engagement with a broad mix of residents. Safety, cleanliness,
and homelessness in the city centre were key concerns, particularly from younger respondents.

Issues raised included a shortage of affordable housing, the use of hotels for temporary
accommodation, and the pressures of migration on housing. Calls for more youth facilities,
investment in health services, and stronger support for tourism were common themes.

Greenways Fun Day
Saturday, 26 July — Stroud district

~ 10 Surveys ~ 40+ conversations ~ 6 leaflets handed out

Residents voiced concerns about east—west divisions in the county creating inequalities. They
called for prioritisation of affordable homes for young people and better responses to anti-social
behaviour.

As a busy, family-friendly event, it was harder to focus people on doing the survey then and there

but there was a lot of interest and people took photos of the materials and/or scanned the QR
code to follow up later.
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Cheltenham Town Centre Pop-up
Saturday, 2 August — Cheltenham district

~ 36 Surveys ~ 40+ conversations ~ 33 leaflets handed out

Engagement was steady throughout the day, with neutral or positive views towards reorganisation
in the majority. Issues raised included concerns over council tax, immigration, potholes, and buses.

Awareness of local councillors was generally low, and most had not contacted council departments
in recent years. Some raised issues with local SEN support.

No Child Left Behind Festival
Wednesday, 6 August - Cheltenham district

~ 37 Surveys ~ 30+ conversations ~ 22 leaflets handed out

The family-focused event drew strong engagement. Activities at the stand encouraged
conversations with parents and carers.

Recurring issues included poor road and street maintenance, lack of awareness of councillors, and
concern that a county-wide unitary would erase local identity. Some welcomed the idea of area
forums to retain local voices.

Webinars

Two webinars took place, on 5 and 6 August, one held during the working day and the other during
the evening, allowing for different people’s schedules. Both events were advertised across social
media channels by all the councils. A recording of the presentation was then hosted on the
www.futuregloucestershire.co.uk website for those who could not attend.

The main sentiment from the Q&A portion of the webinar was requests for more details on exactly
how the process will work, from questions about which council buildings will be kept to details on
how departments will be organised and who will be responsible for policies.

The structure of local government beyond district and county level was raised, with several queries
about how the potential combined authorities and mayoral areas will be organised, and on the
other side, how this will affect Town and Parish Councils. It became clear that attendees had heard
rumours about how both could work, including the concern that parishes will be given further
responsibilities without more resources.

We learned that residents will need reassurance throughout the process. People were concerned
about things like how council housing will work, whether libraries will be affected, whether staff
are at risk of losing their jobs, and where council offices will be.

Also, a couple of comments concerned future updates, while attendees were happy to hear that
the details were still not finalised, they were keen to hear the results of the survey and details as
they emerge —so Gloucestershire councils must keep up the good momentum of engagement and
information sharing.

We had 71 attendees across the two days (45 on Tuesday, 5 August and 26 on Wednesday, 6
August). The audience was a mixture of residents, council staff and councillors from all tiers of
council.
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Unlike some in-person conversations and the survey results, webinar attendees did not request
that the status quo remain. This shows that if it is clearly explained then people do understand that
LGR is a national government requirement, and change will be taking place. Attendees commented
that they found it helpful and were grateful for the engagement.

Survey results

Demographics

The survey gathered demographic data from respondents so we could assess how representative
the respondents were of Gloucestershire’s population. Where possible, this has been reviewed
against the 2021 Census data.

The key demographic findings are as follows:

Age: The majority of respondents were aged 55 and over (57%), followed by those aged 35-54
(30%), and under 35 (9%). Gloucestershire does have an older population than the
national average, however given that the figures for 65+ at a county level are 22%, the
survey responses skew to an older demographic than is fully representative.

Sex and Gender Identity: The respondents were almost evenly split between female (53%)
and male (47%), with a slightly higher number of women than men responding, slightly
higher than the census data which has 51% female. Almost all respondents indicated that
their gender identity is the same as their sex at birth.

Sexual Orientation: About 80% of respondents identified as heterosexual/straight, which is
less than the census data which 90% identified as such. Smaller proportions identified as
asexual (~¥3%), bisexual (~¥3%), gay man (~2%), or lesbian/gay woman (~1%). The number
of respondents identifying as LGBTQ+ was higher among under-35s (16%) compared to
those aged 55 and over (less than 4%).

Ethnicity: The largest ethnic group was White British (87%), followed by White European (4%)
and White Irish (1%). Other individual ethnic groups each accounted for less than 1%. This
is reflective of the demographics of the county (based on the 2021, 88% of the population
is White British with a further 5% coming from other White backgrounds).

Religion or Belief: The most common responses were 'No religion' (46%) and 'Christian' (44%).
'No religion' was more prevalent among under-35s, while 'Christian’ was more common
among older age groups, reaching around 62% in those aged 75 and over. The county
levels for ‘Christian’ are higher at 48%, and lower for ‘No religion’ at 43%.

Long-term lliness or Disability: About 19% of respondents reported having a long-term illness
or disability that limits their day-to-day activities, less than the census figure of 23%.

Caring Responsibilities: Approximately 20% of respondents had caring responsibilities, mainly
for older family members (15%). A smaller proportion (4%) cared for children with
additional needs, and around 1% had dual caring responsibilities. This is higher than the
census’ average of 9% providing unpaid care.

Survey responses in detail
Section 1: A sense of belonging

This section of the survey focused on where people lived and where they identified as ‘home’
within the county. Respondents were asked for their postcode (first half only), which councils they
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Figure 1

thought represented them, and where they consider they live. The latter was to determine
whether people’s local identity is more closely tied to the county, district, or local neighbourhood.

Respondents by Postcode
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Figure 1 shows the distribution of respondents across postcodes and the most commonly
associated areas within the postcodes. There is notably high turnout from GL5 (Stroud), GL6
(Nailsworth, Painswick, Chalford), GL7 (Cirencester, South Cerney), GL52 (Prestbury, Charlton
Kings), GL4 (Abbeydale, Abbeymead, Matson) and GL3 (Brockworth, Churchdown).

Eleven respondents gave a hometown postcode outside of Gloucestershire, explained by the fact
some lived on the borders or visited the county for work. Those postcodes were: GL9, BS37, IP2,
GL20, GLS8, GL12, OX7 and TA1.

People were asked to select their council, with the option of all six districts, the county council, and
‘other.” 52 (2%) were not sure which council they were served by, indicated by either selecting ‘not
sure’ or by selecting multiple district councils. However, we were able to allocate all except seven
using the postcode and description of where they live for the purpose of effective survey analysis.

1,012 (33%) included Gloucestershire County Council as part of their answer, with 15 of those
placing it as their only council. This shows that 2,090 (67%) respondents either do not realise this is
their council or do not see it as much a part of their day-to-day life as their district council.
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As shown in Figure 2, the districts were relatively evenly represented in responses, except for
Stroud District Council which saw a considerably higher response rate.

Respondents by District

Cheltenham Borough Council = Cotswold District Council = Forest of Dean District Council
Gloucester City Council = Stroud District Council = Tewkesbury Borough Council

= Unclear which district

Figure 2

34 people added a council after selecting ‘other’. Of these, 23 were Parish Councils and 11 were
councils outside of Gloucestershire County Council lines (e.g. South Gloucestershire, Wychavon,
West Oxfordshire, Malvern Hills, Somerset and Ipswich).

Next, people were asked to tell us first where they lived (Figure 3) and then what they considered
to be their ‘local area’ (Figure 4). The word-clouds below summarise the most common responses

to each.
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These two questions were designed to get people thinking about where they feel most connected
to, rather than thinking solely in terms of council boundaries. The results show that people are
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more specific when thinking about where they live vs what is their local area, and that while the
district names are mentioned frequently, hundreds of smaller towns and villages are included,
suggesting people’s sense of home is more complex than which district or county they belong to.

We then asked people to what extent they felt a ‘sense of belonging’ to the local area they just
identified. The responses to this question were overwhelmingly positive, with 1,503 (48%) saying
strongly agree, and only 218 (7%) either disagreeing or strongly disagreeing (shown in Figure 5).

00

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

Strongly agree

1503

Agree

81

Strongly disagree F a7

Strongly agree
Agree

M Disagree

B Strongly disagree

Figure 5

We then asked respondents to rank the importance of various key factors in contributing to this

‘sense of belonging’.

Overall, green open spaces were rated as the most important element, with 72% saying they were
‘very important’. Safety was the next priority, with 70% rating it very important, followed by 65%

saying ‘easy to get to important things like buses, schools and the GP’ were very important.

Only 40% said history and heritage was very important to them, however overall, all elements were
seen as more important than not important. 9% said events were not at all important, and this was
the highest percentage of all ‘not at all important’ rankings.

Section 2: Council Services

In this next section of the survey, respondents were asked for feedback on their council services as
they are now, including assessments of a series of council services and feedback on their

engagement with councillors and officers.

Overall, 2,215 (71%) know who their councillors are, and 1,045 (34%) have contacted them in the

last two years. 77% were satisfied or very satisfied with the response from their councillor.

1,904 (61%) have contacted a council department, and 73% were happy or very happy with the
response from the relevant department.

In terms of services provided, rubbish and recycling and parks and green spaces consistently
receive a high positive sentiment across all councils, while roads and pavements are the weakest
area — in almost every council, these saw the lowest ‘very good’ ratings and highest negative

feedback.

Residents across all councils received good ratings on average, with little differentiation between

the six districts.

Overall average satisfaction per district (rated 1-4 scale):
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Cheltenham Borough Council: 2.89
Cotswold District Council: 2.70
Forest of Dean District Council: 2.72
Gloucester City Council: 2.81
Tewkesbury Borough Council: 2.87
Stroud District Council: 2.86
Each council’s individual feedback figures are summarised below:

Cheltenham Borough Council

420 responses were from residents in Cheltenham Borough Council. Table 1 shows how
respondents from Cheltenham ranked the council services. Key things to note are that parks,
gardens, and other green spaces were the highest rated, with 93% ‘very good’ or ‘good’, and roads,
pavements, and streetlights were rated the lowest, with only 2% rating them as ‘very good’ and
76% as ‘not good’ or ‘not very good at all'.

Not very
Very Good Good Not good good at all

Rubbish and recycling 32% 55% 9% 4%
Roads, pavements and streetlights 2% 21% 48% 28%
Parks, gardens, and other green

spaces 40% 53% 6% 1%
Schools and education 23% 69% 6% 2%
Libraries 22% 60% 15% 4%
Sports facilities/festivals/events 32% 57% 9% 2%
Local buses 14% 59% 23% 4%
Social care and benefits 5% 56% 29% 10%

Table 1

Engagement with Councillors
The survey included two questions about residents' awareness and interactions with their district
or county councillors.

Awareness

A significant portion of residents (75%) are aware of their councillors, with 35% having actively
engaged with them in the last two years. 15% did not know who their councillors were and 10%
were unsure or did not respond.

Satisfaction
Among those who had contacted their councillors, 27% were very satisfied with the response, 40%
were satisfied, 22% were dissatisfied, 10% were very dissatisfied and 1% did not respond.

The satisfaction levels are relatively positive, with 67% expressing satisfaction (either very satisfied
or satisfied). However, the dissatisfaction rate of 32% (dissatisfied or very dissatisfied) indicates
that there is still a notable portion of the population that feels their concerns are not being
adequately addressed.

Engagement with Council Officers
The survey also included questions about residents' interactions with council departments over the
past two years.
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Contact

65% of respondents had contacted a council department within the last two years, some
respondents mentioned contacting a different borough, possibly related to friends or family across
the border or where they work.

Satisfaction

Of those who had contacted a council department, 19% of respondents were very happy with their
experience, 47% were happy, 21% were not happy, 12% were not at all happy and 1% did not
respond.

Cotswold District Council

406 responses were from residents in Cotswold District Council. The rating of the services is
detailed in Table 2 below. There were several well rated services in this district, with 90% rating
Schools and education as ‘good or very good’, 89% rating rubbish and recycling as the same and
87% for parks, gardens, and other green spaces.

Roads, pavements and streetlights were less well rated, with 56% rating ‘not good’ or ‘not very
good at all, and 42% saying the same for social care and benefits.

Very Not Not very

Good Good good good at all
Rubbish and recycling 35% 54% 8% 3%
Roads, pavements and streetlights 3% 22% 44% 32%
Parks, gardens, and other green
spaces 17% 70% 11% 2%
Schools and education 21% 68% 9% 2%
Libraries 18% 60% 16% 6%
Sports facilities/festivals/events 15% 58% 22% 5%
Local buses 4% 25% 41% 29%
Social care and benefits 7% 51% 32% 10%

Table 2

Engagement with Councillors

Awareness

42% of respondents knew who their councillors were and had contacted at least one of them
within the last two years. 37% knew who their councillors were but had not contacted them, while
13% did not know who their councillors were.

Satisfaction
Among those who had contacted their councillors, 39% were very satisfied with the response, and
40% were satisfied. However, 15% were dissatisfied, and 6% were very dissatisfied.

Contact with Council Departments

Engagement
65% of respondents had contacted a council department within the last two years.
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Satisfaction
18% of respondents were very happy with their experience, and 46% were happy. However, 26%
were not happy, and 9% were not at all happy.

Forest of Dean District Council

523 responses were from residents in Forest of Dean District Council. Table 3 shows the range of
ratings given to the services by the residents.

Rubbish and recycling were rated very highly, with 95% of respondents rating it as ‘good or very
good’. Roads, pavements, and streetlights, and local buses were seen as poor, with 67% and 64%
rating them ‘not good’ and ‘not very good at all’ respectively.

Very Not Not very

Good Good good good at all
Rubbish and recycling 51% 44% 4% 1%
Roads, pavements and streetlights 3% 30% 43% 25%
Parks, gardens, and other green
spaces 26% 60% 11% 3%
Schools and education 12% 69% 15% 4%
Libraries 16% 62% 16% 5%
Sports facilities/festivals/events 10% 56% 27% 6%
Local buses 5% 31% 40% 24%
Social care and benefits 4% 49% 35% 12%

Table 3

Engagement with Councillors

Awareness

34% of respondents knew who their councillors were and had contacted at least one of them
within the last two years. 33% knew who their councillors were but had not contacted them, while
23% did not know who their councillors were.

Satisfaction
Among those who had contacted their councillors, 39% were very satisfied with the response, and
44% were satisfied. However, 10% were dissatisfied, and 7% were very dissatisfied.

Contact with Council Departments

Engagement
59% of respondents had contacted a council department within the last two years.

Satisfaction
26% of respondents were very happy with their experience, and 52% were happy. However, 13%
were not happy, and 8% were not at all happy.

Gloucester City Council

401 responses were from residents in Gloucester City Council. Table 4 details the ratings given by
people in this district. The data reveals that while some services, such as rubbish and recycling, are
well-regarded (92% saying very good or good), but other areas are seen as sub-par, with 56%
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reporting roads, pavements and streetlights as ‘not good’ or ‘not very good at all’ and 42% saying
the same for social care and benefits.

Very Not Not very

Good Good good good at all
Rubbish and recycling 34% 58% 5% 3%
Roads, pavements and streetlights 3% 41% 41% 15%
Parks, gardens, and other green
spaces 11% 68% 18% 3%
Schools and education 13% 69% 15% 3%
Libraries 18% 66% 13% 3%
Sports facilities/festivals/events 9% 57% 28% 5%
Local buses 17% 55% 23% 5%
Social care and benefits 5% 53% 35% 7%

Table 4

Engagement with Councillors

Awareness

30% of respondents knew who their councillors were and had contacted at least one of them
within the last two years. 38% knew who their councillors were but had not contacted them, while
23% did not know who their councillors were.

Satisfaction
Among those who had contacted their councillors, 25% were very satisfied with the response, and
47% were satisfied. However, 17% were dissatisfied, and 12% were very dissatisfied.

Contact with Council Departments

Engagement
61% of respondents had contacted a council department within the last two years.

Satisfaction
16% of respondents were very happy with their experience, and 46% were happy. However, 18%
were not happy, and 10% were not at all happy.

Stroud District Council

The district with the most responses was Stroud with 941, and the service ratings are below in
Table 5. Responses were very positive overall, especially relating to rubbish and recycling which
received 97% ‘good or very good’ ratings. Parks, gardens, and other green spaces, schools and
education. Libraries all also had positive ratings above 85%.
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Very Not Not very

Good Good good good at all
Rubbish and recycling 60% 37% 2% 1%
Roads, pavements and streetlights 3% 28% 48% 21%
Parks, gardens, and other green
spaces 30% 63% 7% 1%
Schools and education 20% 68% 9% 3%
Libraries 26% 59% 12% 3%
Sports facilities/festivals/events 19% 67% 12% 2%
Local buses 5% 33% 40% 22%
Social care and benefits 5% 54% 33% 9%

Table 5

Engagement with Councillors

Awareness

33% of respondents knew who their councillors were and had contacted at least one of them
within the last two years. 38% knew who their councillors were but had not contacted them, while
19% did not know who their councillors were.

Satisfaction
Among those who had contacted their councillors, 51% were very satisfied with the response, and
36% were satisfied. However, 8% were dissatisfied, and 5% were very dissatisfied.

Contact with Council Departments

Engagement
63% of respondents had contacted a council department within the last two years.

Satisfaction
33% of respondents were very happy with their experience, and 44% were happy. However, 16%
were not happy, and 7% were not at all happy.

Tewkesbury Borough Council

403 responses were from residents in Tewkesbury Borough Council. The survey results indicate
that Tewkesbury residents were most positive about rubbish and recycling services (96% very good
or good), with schools and education second (84%) and most negative about roads, pavements and
streetlights, with 66% rating them not good or not very good at all.

Very Not Not very

Good Good good good at all
Rubbish and recycling 63% 33% 1% 0%
Roads, pavements and streetlights 4% 30% 43% 22%
Parks, gardens, and other green
spaces 17% 62% 18% 3%
Schools and education 16% 68% 14% 2%
Libraries 24% 57% 15% 3%
Sports facilities/festivals/events 16% 60% 20% 4%
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Local buses 18% 47% 24% 11%
Social care and benefits 7% 52% 34% 7%
Table 6

Engagement with Councillors

Awareness

30% of respondents knew who their councillors were and had contacted at least one of them
within the last two years. 40% knew who their councillors were but had not contacted them, while
20% did not know who their councillors were.

Satisfaction
Among those who had contacted their councillors, 36% were very satisfied with the response, and
36% were satisfied. However, 19% were dissatisfied, and 7% were very dissatisfied.

Contact with Council Departments

Engagement
56% of respondents had contacted a council department within the last two years.

Satisfaction
25% of respondents were very happy with their experience, and 46% were happy. However, 20%
were not happy, and 9% were not at all happy.

Other Services

An additional option after rating the eight specified services was ‘I'd like to rate a different service’.
Across all respondents, 261 respondents chose to respond to this question, just over 8% of the
total respondents. This has been analysed across the county rather than by district, as the
relatively low response rate to this question would imply

Issues around planning and highways dominate the comments - these two areas alone account for
more than half of all service mentions. By noting that people felt the need to add extra analysis to
topics such as roads and schools that had already been rated in the previous questions shows the
strength of people’s opinions.

For each, we have included a sentiment score®! and some examples of the kind of comments
included.

e Planning / Development / Building Control - 16.5% of comments

67 Each comment in the survey was tagged with a sentiment label: Positive, Neutral, or Negative. To quantify overall
sentiment for each issue, these labels were converted into numerical scores as follows:

(] Positive — +1
(] Neutral — 0
e  Negative — -1

For each category, the average sentiment score was calculated by taking the mean of all individual comment scores
associated with that issue. This provides a simple, interpretable metric:

®  Ascore closer to +1 indicates generally positive feedback.
®  Ascore around 0 suggests mixed or neutral sentiment.
®  Ascore closer to -1 reflects predominantly negative feedback.

This approach allows for easy comparison across service areas and helps highlight where public perception is most
favourable or critical.
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Average Sentiment Score: -0.27

There were concerns raised about new development, density, lack of local consultation and poor
enforcement of planning decisions. There were also complaints raised about the performance of
planning services.

e “Planning decisions - this should be more under the umbrella of the town council not the
district most of which do not live in the area”.

e “Planning applications are dealt with extremely slowly... little consistency between
councils.”

e Roads/ Highways / Potholes - 10.0% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: -0.30

There were recurrent complaints about potholes, poor road maintenance, resurfacing delays and
local road safety. There were also localised complaints about the streetscape, covering issues like
parking availability and enforcement, and litter and graffiti.

e “Highways- not very good at all. Far too many road closures, and temporary traffic lights.”
e “Fix my pothole website... a pothole in my street was fixed within the week!”

e Housing / Homelessness / Council houses - 5.5% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: 0.09

A number of comments were frustrated that housing services have not improved in the area.
e “Lack of social housing for people.”
e “Housing officers aren't good as they have too much work to do”.

e Schools / Education - 4.0% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: 0.00

A small number of people raised issues around education, from a lack of nurseries through to
problems with the education system overall. There were a number of comments about poor
transport to school.

e “Early careers - needs to be better in schools”

e ‘I think we should not have an 11 plus grammar school system. It is divisive. | went to a
comprehensive school in Oxford.”

e Children's services / Child protection - 3.5% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: -0.43

Similar to schools / education, a small number of people raised real concerns with children’s
services, mostly from parents trying to access SEND support for their children.

e “Children’s services - not good at all”

e “Parents trying to negotiate SEND provisions for children with extra needs is a lengthy and
high stress process. This needs huge investment as these children will slip through the
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cracks.”

e Waste / Bin collections / Recycling - 3.5% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: -0.14

Missed collections and recycling issues appear across a number of comments. There was a
surprisingly strong opposition to the way recycling centres operate with multiple people raising
frustration with having to register in advance to attend and feeling that these centres make it
harder for them to recycle.

e “Any suggestion of bin collection every 3 weeks should be stopped”.

e “Recycling Centres: Not very good at all due to having to book for a slot”.

e  “Recycling Household Centre. The registration of cars should be removed”.

e Publictransport/ Buses - 3.0% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: -0.50

There were a range of complaints about bus reliability, frequency and connections — and a
recognition that these impact people’s ability to travel without a car. Many of these were very
specific complaints about a local service.

e “The Number 10 bus service: Inconsistent every single day, rarely happens according to the
schedules at the bus stops. Many busy stops rely on printed schedules as they do not have
electronic schedules. The Stagecoach West app sometimes lies about where buses are. And
the overall cost is terrible. The monthly Rider Plus ticket now costs £85 per 28 days (i.e.
£1,020+ per year). This is reaching a point where private transport is becoming
economically comparable and vastly more comfortable and convenient over public
transport. This is exactly the reverse of where public transport as a service in
Gloucestershire should be heading.”

e Council tax / Benefits / Finance - 2.5% of comments
Average Sentiment Score: -0.20

e “Cost of council tax value for as council tax is incredibly expensive for the services
received/provided.”

e “Council tax can vary greatly in cost between councils & also which parish you live in.”

Section 3: Local government reorganisation

In this section of the survey, we focused on questions about LGR and the future of councils in
Gloucestershire.

What are your top priorities when it comes to reorganising councils in Gloucestershire?

We first asked respondents to rank in order of priority the four key objectives of LGR, as set out by
National Government:

‘Make sure your council tax is well spent’ was the top priority for most people, with 1,267 rating

this highest. Next highest was ‘make local services better’, named as the top priority by 1,128
respondents.
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There is then a large gap with only 330 naming ‘provide a sense of community’ as their highest
priority and a similar figure of 337 saying ‘provide a stronger voice for residents’.

We can see from this that overwhelmingly people’s priority is the practical day-to-day spending
and work of the council, rather than feeling the council should focus on issues of identity and
feeling included.

Is there anything else you think should be a priority, or anything you would like us to think
about when putting together plans to reorganise Gloucestershire’s local government
structure?

The final question in the survey asked if there was anything else respondents wanted us to
consider when designing proposals for how new council services will be delivered under LGR.
Almost 60% of respondents answered this question and their comments are summarised below,
divided into overall comments and specific references to different structures.

Topics to consider

Almost 60% of respondents answered this question and their comments are summarised below,
grouped into key categories:

Theme Percentage (%) Explanation

Community 16.06 Concerns about local representation, community
identity, and engagement in decision-making.

Transport 9.36 Issues related to public transport, road maintenance,
and connectivity.

Housing 5.47 Comments on housing affordability, development
planning, and infrastructure.

Environment 3.51 Feedback on climate action, sustainability, and
environmental conservation.

Economy 2.8 Suggestions for economic growth, job creation, and
business support.

Healthcare 2.19 Concerns about access to medical services and hospital
facilities.

Education 2.06 Issues regarding schools, learning opportunities, and
educational infrastructure.

Safety 1.64 Mentions of crime prevention, policing, and community
safety.

Table 7

Of the above, the most common concerns were:

a) Community engagement and local representation — Emphasis on keeping decisions local
and maintaining identity.

e “Local government is not just about providing services, it is also about being a place leader
and convenor for the local system and communities. | am concerned that discussions about
LGR are so reductive - just focusing on what the boundary should be. If | had a preference it
would be for two authorities to retain local identity and prioritisation of areas that may be
overlooked on a larger footprint with joint working to achieve economies of scale in service
delivery.”
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b)

c)

a)

b)
c)

d)

“Support for community hubs which provide a point of contact for services and places for
people to come together.”

“The decision should be based on what's best for residents, NOT local politicians.”

Transport infrastructure — Calls for better public transport, road maintenance, and
connectivity.

“Integrated public transport network.”
“Churchdown is part of Tewkesbury. | can’t get to Tewkesbury on a bus from Churchdown.”

“Improve transport across the county as a one Gloucestershire scheme, not just good in the
urban areas of Gloucester and Cheltenham.”

Housing development — Concerns about affordability, planning, and infrastructure support.

“I recognise the need for more housing... but it's SO important that the roads and
parks/green spaces around these new estates is managed well.”

“Local housing only for local people and ex-military.”

“Housing needs to be prioritised. Limited and get infrastructure right before new homes.”
Environmental protection — Requests for climate action, conservation, and sustainability.
“Protecting our green spaces, fields, woods, and farmland from development.”

“Climate and nature action for the transition to a low carbon economy.”

“Environmental concerns, green energy and net zero.”

Other Issues
Several other issues were raised, although in much smaller numbers. These included:

1.

Youth Services

Public Health / GP services
Cycling infrastructure
Libraries and museums
Environmental services
Parking/ Car Parking
Services Older People
PROW (Public Rights of Way)

Policing
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Council Structure

While at no point were respondents asked to give their view on the proposed structure options of the
future unitary council, 225 (7% of the respondents) actively gave preferences in the written text on
which unitary council formation they would prefer out of the three currently proposed options. Of
these, 205 (91%) preferred one single unitary council governing the whole county, 14 (6%) preferred
the East / West split, and 3 (1%) preferred the Greater Gloucester City model. Three (1%) people said
they preferred a two-council split but did not specify the split.

There were concerns that the East / West split would essentially be seen as a rich / poor divide. Few
were in favour of the East / West approach, with even fewer in favour of the ‘Greater Gloucester’
approach. There were some disparaging remarks about the latter not “making sense” and references
to this model being a “political” manoeuvre.

e “It would be extremely unfair to split our county into two councils, especially along the lines
proposed - which would effectively mean a "rich" side and a "poor" side of the county, as this
would likely cause greater feelings of division between people.”

e “The Greater Gloucestershire option is also very silly. It's just a political idea that will make us
poorer.”

Some people saw the two-council option as a half-measure, continuing to cause confusion over who
is responsible for what, and causing disruption to existing services while not achieving the efficiency
LGR claims to provide.

e “Providing a 'one stop' shop for council services across the County, to eliminate confusion as
to who does what. Also not to break up services that operate perfectly well at the moment to
further a 'two unitary' arrangement.”

e “To have two unitary authorities would be divisive, inefficient (compared to one), and cause
identity confusion (with the additional factor of South Gloucestershire already existing).”

Many said one large council was the most efficient option, noting concerns about splitting
Gloucestershire County Council regarding health, fire, police services. Economies of scale were
mentioned.

There was a feeling from Forest of Dean residents that they would be neglected in a larger council.

There were those who mentioned options outside those currently proposed. Many wanted the
system to stay as it is, however, many who mentioned this realised this was not an option. Some
offered alternative solutions such as areas joining Wiltshire or Herefordshire or South Gloucestershire
Councils.

Conclusions

Headline conclusions

Existing councils are generally well-thought of, with high ratings for both services and interactions
with councillors and officers. While this reflects well on local services, it does mean that residents
may be concerned about any potential change to the way their councils operate. Several comments,
in person and online, reflected a contentment with the current system and a preference for no
change at all.

Reviewing any negative ratings and written feedback should guide improvements in the new system,
especially by addressing limitations in the current two-tier system to improve services that are less
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successful now. This could include emphasising that housing and infrastructure would now be more
joined-up which was requested, or it could be shown that the change gives a chance to improve the
environmental credentials of the councils.

Despite many concerns about local identity and community being lost, when respondents were
asked to clearly rank their priorities for the future, efficient use of council tax and good service
provision were far above sense of community and a local voice.

The whole Gloucestershire model was given as the preference by the majority of those who offered
an opinion on future structures.

Resistance to change

There is a need to explain to people that LGR is a national policy with wider objectives —and that no
change is therefore not an option.

Our engagement activities have included informing residents about the purpose and requirements
of LGR, so this process has already begun. Based on discussions and shared information, it appears
that more residents now understand the national government’s requirements. Although some
express a preference for maintaining the current system, there is recognition that change will occur.

Many people were also aware of the wider plans for devolution, ranging from conversations about
combined authority mayors to potential increased roles for parish and town councils. Future
information will need to include references to what will happen here as soon as possible, to avoid the
current information spreading which could be misleading.

Next steps: Clear communications

It is important to build on the engagement already carried out, to keep residents’ trust and prevent
any misinformation. The key learnings of the engagement show which concerns were raised and
where reassurance will be needed in future communications.

People wanted to see financial efficiencies — but not a service reduction: Those who preferred a
unitary system cited financial efficiencies and the main priority was effective council tax spending and
day-to-day services. Presenting evidence that supports these outcomes would strengthen the case.

People are confused about which council they belong to and who is responsible for what, leading to
frustration when passed between councils. Messaging should highlight that a simpler system would
be easier to navigate and encourage more engagement.

Each area has a distinct identity, so it must be made clear that the change is aimed at improving
administration and efficiency, rather than changing altering the local character. Neighbourhood
initiatives can help maintain a sense of community and clear roles for parish and town councils.

Another primary consideration is maintaining a sense of belonging to Gloucestershire, balancing local
representation with broader identity. It should be noted that local representation will remain in place,
and it will become more straightforward to identify and contact representatives.

Concerns were raised that larger councils will mean decisions are made for areas by people further

detached from the area in question. Measures will need to be put in place to ensure officers or
councillors handle this carefully.
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Residents currently happy with the council services provided will need reassurance as to how services
will be managed during the period of transition —mentioning the shadow council period and being
open about the fact it may take a while but will provide a better service long term.

There were concerns raised that there was no real chance to state preference for the system. Since
this was a period of engagement, rather than a formal consultation, the materials clarified that an
official consultation would follow. When recommendations go to the government, local messages
should make it clear that people can and should provide feedback.

As detailed plans to guide the choice of options are formed by officers, these facts and figures should

then be used to support communications to residents, to work together to bring forward the future of
Gloucestershire.
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Appendix 1: Survey questions
Section 1: A sense of belonging

What is the first part of your postcode (e.g. GL5)?
What is your local council (tick all that apply)?

Cheltenham Borough Council
Cotswold District Council
Forest of Dean District Council
Gloucestershire County Council
Gloucester City Council
Tewkesbury Borough Council
Stroud District Council

Not sure

Other (please specify)

Where do you live?
What do you consider to be your local area?

Thinking about your answer to the last question, tell us how much you agree with the following
statement: ‘| feel a sense of belonging here’

Strongly Agree
Agree

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

How important are the following aspects in contributing to your sense of belonging to where you
live?

Local places to go like shops, community centres, sports and fun places.

Very important
Important
Slightly important
Not at all important
| don't have a view
Things happening nearby like festivals and events.

Very important
Important
Slightly important
Not at all important
| don't have a view
People you know in your area like friends, family, and neighbours.

Very important
Important

Slightly important
Not at all important
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I don't have a view

Green areas like parks, communal gardens, nature, and open spaces.

Very important
Important

Slightly important
Not at all important
| don't have a view

Easy to get to important things like buses, schools and the GP.

Very important
Important

Slightly important
Not at all important
| don't have a view

How safe you feel in your area.

Very important
Important

Slightly important
Not at all important
| don't have a view

History and heritage like important things from the past and local traditions

Very important
Important

Slightly important
Not at all important
| don't have a view

Section 2: Council services

For each of the following everyday council services, please rate how well you believe they are working
in your area.

Rubbish and recycling collection

Very good
Good
Not good
Not very good at all
Roads, pavements and streetlights

Very good
Good
Not good
Not very good at all
Parks, gardens, and other green spaces
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Very good

Good

Not good

Not very good at all
Schools and education

Very good

Good

Not good

Not very good at all
Libraries

Very good
Good
Not good
Not very good at all
Sports facilities/festivals/events

Very good

Good

Not good

Not very good at all
Local buses

Very good

Good

Not good

Not very good at all
Social care and benefits

Very good
Good
Not good
Not very good at all
I’d like to rate a different service:

Very good

Good

Not good

Not very good at all

Do you know who your DISTRICT or COUNTY councillors are, and have you contacted them within the
last two years?

Yes, and I've contacted at least one of them
Yes, but I've not contacted them

I’'m not sure

No, I don't know who they are

If you answered ‘Yes, and I've contacted at least one of them’, overall, how happy were you with how
the dealt with your questions, concern or comment?

Very satisfied
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Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Have you contacted a council department (for example, parking, council tax, housing, etc) in the last
two years?

Yes - several times a year
Yes - once or twice a year
No

Which council(s) did you contact?

Gloucestershire County Council

Cheltenham Borough Council

Cotswold District Council

Forest of Dean District Council

Gloucester City Council

Stroud District Council

Tewkesbury Borough Council
Think about the last time you contacted your council. Overall, how happy were you with the
experience?

Very happy
Happy

Not happy

Not at all happy

Section 3: Local government reorganisation —what matters to you?

What are your top priorities when it comes to reorganising councils in Gloucestershire? Please rate
the following priorities from 1-4 (where 1 is the most important) based on how important they are to
you:

Make local services better: This means improving things like rubbish collection, parks, and other
services you use every day.
Make sure your council tax is well spent: Provide good local services without wasting your
council tax.
Provide a stronger voice for residents — listening and responding to your concerns.
Provide a sense of community and belonging — respect the unique character of Gloucestershire,
like its history and culture.
Is there anything else you think should be a priority, or anything you would like us to think about
when putting together plans to reorganise Gloucestershire’s local government structure?
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Appendix 2: Flyers and banners

Future

Cloucestershire

What is Local Government Reorganisation?

The national goverrument wants to change how local councils work, You currently have one county council
and aix amnaller district councils in Gloucestershire. The different types of councils are responsible for different
zervices (explained overleaf).

The plan is to swap thern for fewer, bigger councils that lock after all services. These are known as “unitary’
authorities, and have existed across the UK in mamy places for several years - they can cover a whole county,
part of a county or a large town or city.

The government produced an official document in 2024, showing their plans for devolution (handing power
from national to local government) and saying that a unitary council systern i1s the best way to achieve this.

What does it mean for Gloucestershire?

Rather than stating the plans for recrgamization, the government asked local councils to produce proposals
on how they would like to move to a unitary model. In Gloucestershire, this could involve combining all six
districts into one unitary council or dividing into two separate unitary councils.

The district councils and the county council are discussing what the best plan would be, both individually and
as a group. The views of residents and communities are an important part of the decision-making process.

These changes give us a chance to check all the services we offer, to give people in Gloucestershire good,
strong, and effective public services for years to come.

When will be know what is happening?

The deadline for all seven local councils to submit a joint final plan is the end of Novernber 2028, If the seven
cannct agree a shared plan, each council can submit one proposal, and the government would make the
final decision.

The transfer of services would take place gradually over two years, and the unitary authority or
authorities would be up and running fully by 2028.

1 Y Y [N I A BN
COUNTY COUNCIL

@gloucestershire

wrww futuregloucestershire org.uk
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What do councils do?

County Council Services that Gloucestershire County Council is responsible for include:

,Phgﬁ. Helping children, including =10 Reqgistering important life events: births, deaths,
gl  fostering and adoption = marriages, and civil partnerships
(13 Helping clder people and adults Working with businesses to create more jobs and

'J;J'_‘ whe nesd support

_?)‘T\. Making sure roads, paths,
and cycle routes are and us
~/7L and eycle routes are safe and usable

help paople leam new skils

{ :—}Q:j-

By

=, Free bus passas for older people and blue badges
—.JI (parking for pecpla with disabilities)

Q Buses, park & ride, and school travel Education

) §)

=2

F®  Strestlights and traffic lights Public Health - services that support people to

i become or remain healthy
7  The fire and rescue service _
= ([=[#) Libraries
=22 Making sure shops sell things fairy =
.'Ill’—»| (Trading Standards) o Large recycling centres and disposal of
[.’(EIE] household wasta collections
District Council
L Beee M Gty eme =
CHELTENHAM 551. LSRR Forest of Dean I COUNCIL Tewkesbury
el iRl e — T b, — Barnigh
E%% Home rubbish and recycling collection, Ji=m, Community wellbeing - locking how to make
1% | and street cleaning @ pecple happier and healthier
{al Managing benefits to help people pay their rent

% Collecting Council Tax
159-’,,-' and council tax

Public spaces like foctpaths, patks and

————— trees on streets — Licencing - parrnits for things like pubs, taxis,

_ — and events,
Planning and Building Control -
Looking at plans for new buildings . Making sure places like restaurants are
" clean and safe
2% Culture, sport and leisure
:[ a4, events and musaums AT Collecting taxes from businesses in the area
=g? (Business Rates)
l/‘k Providing homes and &
@_ reducing homelessness g Public toflets

Community safety teams, preventing and dealing
with issues such as vandalismn or noise complaints

Town and Parish Councils

The most local volce you have iz the town or parish council, although they do not have as many required
roles to carry out as district, county or unitary councils. Each one could carry out different roles than their
neighbour, and not all areas will have one. These will be unaffected by any plans for local government
reorganisation. Responsibiliies can include:

208
.-_1; Supporting local community groups ﬁt\ Flaygrounds
=
%’L Allotrnents {g Vandatism
) (=1
E_ Car parks [G Neighbourhood plans
EEE' Community centres [‘*“é‘\ Providing an official neighbourhood voice
= ﬁor‘i I a.g.on planning applications

Providing local grants

172



Official - Financial

Future

Gloucestershire

Have your say!

Your district and county council want to
hear from you:

How well do you feel council services in
our area work?

Have you ever spoken to your local council
or councillors?

What about your community is most important
to you?

How can we make Gloucestershire run as
smoothly as possible?

Te fill out our survey, scan the QR code or visit
www.futuregloucestershire.org.uk
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Future

Gloucestershire

Local
Government
Reorganisation

Did you know there are national plans to
re-structure the way local government works?

The system will change from a ‘two-tier' to a
‘unitary’ authority — come and ask us what
this means!

Help your local councils shape the future
of Gloucestershire.

Te fill out our survey, scan the QR code or visit
www.futuregloucestershire.org.uk

%gloucestershrre
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Appendix 4: Summary Report of Feedback from Partner
Organisations (Engagement conducted June - August 2025)

Background

Ministerial guidance for LGR has provided clarity about the role and purpose of
Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) stakeholder engagement in the proposal
development process. Criteria 4c of the Ministerial criteria makes clear that:

‘Proposals should include evidence of local engagement, an explanation of the views
that have been put forward and how concerns will be addressed’

In addition, GCC has been mindful of its role in providing most of the ‘crucial
services’ referenced in criteria 3c:

‘Consideration should be given to the impacts for crucial services such as social
care, children’s services, SEND and homelessness, and for wider public services
including for public safety’

Guidance has also been provided to ensure wider public sector providers are
engaged as proposals are developed. The relevant guidance is contained within the
Letter to Leaders from the (former) Local Government Minister.

In this context, it was necessary for a stakeholder engagement exercise to be
undertaken, at pace, to ensure GCC’s county-wide stakeholders were positively
engaged. All engagement was conducted in the context of GCC Cabinet policy to be
agnostic of structural options.

The feedback from stakeholder groups has been considered alongside the outcomes
of other forms of engagement and is addressed clearly in the substantive
engagement chapter of this proposal.

Objectives and methodology
Over June — August 2025, senior GCC officers held stakeholder meetings
concerning LGR, focusing on services or matters of relevance to the council’s work.

The objectives of the engagement process were to:

1. Ensure stakeholder views were taken into account as proposals for the single
unitary and east/west two-unitaries were developed;

2. Gather intelligence about the impact of LGR on stakeholder organisations;

3. Understand what aspects of LGR were of most importance to stakeholders,
as well as any concerns; and

4. Gauge appetite and interest for future involvement in LGR (and Devolution).

To achieve these objectives, the following information was provided as part of each
meeting:
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¢ An update on how LGR proposals and Devolution discussions are
progressing in Gloucestershire;

e An update on the LGR policy position of GCC’s new Cabinet (i.e. to be
agnostic and evidence-led in considering both a one unitary and two unitary
model); and

e The timetable and key processes underway.

A total of 41 meetings were held. Many of the meetings, particularly those involving
Gloucestershire associations, were attended by multiple attendees. Some
stakeholders chose to write to us after the meeting setting out their views. Where
consent has been obtained, this correspondence is appended.

Analysis of responses — key themes
The stakeholder discussions have been synthesised and anonymised. Four key
themes, together with short quotations, are set out in the table below:

Theme 1: Structural options

There was a preference amongst stakeholders for a single county unitary model.
This was described by one as the "only workable solution”. Further comments
included that two unitary authorities would "create economic chaos and a social
divide", whereas a single unitary would "open up opportunities, creating
aspiration”.

Creating two unitary authorities was referred to as “risky”, potentially resulting in
“confusion, disruption and duplication” and creating "barriers and bureaucracy
where it isn't needed".

Further comments included that a two unitary model would "exacerbate existing
disparities, particularly in rural western areas such as the Forest of Dean” and
"create greater division over time, due to the further potential different political
leadership”.

Concerns were expressed that "job losses", "delay and disruption in services"
and "loss of local identity" would follow as a result of a two-unitary solution.

Some stakeholders supported a two-unitary model for its targeted benefits. One
noted potential “savings of £4—6 million annually”, and argued that the West
would not be disadvantaged, citing evidence of “affluent people moving to the
Forest of Dean”.

Stakeholders that supported the two unitary model emphasised its potential to
deliver more localised and responsive governance. As one stakeholder
observed, “Splitting the county would enable each authority to focus on the
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priorities unique to their communities, providing services that truly reflect local
needs.” Another stakeholder remarked, “With two unitaries, there’s an
opportunity for healthy competition, driving innovation and ensuring better value
for our residents.”

An education leader commented that a two unitary model would "lead to a long
period of protracted negotiation and uncertainty” and "make the delivery of
public services more challenging and not achieve the same economies of scale".

Special school headteachers felt that a two unitary model would "make it even
more challenging to place all the children who require specialist provision in an
appropriate setting — sufficiency is already one of the key barriers”.

Stakeholders from the adult social care sector raised a concern about continuity
of care under a two unitary model with one stakeholder feeling that, "waiting
times for adult social care services would increase."

Theme 2: Local identity

There was widespread support for a stronger neighbourhood approach and a
place model to drive increased engagement, with repeated calls for "co-design”
and consultation informing boundaries.

Faith and voluntary leaders highlighted that "relationship is at the heart of what it
means to be human," urging that "an emphasis on neighbourhood-level
engagement and the creation of place-based structures” should underpin reform.

Theme 3: Devolution/strategic partnerships

Some stakeholders felt that West of England Combined Authority (WECA), based
on patterns of economic activity and travel, was the right devolution partner.
However, there was also support for considering broader Devolution models (e.g.,
three counties) to maximise economic opportunities and regional collaboration.

Some also saw merit in partnerships with Herefordshire / Worcestershire,
especially for sectors like cyber and agri-tech. However, there was also concern
that Devolution would result in "loss of local voice" and "funding competition".

Theme 4: Finances and implementation

A stakeholder stated that analysis shows that "single unitary models incur lower
transition and ongoing costs" and "clear benefits in annual gross savings, payback
period and net savings".
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Business groups felt that “the two unitary model would create confusion and lack
identity outside of the county. They also felt that it would weaken our ability to
promote the place for investment and create an artificial economic split".

Stakeholders mentioned the benefits of simplification, cost savings, and better use
of resources under a single unitary authority.

A risk highlighted was the potential for "paralysis in any of the seven existing
authorities, during the period of change/implementation and public sector
realignment” and whether “the anticipated savings being promoted in the LGR take
into account the investment required to create the best countywide service
departments”.

There was also concern over central government interference potentially impacting
coordinated implementation.

Stakeholder Meetings
Engagement took place with the following organisations and individuals:

Name Organisation Notes

Alistair Russell Laing-Russell Business Membership
Group Member

Sam Holliday Federation of Small Businesses Representing 4,000
small business members
in Gloucestershire

Helen Bojaniwska, Chair | Gloucestershire Society of Local
Council Clerks (SLCC)

Mark Gale, Chief Gloucestershire Gateway Trust

Executive

Matt Lennard, Chief Gloucestershire VCS Alliance On behalf of VCSE

Executive Strategic Partnership
and Integrated Locality
Partnership
representatives in
Gloucestershire. Eight
organisations
represented in meeting

Barbara Piranty, Chief Gloucestershire Rural Community

Executive Council (GRCCQC)

Simon Pickering, Chair Energy Business Group 14 individuals in meeting

representing different
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Name

Organisation

Notes

businesses and other
organisations

Gloucestershire Association of
Primary Headteachers

Numerous attendees

Federation of Principals — Further

Education and Higher Education

Numerous attendees

Gloucestershire Association of
Special School Headteachers

Numerous attendees

Gloucestershire Association of
Secondary School Leaders

Numerous attendees

Francesca Inman

Chief Executive, Cheltenham
Business Improvement District

Andy Bates, Chief
Financial Officer

Gloucestershire College

Robert Nettleton, Chief
Executive & Martyn
Blackman, Chief
Investment Officer

Bromford Housing

Ruth Dooley, Partner

Hazelwoods LLP

Anonymised

CyNam

Rupert Waters

Social Value Gloucestershire

Simon Carey, Managing
Director

Barnwood Construction

Northrop Gumman

Name not shared for
security reasons

Rob Stemp

Deepminds Ltd

Bishop Rachel Treweek

Bishop of Gloucester

Joined by senior clergy
including Deans of the
Diocese

Michael Ratcliffe

MR Insurance Services &
Cheltenham Chamber of
Commerce

Adults Collaborative Board

A group of people with
lived experience of adult
social care

Gloucestershire Care Providers
Association

GCPA Board Members:

« Cathy Andrews
* Chris Atkins
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Name

Organisation

Notes

» Claire Hopkins
* Della Gilby
* Josh Isaac

GCPA Staff:
e Pip Wilson
e Riki Moody
Sarah Bell-Hartley Barclays Bank
David Goodall FW Capital
Suzanne Hall-Gibbins, C2S Lid Business membership

Angela Edwards

organisation

Chris Farr, Regional
Adviser (South West),

Country Land and Business
Association (CLA)

Michael Jones, Warden

The Honourable Company of
Gloucestershire

Construction and Infrastructure
Business Group

Numerous attendees

Chris Haine, (Chief
Executive), Kerrin
Wilkinson (Strategic
Support Officer)

Gloucestershire Association of
Parish and Town Councils
(GAPTC)

Cyber Tech Business Group

Numerous attendees

Ruth Greenwood (OPCC
Chief Officer), Chris
Nelson, (PCC), Maggie
Blyth, Chief Constable

Gloucestershire OPCC,
Gloucestershire Constabulary

Sarah Truelove (CEO),
Dame Gill Morgan
(Chair)

Gloucestershire Integrated Care
Board

Phil Smith, Chief
Executive

Business West

Matt Bishop MP, Sir
Geoffrey Clifton-Brown
MP, Alex Mclintyre MP,
Simon Opher MP,
Cameron Thomas MP,
Max Wilkinson MP, Roz
Savage MP

Gloucestershire Members of
Parliament

181




Official - Financial

Written responses

Some stakeholders, listed below, chose to provide further feedback via email or
letter. Their responses, together with any other organisation or association who

chose to write to GCC, are included below:

Name

Organisation

Matt Lennard, Chief Executive

On behalf of VCSE Strategic Partnership
and ILP Representatives in Gloucestershire

Maggie Blyth, Chief Constable

Gloucestershire Constabulary

Stephen Limbrick, Chair on behalf of the
group

Construction and Infrastructure Business
Group

Fran Inman, Chief Executive

Cheltenham BID

Bishop Rachel Treweek

Diocese of Gloucester

Gill Blackwell, Chair

Hucclecote Parish Council

Gloucestershire FE Colleges (Federation of
Principals)

Gloucestershire College, South
Gloucestershire and Stroud College,
Cirencester College, Hartpury College and
University, National Star College

Hollie Wakefield

CyNam and Cyber Tech Business Group
Member

Kerry Cunningham, Co-chair

Gloucestershire Association of Primary
Headteachers (GAPH)

Barbara Piranty, Chief Executive

Gloucestershire Rural Community Council
(GRCC)

Steve Rudd, Associate Director of Strategy
and Transformation and Gloucester GP

Gloucestershire GP Collaborative (GDOC)

Sarah Truelove, Chief Executive

Gloucestershire Integrated Care Board
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Response from VCSE sector

Date: 05/08/2025
From: VCSE Strategic Partnership and ILP Representatives in Gloucestershire
To: Siobhan Farmer and Alex Khaldi

Firstly, we would like to thank Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) for engaging
meaningfully with the VCSE sector throughout this process. We have welcomed the
opportunity to take part in open and constructive dialogue about the future of local
government in our county.

As representatives of the voluntary, community and social enterprise (VCSE) sector,
we recognise the scale and significance of this reorganisation. The decisions taken
will shape how communities are supported and how services are delivered for many
years to come. It is therefore vital that the voice of the VCSE is heard and that the
implications for our sector, our communities, and the wider population are carefully
considered.

One of Gloucestershire’s longstanding strengths lies in its coterminous structure.
This alignment has enabled strong partnership working, effective strategic planning,
and efficient use of resources across the public and VCSE sectors. A move away
from this model, by dividing the county into two separate unitary authorities, would
risk undermining these strengths. For the VCSE sector, the consequences could
include duplicated relationship management, more complex and fragmented
commissioning and monitoring processes, and reduced capacity for coordinated
delivery at scale. These risks carry both financial and operational costs, particularly
for organisations already operating under significant pressure.

We are also particularly concerned about the impact of structural changes on
smaller, place-based VCSE organisations. Many of these groups are deeply rooted
in specific districts and neighbourhoods and play a critical role in supporting their
communities. Splitting the county into two unitary authorities could dilute the visibility
and influence of such organisations. In contrast, a single countywide unitary, if
designed with strong local engagement in mind, offers a more stable platform for
inclusive, locally responsive governance. It would allow for consistent commissioning
approaches, clearer points of contact, and reduced administrative complexity,
ensuring that smaller groups are not required to navigate multiple, potentially
inconsistent systems.

We understand that the move to a unitary structure is part of a broader national
policy direction, as outlined in the 2024 English Devolution White Paper and
reiterated in the June 2025 Local Government Reorganisation: Summary of
Feedback on Interim Plans. These documents emphasise the importance of clear
rationale in decision-making, particularly where population thresholds are concerned.
However, we do not believe the case for splitting Gloucestershire into two unitaries

183



Official - Financial

has been sufficiently made. There is currently no robust evidence that such a model
would improve outcomes for residents or offer any advantage to the VCSE sector.

On the contrary, analysis from PricewaterhouseCoopers suggests that single unitary
models incur lower transition and ongoing costs compared to two-unitary models.
Furthermore, Gloucestershire’s unique geography and the clustered distribution of
employment, housing, and inequalities suggest that a single structure would be
better placed to support equitable development. There is a real risk that a split would
exacerbate existing disparities, particularly in rural western areas such as the Forest
of Dean and reduce the strategic capacity of each authority to respond to future
challenges.

We appreciate the ongoing engagement from GCC officers and the commitment to
working with the VCSE. Our shared ambition is for a Gloucestershire where all
communities thrive, inequality is actively addressed, and services are delivered
efficiently, equitably, and in partnership with the people and organisations who know
their communities best.

We believe that a single unitary authority offers the clearest path toward this vision
by preserving the strengths of our current system while enabling more joined-up and
responsive governance.

We look forward to continuing this important conversation and to working together to
co-produce a future that works for everyone in Gloucestershire.

Signed,

Matt Lennard

CEO, Gloucestershire VCSE Alliance

On behalf of the VCSE Strategic Partnership and ILP Representatives
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Response from Gloucestershire Constabulary

Gloucestershire Constabulary
Police Headquarters

No.1 Waterwells, Waterwells Drive
Quedgeley, Gloucester. GL2 2AN
www.gloucestershire.police.uk

Jo Walker

Chief Executive
Gloucestershire County council
Shire Hall

Gloucester Thursday 7t August
2025

Dear Jo,

| am writing to congratulate you on behalf of Gloucestershire Constabulary on your
recent Ofsted inspection of your Children’s Services. This is a tremendous
achievement and a complete acknowledgement of the work that Ann and your wider
leadership team have done to drive through improvements for children in
Gloucestershire.

| know that my chief officer group, led by our ACC for Crime, Rich Ocone, are
absolutely clear that working with and supporting you in keeping children safe is a
top priority for Gloucestershire Constabulary. | am reassured that you and | have
already met as Lead Safeguarding Partners to outline the key areas in which we will
work together, and | am supportive of our joint plans for the new multi-agency
safeguarding arrangements. Clearly, from our perspective it is vital that policing,
alongside the local authority and health service fully discharge our joint statutory
safeguarding duties and you have our full chief officer group support.

There are a couple of areas | thought it may be worth reinforcing as we move
forward.

Multi Agency Safeguarding Arrangements (MASA) and MASH

Firstly, | am aware that Rich will continue to work with Ann in overseeing the detail of
evolving multi agency safeguarding arrangements and will continue to work with Ann
and partners to make sure these are successful. We are keen to help shape these,
and | know Rich and Ann will update us accordingly. We can also keep close in our
CEO roles so we can create the most effective and coordinated response to child
protection concerns, with improved communication and information sharing and
putting children’s needs and interests at the heart of our joint MASA. From our


http://www.gloucestershire.police.uk/
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perspective our one MASH enables one front door for our respective workforce to |
ensure the right assessment, identification of risk and support for children requiring
intervention or protection happens swiftly and robustly- we are keen to maintain one
MASH to ensure consistency and coordination across the partnership, and swift
assessments to respond to all children in need/requiring protection. | know that as
you and colleagues work through your plans for local government and devolution you
will be considering different options for the local authority. From a policing
perspective, as PCC Chris Nelson and | reinforced when we met you and Clir Lisa
Spivey, we much prefer the positioning of one unitary authority so we can maintain
and improve our coordination of vital capability, such as the MASH. Moreover, as we
increase our analysis of our joint responses for children at risk of CSEA, criminal
exploitation, going missing and the ever-increasing harm of online threat, we know
that a focus on coordination, pooling of resources, identification of specialist
capability and careful and swift risk assessment will be key. We are keen to ensure
that we are not in a position where we dilute our current MASH capability but build
on it together as a crucial front door to a range of services across the County,
including police investigation and resource where required.

Secondly, we are really keen to ensure that our front-line workforce continues to
receive the latest training and CPD on the threats facing children in our County. | am
pleased that we have identified the joint training day on CSEA in February 2026 and
we are also keen to develop our approach to responding to online harm, perhaps
working with wider colleagues in CT policing and wider law enforcement. | know
there are early meetings to take this forward already.

Finally, we will be disseminating our improvements since our national child protection
inspection undertaken in December 2024 — we are pleased that we are making
progress and would be keen to share this with you over the next month.

| look forward to working with you,

Kind regards,

Maggie Blyth, KPM MA, BA (Hons)

255558

T/Chief Constable

Gloucestershire Constabulary

Police Headquarters | No. 1 Waterwells | Quedgeley | GL2 2AN
Office — 01452 752313

www.gloucestershire.police.uk | X page | Facebook page

We are committed to being an anti-discriminatory organisation. This means not only acting in a non-
discriminatory way, but addressing systemic inequalities, disadvantage and discrimination.
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Response from Business Groups

IYr»

BUSINESS GROUPS

IDAN

For the kind attention of David Owen, Director of Economy and Environment, GCC

Ref: Responses from the Construction and Infrastructure Business Group on the Local
Government Re-organisation and Devolution plans.

Date: 4" August 2025

LGR - Have you a preferred model?

e Our preference is the Single County Unitary Option.
e This should help to enable and create planned and managed strategic, sustainable growth
and social regeneration throughout the county.
¢ It should ensure a whole county approach which does not disadvantage businesses in rural
areas or urban hubs that continue to need long term investment and regeneration solutions
e This option meets the Government’s size criteria
Devolution — Have you a preferred geography?

e Our preference is for Gloucestershire to be a standalone, single authority.
¢ |f we are required to combine with another authority as part of Devolution, then we consider
that South Gloucestershire has more established and relevant links with important business
sectors in Gloucestershire including: - Defence, Cyber, Advanced Manufacturing, Creative,
Education and Sustainable Energy.
What are the big economic opportunities from change?

e Planned strategic and sustainable growth.

« An opportunity to create centralised exemplar departments for key services e.g.

A Planning / Sustainable Environmental Growth Team. This should be a new team with
strong leadership and resources combining: - Planning, Highways (building on their delivery
capacity), Planning Legals, mains Services, Water, flooding etc., working around solutions to,
and promotion of, a Countywide Strategic Plan for economic regeneration and development
(already in its infancy). This could be an exemplar department providing a proactive, quality
and effective service across the whole of the county in a balanced, joined up and integrated
manner.

o A Utilities Czar could be a new role focusing on coordination and cooperation between all
parties over challenging needs and requirements of development and infrastructure, helping
to minimise log jams and delays across the county. This would also help to avoid strategic,
countywide, economic planning needs being affected by individual district priorities and
boundaries e.g. J10 and Cyber Park.It is accepted that to create such a department and



Official - Financial

service will require new investment in new professional skills and resources, however, the
benefits are anticipated to be considerable in assisting sustainable growth and regeneration
for Gloucestershire.

o Itis hoped that the anticipated savings being promoted in the LGR take into account the
investment required to create the best countywide service departments as the one broadly
outlined above.

What are the economic threats from change?

« It is anticipated that there will be job losses (especially at senior level) to achieve LGR.

e Inthe short term there is likely to be delay and disruption seen in services, however, it is
anticipated that these issues will be outweighed by the long-term benefits.

e Lack of investment in the right personnel and resources in the detailed planning,
establishment and management of new operational service structures will impact on the
effective change and value of LGR. This is essential for their success.

e Risk of reduction in Government funding to the county following savings promoted in LGR.
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Response from Cheltenham Business Improvement District

From: Fran Inman

Date: Thursday, 7 August 2025 at 11:16

To: OWEN, David

Subject: Local Government Reorganisation and Devolution

Good morning David,

Please see below how devolution and local government reorganisation could provide both pros and
cons for Cheltenham Business Improvement District:

Key Threats to the BID from Devolution
o Loss of local voice: A larger devolved authority may centralise decisions, weakening
Cheltenham's influence.

e Funding competition: Risk of resources being directed to bigger centres.

« Reduced business engagement: Complexity and distance from decision-making may
disengage levy payers.

« Policy misalignment: Devolved priorities may not reflect Cheltenham’s business needs or
placemaking ambitions.

Opportunities for Cheltenham
e Access to greater funding: For transport, regeneration, and skills development.

o Stronger strategic voice: If BIDs are embedded in governance structures as a key
stakeholder, we can influence regional economic strategy.

e Joined-up planning: Opportunity to align infrastructure, town centre growth, and skills
strategies.

2. Cheltenham as a hub: A chance to position Cheltenham as a key economic and cultural
centre within a devolved geography.

Cheltenham BID does not take a position on the political decision of whether devolution or LGR
should happen. However, if change does occur, we believe the voice of Cheltenham’s businesses
must be represented, local decision-making should be protected, and opportunities for investment in
our town centre should be maximised.

Always happy to discuss further.

Best wishes,

Fran

Francesca Inman

Chief Executive
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Response from Diocese of Gloucester

@ DIOCESE OF
=~ GLOUCESTER
+RG/AODP The Rt Revd Rachel Treweek
29 July 2025 Lord Bishop of
Gloucester & Anglican
Bishop for HM Prisons

Siobhan Farmer The Bishop’s
Director of Public Health Office 2 College Green,
Gloucestershire County Council Gloucester, GL1 2LR
Shire Hall bgloucester@glosdioc.org.uk
Westgate Tel: 01452 835511
Street

Gloucester

GL1 2TG

Dear Siobhan

Reflections following our recent meeting on Local Government Reform

Thank you again for meeting with the Bishop's Staff Team on 17 July 2025 to explore the
implications of the proposed Local Government Reform for Gloucestershire. We
appreciated the opportunity to contribute to your thinking at this formative stage and to
reflect together on both the risks and opportunities for our communities.

As you noted, the shift to a unitary authority model raises complex questions of identity,
representation, and place.

Our discussion focused heavily on the importance of identity. Gloucestershire as a whole
lacks a single, cohesive identity. Many communities are orientated more towards external
centres - Bristol, Birmingham, London, and even Wales—than towards a unifying county
centre. This is reflected in regional media coverage, patterns of travel, and informal
networks. Interestingly, many communities feel as if they are ‘on the edge’ (e.g. bordering
Oxford, Wales etc).

As a diocese (covering an area from just south of Stratford upon Avon to just north of
Bristol-the old ceremonial county) we have two Archdeaconries (Gloucester and
Cheltenham), each with a number of what we call deaneries (clusters of parishes). The
Gloucester deaneries are Gloucester City, Stroud, Forest, Wotton and Severn Vale; and
the Cheltenham deaneries are Cheltenham, North Cotswolds, Tewkesbury and
Winchcombe, and Cirencester.

About 10 years ago we did an analysis of the social context, and Benjamin Preece Smith
(Diocesan Secretary) would be very willing to share that with you. One of the things we
observed is three key areas in the county: Forest, Vale and Hill. Neither Cheltenham or
Gloucester are big enough as single entities and are quite insular settlements. In
Gloucestershire, a number of settlements are quite old, and several of the market towns
act as hubs for the villages and surrounding areas e.g. Northleach/Moreton-in-Marsh,
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Stow and Chipping Campden.
Each of the 42 dioceses in the church of England are grouped into regions. This diocese is formally

in the SW region but we have removed ourselves to the West Midlands region as we have far more
in common with Worcestershire and Herefordshire (not least regarding events such as the Three
Counties Show and the Three Choirs Festival). We are curious about how connections with these
counties are being considered in proposals.

Gloucestershire is actually relatively small compared to many large cities and counties, and we are
concerned that the discussion is around dividing what is already small into something even smaller.
What does this mean in terms of critical mass for the University, our schools etc? Dividing the
county into east and west could weaken rather than strengthen local governance and complicate
partnerships—particularly in areas such as education and health, where scale and consistency
matter.

When we appoint new clergy to the diocese we always talk about the diocese as being large
enough to be well-resourced and small enough that we know each other. In all of your discussions,
we would want to keep an emphasis on relationship, which is something that is not emphasised
enough in political thinking, new housing, governance and policies etc. As Christians, we believe
that relationship is at the heart of what it means to be human and to be made in the image of God,
and we believe that people of different faiths and of no faith would recognise the fact that, in the UK,
we have diminished the importance of relationship across so much of our society. We would want
you to be asking questions about relationship and community. Thus, we strongly support your
emphasis on neighbourhood-level engagement and the creation of place-based structures that
reflect where people actually live and relate. This is what we endeavour to live as a diocese,
encouraging local community engagement.

We were encouraged to hear that any neighbourhood model will be co-designed and that
consultation will inform how boundaries are drawn. We would welcome the opportunity to support
that work and would be glad to contribute parish and deanery mapping to help build a fuller picture
of local networks.

In all of this, there are also questions about social identity. There is undoubtedly much greater
diversity in Gloucestershire than some people wish to acknowledge, not least regarding social
background and racial diversity. In areas which are often characterised as middle-class and affluent,
there are many pockets of hardship, and much greater inequality than many people want to
recognise. | also believe we have to be asking the hard questions about why young people choose
not to come back to Gloucestershire once they have left home.

Finally, it was good to acknowledge that, in all these discussions, we are certainly not saying that
the structures we currently have work really well. Some district councils are performing better than
others, and we note that authority and influence are pretty poor in other areas. For example, we
would certainly want to acknowledge that the city centre in Gloucester has changed hugely, and no
one seems to have a grip on owning it or bringing about change.
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Having said that, we did also comment on the fact that Gloucestershire punches above its weight
when it comes to charities, voluntary organisations and the third sector. How will proposed changes
affect the activity of civil society?

Finally, we were glad to note the commitment to continued engagement and consultation.

Thank you again for your time and partnership. Please do keep us informed as the process
develops - we would be very glad to remain part of the conversation.

Yours sincerely.

+ E«I)\&
Copy to:

Benjamin Preece-Smith (Diocesan Secretary)

Lucy Taylor (Head of Diocesan Comms & Engagement & Deputy Diocesan Secretary)

gloucester.anglican.org

L 01452 835511 =bgloucester@glosdioc.org.uk
W @BishGloucester f/Diocese.of Gloucester @ Diocese of Gloucester
Bishop’s Office | 2 College Green | Gloucester | GLI 2LR

Registered in England: 162165. Registered Office: Gloucester Diocesan Board of Finance, Church House, College Green, Gloucester, GL| 2LY. Registered Charity Number: 251234,
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Response from Gloucestershire Further Education Colleges

20th July 2025

To whom it may concern

Response from the Gloucestershire Further Education Colleges to Unitary
Authority Proposals for Gloucestershire

We welcome the opportunity to contribute to the ongoing discussion around
local government reform in Gloucestershire. Further education (FE) colleges
play a central role in delivering technical and professional education, improving
social mobility, and addressing the region's skills needs. Whilst we will
ultimately work proactively with whichever model is adopted, we strongly
favour the creation of a single all-county unitary authority. This model offers the
most coherent, equitable and strategic approach to supporting learners,
employers, and the county's economic development.

We believe that option has the following advantages:

» Strategic Alignment Across the County - A single authority enables a
joined-up approach to economic development, transport, housing,
and education -all of which are essential to integrated skills planning.

+ Simplified Relationships - Colleges currently operate county-wide,
working with multiple stakeholders and systems. A single point of
engagement would reduce duplication, streamline planning, and
improve accountability.

+ Efficient Commissioning and Funding - Fragmentation risks are likely
to increase commissioning costs, with more overhead and
bureaucracy -meaning less funding reaches the learner. A single
authority offers economies of scale and consistent commissioning
decisions.

« Equitable and Impact-Led Resource Allocation - A county-wide
authority is better positioned to allocate capital and revenue funding
where it delivers the greatest impact for learners and employers, not
simply within rigid administrative boundaries.
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* Unified Voice in Devolution and Investment - A single authority would be
a stronger and more coherent partner in any future devolution deals or
combined authority arrangements. This is essential to secure fair access
to devolved budgets and influence key strategic decisions.

Whether through an East/West division or a "Greater Gloucester"
configuration, we have significant concerns about the impact of splitting
Gloucestershire into two unitary authorities. Some of us already have
experience or working across multiple local government areas and the
attendant administrative and strategic consequences which include:

* Multiple EHCP and Transition Pathways - Working with multiple local
authorities risks increasing inconsistent approaches to EHCPs,
transition planning, SEND funding, and placement decisions - adding
complexity and creating inequity for vulnerable learners.

» Diverging Priorities and Governance - having to align to multiple sets
of political priorities, governance structures, and reporting processes.
This reduces clarity for the communities we serve and adds pressure
to strategic and operational planning.

* Fragmented Transport, Careers and Support Services - Inconsistent
approaches to transport policy, travel subsidies, and wraparound support
(e.g. mental health, careers advice) can undermine participation and
progression -especially for rural and disadvantaged learners.

* Risk of Geographic Ring-Fencing of Funding - If future funding
(including capital) becomes restricted to specific local authority
areas, this creates distortions in investment decisions and reduces
the ability to deliver provision where it is most needed - especially
where college catchments span boundaries.

* Devolution Misalignment - There is a risk that different parts of
Gloucestershire could become aligned to different combined
authorities or mayoral areas. This would fragment influence, reduce
coherence, and complicate FE's ability to engage with regional
priorities.

In conclusion, based on our experience and the operational realities of FE
delivery, we believe that the single all-county unitary model represents the
best option; and have reservations about any structure that splits the county
and introduces duplication, inconsistency, or competition for resources.

We look forward to engaging further as proposals develop.
Signed on behalf of:

Gloucestershire College, South Gloucestershire and Stroud College,
Cirencester College, Hartpury College and University, National Star
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Response from Hucclecote Parish Council
HUCCLECOTE PARISH COUNCIL

CCLECH
B\

= o
%O:) ﬁ§

Ms Jo Walker

Chief Executive
Gloucestershire County
Council Shire Hall
Westgate Street
Gloucester

GLI 2TJ

13t August 2025

Dear Ms Walker

Hucclecote Parish Council discussed the recent Local Government Re-
organisation (LGR) engagement exercise that is being undertaken at its 28 July
meeting, and we could not understand why the survey did not clearly ask which
of the three current LGR options we preferred.

As we could not state our preference, we felt we had to set out why we strongly
support the single countywide unitary option.

« |Itis likely to result in the most cost effective and efficient delivery of
services.

e It will also provide the opportunity for early Community Governance
Reviews would enable the uniting of fractured communities to be
considered: -

o The majority of the existing Hucclecote Parish within Tewkesbury
and the remainder ofHucclecote currently within the City of
Gloucester.

e The creation of a single parish to cover Coopers Edge, which
currently straddles the border between Tewkesbury Borough
and Stroud and is split between three parish councils.

It should also be noted that the single unitary option is also supported by the
County Councillor for the Brockworth Division, as well as the Borough
Councillors for the Churchdown Brookfield and Hucclecote Ward.
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We believe the suggested two unitary split of East and West Gloucestershire
would permanently re-enforce the current difficult local boundaries for local
communities.

We therefore seek your assurance that you will actively advocate for a single
unitary council for the county.

Yours sincerely

ZZL V.

Gill Blackwell
Chair of Hucclecote Parish Council

CC:

CliIr Lisa Spivey, County Council Leader
Alistair Cunningham. CEO Tewkesbury Borough
Council ClIr Richard Stanley, Tewkesbury Borough
Leader

Jon McGinty, MD of Gloucester City Council
Jeremy Hilton, Gloucester City Leader

Alex Mclntryre, MP

Gloucester Cameron Thomas,

MP Tewkesbury Max

Wilkinson, MP Cheltenham

Matt Bishop, MP Forest of

Dean Dr Simon Opher, MP

Stroud
Sir Geoffrey Clifton-Brown, MP North Cotswold
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Response from Cyber Tech Group

From:
Sent: 07 August 2025 12:37

To: CAMPBELL, Karen
Cc: WOODHOUSE, Paul
Subject: Re: Local Government Reorganisation and Devolution

Hello Karen,
Thank you for the note. Please find my feedback below.

Whilst | do not have a deep understanding of the implications of selecting a single
unitary authority, or two unitary authorities, or the Greater Gloucester model, my
preferred model would be a single unitary authority. There are ovbious benefits like
cost savings and efficiencies, alongside the ability to develop a strong narrative and
plan for the whole of Gloucestershire which competes on a national and international
level. | am not sure how much | buy into a couple of arguments specifically put
forward about the east/west model. Specifically:

1. Whether the average person understands the role of their local councillor
(especially the younger population), how often they utilise their local councillor
and their MP, and whether a person identifies with their ward, their town/city,
or their county. It would be interested to know what the turnout of the
population voting in the local elections versus the general election in the 6
authorities, as this would likely show how much of the population would be
affected by less localisation.

2. Forest of Dean being put into the clean energy cluster - they have huge
advanced manufacturing capability and so would surely align more with the
defence and advanced manufacturing organisations in Tewkesbury for
example

3. Cotswolds in the secure tech cluster - not sure what capability exists in this
authority for this rationale

Regarding devolution, preference seems to be WECA as government has made it
clear funding will be funnelled through mayoral authorities, yet there is a slight
concern that Gloucestershire's tech cluster will be overshadowed by Bristol and
Bath, and the funding they have already received. If mayoral elections could be held
for the Herefordshire/Worcestershire option, | would welcome more information on
Worcestershire and Herefordshire's key sectors to think about alignment. There is a
defence alignment that | am aware of already, for example.

The main economic opportunity | see is funding, and how the accessibility of this
funding will be impacted by the option we choose.

The main threat | see is the disparity in the services and the costs associated with
them provided by each Council, and how future service provision and associated
costs will be calculated, as this is what will impact the average person the most. E.qg.
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Cheltenham and Gloucestershire's licensing fees are more expensive than the other
4 authorities, and Stroud has the highest council tax rate in the county. | also
mentioned above about competing for funding with other established strategic
authorities and the places within them.

Thank you,

Member of Cyber Tech Group — Name withheld for security reasons
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Response from Gloucestershire Association of Primary Headteachers (GAPH)

Director for
Education
Gloucestershire
County Council
Shire Hall,

Westgate

St

Gloucester

GL1 2TG

Sent by email to Kirsten
Harrison cc: Ann James

16.07.25

Dear Kirsten

Thank you so much for the meeting on Thursday 10.07.25 and for introducing us to
the potential change for Gloucestershire.

As Co-Chair of Gloucestershire Association of Primary Headteachers (GAPH), on
behalf of the Executive, | am writing to you in your capacity as Director of Education,
to set out our views on this proposal.

We would have waited until the GAPH Executive Meeting in September, which you
will attend, however, as you explained in your presentation, you have a meeting on
17t July 2025, with the Chief Executives group and we therefore wanted to make our
position clear on this very important issue for Gloucestershire as a whole and in
particular the Education sector, for which the District Councils have no jurisdiction, nor
responsibility.
The Government Criteria for Change:
o Establish a single tier for the whole of the county area
e The right size to achieve efficiencies, improve capacity and withstand shocks
(aim for 500k population or more)
e High quality public services with specific mention of ‘crucial’ services
(children’s, SEND, homelessness)
e How devolution will be unlocked
e Enabling stronger community engagement and neighbourhood empowerment

As conveyed by the unanimous views of the members of GAPH Executive, with
representation from each Partnership, we hold the view that one, single tier, Unitary
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Authority is the only workable solution for Gloucestershire, with reasons including the
following:

Children’s Services and the Education sector’s current working model
(countywide) for statutory duties (for example: Admissions, EHCPs and timely
access to support for children with SEND, Hospital Education, Social Care)
would need to be split in an East/West model, creating potential difference and
division over time, due to the further potential different political leadership.
How would the Designated Schools Grant this be apportioned fairly and
equitably, with schools located as they are geographically in an East/West
model?

The potential costs of splitting the single authority responsibilities of Children’s
Services- Education into two authorities will lead to a long period of protracted
negotiation and uncertainty. You cited Northamptonshire as an example of
disaggregation, which, having created two Authorities in 2018, only in August
2024 finally came to agreement over the financial settlement.

The standard for a Unitary Authority is 500,000. The current county size is
650,000. Creating East and West would make those two Authorities smaller
than the proposed standard size, which would making the delivery of public
services more challenging and not achieve the same economies of scale that a
single Unitary Authority would make, creating higher overall vulnerability to
‘shocks’.

How would the current countywide High Needs debt be apportioned fairly, in a
two-tier system?

Forming two Authorities from one, would create an additional border for the
county and result in working an ‘out of county’ services model, for services
which sit within the same postcode.

The geography of schools means that schools working in Partnerships,
Federations and/or in Gloucestershire MATS could find themselves working
with two different Authorities, making effective and efficient running of these
settings more challenging.

In your meeting with the Chief Executive Group, we are seeking written reassurance
that you and Ann James, as our representatives, advocate strongly the view of GAPH
and our position that a single county Unitary Authority is the only workable solution to
this Government Strategy.

Yours sincerely,

fm—

o = -
.II _I,;r--i - — :,i_ e

h

Kerry Cunningham
Co-Chair of GAPH and Executive Headteacher of The Longlevens Primary
Federation



Official - Financial

Response from GRCC

‘G:GRCC

Community
Action in
Gloucestershire

Formal Feedback from GRCC
Local Government Reorganisation County Options

There is an overwhelming need for the whole process of Local Government
Reorganisation to be properly managed due to the risk of becoming a major distraction,
take longer to implement, and cost significantly more to achieve meaningful
rationalisation.

GRCC has a role in supporting Parish and Town Councils, whose concern is that this
first tier of government will get either bypassed or forgotten or, worse still, be required
to take on, possibly by default, delivery of local services without the wherewithal,
especially financial, to ensure continued, viable service delivery.

The concept of Local Neighbourhoods, with populations of between 20- 50,000 is an
interesting one, possibly comparable with the old Rural District Councils. However,
there are currently major questions which remain unanswered:

How would the Local Neighbourhoods be configured?

Where would the local alignments be set?

What responsibilities and powers would they have?
e What relationships would they have with the upper tier?

Within these higher population configurations, smaller communities, particularly those
situated on the periphery of the county, perceive a risk of being subsumed into larger
clusters with which they perhaps share neither natural connections nor established
relationships. More concerning still is the fear of being entirely overlooked. Such
communities frequently express apprehension that their perspectives will be
marginalised, leaving them with limited or no opportunity to have their voices
acknowledged or meaningfully heard

GRCC is in a position to support local communities in the transition to new models of
local government and enable them to step in to help provide local services. Most of
these services are currently delivered by District Councils which may otherwise
struggle, for example: management of allotments, playing fields and open spaces;
maintenance of highway verges; management of public toilets etc.

It is noticeable that there is no GCC cabinet member with a specific remit / portfolio for
rural. Gloucestershire is the 33 most rural authority in terms of its geographic area.
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It is in the top 20% of authorities in terms of rurality, and 87.5% of its area is classified
as rural, therefore a specific rural focus would be beneficial. We would of course be
happy to support this work as rural specialists.

A question that needs to be answered also is whether Devolution would come with a
recalculation of funding for Gloucestershire.

Options Appraisal
Single Unitary Authority

A single unitary authority meets government criteria in terms of size, will be more cost
effective, and will eliminate the confusion of the current fragmented county and district
council system.

It also preserves ‘Brand Gloucestershire’ — a clear identity which is stronger with all
constituent towns and parishes taken together, speaking with one voice on a regional
and national level. ‘Brand Gloucestershire’ is more marketable as a single countywide
authority. It would provide a strong, cohesive entity which would play its full part in the
operation of any upper tier Strategic Authority, irrespective of whether Gloucestershire
is combined with WECA or with Herefordshire / Worcestershire.

The single unitary option will also provide an opportunity to create strong community
hubs to address local matters, supporting small communities.

The single unitary option makes eminent sense and is the only option which would
achieve the Government’s stated objectives, with the following benefits:

e With a population of circa 652,000 it would meet the Government’s aspiration
for Councils to have a population of over 500,000. One unitary authority would
be a considerable size, but would mirror the county’s current footprint.

e The current three tier authority model is outdated and creates dissention
between the differing tiers, especially over planning, waste management, etc.,
as well as causing confusion for communities as to ‘who does what’. The single
unitary is simpler, saving the most amount of money, and communities already
know this governance model.

e It has the potential to achieve significant operational and financial savings by:

o removing duplication of service delivery, e.g., planning, waste collection
/ disposal, etc.;
o rationalising property, particularly office accommodation;
o securing economy of scale benefits generally
¢ It has the potential to:
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strengthen the County’s voice at national and regional levels;
achieve effective strategic alliances with Health, Police, Highways;
provide more attractive career pathways for staff to progress, which will
in turn help recruitment and retention;
o enable proper countywide strategic thinking and planning to take place,
especially in terms of:
* Jand use disposition;
* new housing allocations;
= proper forward planning;
= development of creative economic models to enhance growth and
employment;
= flood management
e |t removes confusion in the minds of the general public and could provide
opportunities to establish genuine ‘One Stop Shop’ Local Service Delivery
points around the county
e From the perspective of the rural communities we serve and smaller VCS
organisations and groups we support, there is a real fear around loss of voice
and loss of funding to support the most vulnerable

East and West Option

The only real benefit is the improvement on the current seven district and county
council arrangement for most of the reasons set out above, albeit to a lesser extent
due to there still being two councils operating within the geographic county area
instead of one. It would also allow communities to keep a local identity, and not feel
as if they are being swallowed up by the county.

If this option were to be pursued there would be an overwhelming case for not aligning
it around the current District Council configuration because this would perpetuate,
indeed exacerbate current boundary anomalies and tensions. Much of this is currently
being played out in the case being made by Gloucester City Council to create a
Greater Gloucester to overcome largely historical inconsistencies created in 1974
when Tewkesbury Borough Council in particular was established.

The major disadvantage of the two-council split model is that it could lead to the
disaggregation of services currently delivered on a countywide basis by
Gloucestershire County Council, such as Social Care, Education, Fire and Rescue,
Highways Management, Libraries, County Farms, etc., into two separate
organisations. It raises concerns around consistency and quality of care provision,
such as mental health and social care services, where Gloucestershire County Council
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has taken on responsibility for more of these services from Gloucestershire Health and
Care Trust.

More boundaries add complexity for support and service delivery, contracting may be
become a logistical nightmare, and ultimately it could result in fragmented and
inequitable service provision across the county. This split of services into two
organisations could be avoided by joint board or lead authority models being put into
place, but this would largely defeat the object of adopting this option in the first place.
This model would also exacerbate cross-border issues, especially in health provision,
cause confusion for communities, and cause a wealth divide.

Overall, adoption of this model would be a major missed opportunity to create an
organisation with identity and presence, and many of the benefits of a single council
option would be significantly diluted or dissipated.

General Issues
Affordable Housing delivery

Local Government Reorganisation offers both potential benefits and drawbacks in
terms of affordable housing delivery. While the pros include greater clarity for
residents, potentially more efficient and cost-effective service delivery due to larger
scale, and easier strategic decision making, these must be balanced against a list of
cons that might involve a key potential loss of local responsiveness, difficulties in
achieving projected savings, and challenges in boundary alignment with functional
economic areas.

Rural areas already face significant challenges in delivering affordable housing due to
a combination of factors including: high house and land prices; area designation;
relatively low wages and limited development opportunities. These issues are
exacerbated by factors like second homes, short-term lets and restrictive planning
policies.

Differing policies within the districts in terms of planning and allocation policies are
also an issue. When we add that loss of “localness and clarity” that is essential in the
delivery of truly affordable homes to those challenges, the difficulties faced by those
in dire housing need in rural Gloucestershire become insurmountable. We have
started to witness areas within rural Gloucestershire that are becoming gated, dying
communities with unbalanced demographics, where socioeconomic development is
stagnant. The reduction in the number of Local Registered Providers is becoming a
real issue as more and more merge, with a significant and detrimental effect on the
delivery of small numbers of homes in rural villages. However, Rural Affordable
Housing is finally being recognised as a significant and important topic for everyone.
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It is about much more than just building a house; it is actually the foundation of
everything else in our society.

Affordable housing must become a KPI of every major sector, be they Public or Private,
and this is especially true in rural areas such as Gloucestershire. Affordable Rural
Housing delivery is crucial for a thriving economy and society, impacting heavily upon
various industries and communities as well as public sector bodies such as health and
education. This means that policies and initiatives, including Local Government
Reorganisation, must consider the housing needs of rural regions. In the refresh of
the Leadership Gloucestershire group, GRCC feels decision makers should seriously
consider a place for planning. Having this level of expertise available to the group
would enable efficient countywide strategic planning to take place in terms of housing,
land use, and the economy.

As LGR emerges in Gloucestershire it is vital that there is a uniform and consistent
approach from all sectors at all times. The more boundaries and borders there are,
the more difficulties and costs faced by sectors such as Health, Education and the
Police, and the delivery of Rural Affordable Housing becomes even more challenging.
This at a time when all sectors need to be able to work coherently and seamlessly
together in order to deliver sustainable, quality services that can also work together,
forming strong partnerships.

One Health Authority, one Education Authority, one Police and Emergency Authority,
one Planning Authority, and one Rural Affordable Housing organisation could mean
faster, more efficient partnership-based delivery of affordable housing. Lack of
affordable housing affects all areas including economic growth, social equity, health
and wellbeing, education, hospitality and retail.

In conclusion, as a neutral, independent Voluntary Sector organisation and rural
specialist whose role is to represent and serve the communities of Gloucestershire,
we hope to have provided a balanced and constructive view/opinion of both options
based on over a century of understanding and knowledge of the county, along with
our multi-level connections and reach into those communities.

August 2025
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Response from GDOC (Gloucestershire’s GP provider organisation)

Hi Alex,

We tested this with our GP Collaborative Summit today, comprising all of our
Gloucestershire GP practices and Primary Care Networks. There was a clear majority
decision from our practices, which has informed the response that I'm pleased to
provide below:

Gloucestershire General Practice Collaborative, on behalf of our general practice
providers across Gloucestershire, welcome the opportunity to comment on proposals
for future local government structures in our county. Our primary objective in providing
this feedback is ensuring that the health and care system best supports the delivery
of high-quality, sustainable and integrated care for our population and the patients we
serve on a daily basis.

We believe that a single unitary authority for Gloucestershire would bring clear
benefits compared to establishing two smaller unitary authorities:

1. Clearer Alignment with NHS Structures

o Gloucestershire is a clearly defined ‘place’ within the new Gloucestershire and
BNSSG Integrated Care Board (ICB). Furthermore, our primary care structures
are also aligned to our Gloucestershire footprint, such as our GP Collaborative,
our Local Medical Committee (LMC) and our Local Pharmaceutical Committee
(LPC). A single unitary authority would align with this geography, avoiding the
duplication and fragmentation of relationships that two authorities would
inevitably create.

o This alignment would streamline joint planning for population health, prevention,
and service delivery.

2. Simplified Partnership Working
General practice is engaging in system-level programmes, through our GP
Collaborative, our Primary Care Networks, our Integrated Locality Partnerships
and our ICB. Having one local government partner makes collaboration more
straightforward, saving time and resources.

o A two-unitary model would double the number of political, officer, and
governance forums practices would need to engage with, stretching already
limited leadership capacity in primary care.
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3. Consistency for Patients, Communities and Neighbourhoods
A single authority provides residents with a more consistent offer for public
health, social care and other services that directly affect health and wellbeing.

o In contrast, a two-unitary model risks divergence of policy and provision,
leading to inequities between communities and confusion for patients, potential
boundaries in our recognised primary care networks and neighbourhoods and
inequalities being exacerbated by two-unitary authorities with potentially quite
divergent economic positions.

4. Efficiency and Value for Money
From a health system perspective, the fewer the boundaries, the less
duplication in commissioning, contracting, and monitoring arrangements. This
efficiency ultimately releases more resource for front-line services.

o At a time when both the NHS and local government face severe financial
pressures, avoiding duplication is essential.

5. Stronger Strategic Voice
A single Gloucestershire authority would be a more robust and influential
partner when working with NHS England, regional bodies, and government
departments on health and care issues.

o It would reduce the risk of competing priorities or fragmented lobbying across
different councils.

Conclusion

Gloucestershire General Practice Collaborative strongly favours a single unitary
authority for the county. This model is most compatible with the way health services
are organised now and also with the future plans for organisation, best supports
effective partnership working, and minimises duplication. Most importantly, it provides
the clearest and fairest route to improving outcomes for patients, communities and
neighbourhoods across Gloucestershire.

With best wishes,

Steve
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Steve Rudd MBA | Associate Director of Strategy and Transformation and
Gloucestershire GP Collaborative Management Lead | G DOC LTD | Quayside House,
Quay Street, Gloucester, GL1 2TZ | Mobile: 07795 685090 | Email:
stephen.rudd@nhs.net

(9DOC

G DOC LTD

Registered Office: Quayside House, Quay Street, Gloucester GL1 2TZ
Registered in England and Wales, CRN 08230041
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Response from Gloucestershire Integrated Care Board (ICB)

&) .o NHS

Gloucestershire

Transforming Care, Transforming Communities G Iou ceste rs h I re
2™ QOctober 2025 NHS Gloucestershire
Shire Hall

Westgate Street

Jo Walker Gloucester

Chief Executive GL12TG

Gloucestershire County Council

Shire Hall

Westgate Street PA. tara.carr@nhs.net

Gloucester

GL12TG

(sent via email)

Dear Jo
Local Government Reorganisation

Following the ICB Board seminar agenda item on Local Government Reorganisation and Devolution
that Sarah Scott led | am writing to give the feedback on behalf of the ICB to the three options
presented. The strong preference from the ICB is for the Single County Unitary option. The key
points that we felt supported this view were as follows:

* Having developed social services at a whole Gloucestershire level we think it would be a
backward step to maove to two social work teams for the county. This would increase
complexity for those working in our NHS services, to have two sets of processes and teams
to engage with to ensure the flow of people through our care.

« There is also significant risk that we have a higher concentration of people with complex
needs living in the West of the County because as commissioners of services that have
been driving to achieve best value for the whole county we have physically placed certain
care settings where property prices are lower (in the West of the County). This is a risk that
in an East/West split of unitary authorities that there will be an imbalance of responsibility for
high need groups that will cause unforeseen consequences and exacerbate inequalities.

« The PWC financial option analysis shows a clear advantage to having a single unitary
authority from a financial perspective and in a period when all public services are under
considerable pressure to deliver best value to our population we feel this is an important
consideration.

« We recognise that we need to work closely with you to ensure we continue to shift our care
models to meet the changing needs of our population. This is best done in neighbourhoods
and we feel the option described as Greater Gloucester may disturb some of those natural
communities and the good strong working that we have developed in our localities.

Becky Parish has shared evidence with Siobhan and Sarah from previous public engagement
exercises which shows little difference in what is important to people from their public services.

@NHSGlos

www.nhsglos.nhs.uk

Part of the One Gloucestershire Integrated Care System (ICS)
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Gloucestershire -
Transforming Care, Transforming Communities G |OUCESte I'Sh I re

&) .ore NHS

| hope this response is helpful as part of the business case development and | am happy to discuss
this further at our next 1:1 if that would be helpful.

Yours sincerely

\/(.{;Vrzb"v\h T r~eAove

Sarah Truelove
Chief Executive Officer
NHS Gloucestershire

cC: Shane Devlin
Jane Cummings

@NHSGlos

www.nhsglos.nhs.uk

Part of the One Gloucestershire Integrated Care System (ICS)
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Appendix 5: Detailed Options Analysis

This appendix provides additional detailed commentary assessing a Single Unitary Authority (1UA) and Two Unitary Authorities
(2UA - East and West), against the nine criteria agreed for this business case.

Detailed analysis of single unitary (1UA) model against criteria

Criteria Sub-Criteria | Alignment Summary RAG

1. Sensible )] Under a 1UA model, the current councils would be replaced by a single authority (albeit legally GCC would
Sale|CRCIM il Establishes | be a ‘continuing authority’).

local a single tier
RSNl of local This would remove structural duplication and create one point of democratic and operational accountability

government | for all services across Gloucestershire.
for the whole
of the area
concerned.

o Removes two-tier complexity — Seven existing councils (one county, six districts) would be
replaced by one organisation delivering all functions

o Simplifies resident experience — Residents would contact one council for all local services,
reducing confusion and referral between tiers.

o Consolidates statutory roles — All key statutory officers would sit within a single executive team,
streamlining leadership and governance.

¢ Enables consistent locality governance — The Place Model for Gloucestershire proposes
establishing Neighbourhood Partnerships in every part of the county. A single council can embed this
consistently across all areas, regardless of historic district structure.

o Supports whole-system working — Joined-up delivery becomes easier when strategic and local
functions sit within one structure.
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o Meets MHCLG expectations — The model delivers a complete single-tier structure for the area, as
defined by government policy.

B) Sensible | The 1UA model allows financial variation across Gloucestershire to be managed within a single council. This

economic enables redistribution between areas, protects against localised risk, and supports a unified approach to tax
breakdown: | and budget strategy.

with a tax

base which o Enables pooled resources - Council tax, business rates, and government funding can be allocated
does not based on need across the whole county.

create undue ¢ Supports financial equity — A single UA can help drive more equitable growth across the county as
inequalities. a whole balancing any disparities that might exist in productivity and growth across individual areas at

the moment (e.g. Business Growth in the East is 1.10% v/s -1.15% in the West).

o Simplifies council tax alignment - Aligning current tax levels has reduced political and legal
complexity under one council.

¢ Increases fiscal stability— A larger tax base and merged reserves lower the risk of localised budget
pressures and increases the ability to effectively manage Local Authority Debt (£819 for countywide
v/s £674 in the East and £948 in the West).

¢ Allows single financial strategy — One Medium-term Financial Strategy (MTFS) and capital
programme can be used to balance investment and risk county-wide, including place-based
regeneration and neighbourhood infrastructure.

C) Sensible | The 1TUA model keeps Gloucestershire’s existing administrative and strategic footprint intact. This aligns with
geographic current health, community safety, transport, and economic delivery boundaries, reducing disruption and
breakdown: | supporting long-term coordination.

which will
help
increase
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housing
supply and
meet local
needs.

Alignment with existing partner geographies — The ICB, Police, Fire and NHS all operate on a
countywide footprint, reducing need for renegotiation or duplication e.g. in terms of engagement
activities.

Maximise the council’s influence with the ICB - Given the proposed changes with ICBs looking to
take on more local authority areas, retaining a single UA across the county will enable
Gloucestershire to retain a strong voice.

Avoids the creation of administrative internal borders — A 1UA structure removes the risk of
current countywide services or geographies being split (e.g. children's admissions, SEND pathways,
acute hospital discharge pathways etc).

Supports more strategic spatial planning — The model enables Local Plans, Local Nature
Recovery Strategies, and the Gloucestershire Infrastructure Strategy to be aligned across the county.
This would ensure strategic projects such as The Forum project in Gloucester City and the Berkeley
Site low carbon energy park in the West are planned in a coordinated way, alongside shared housing
and infrastructure corridors that link Gloucester, Cheltenham, and Tewkesbury

Simplifies strategic countywide structures that already exist — There are already numerous
examples of successful countywide partnerships across all seven councils including Climate
Leadership Gloucestershire; Local Visitor Economy Partnership (LVEP); Gloucestershire Strategic
Housing Partnership etc. These partnerships enable strategic countywide coordination and
leadership for things like housing priorities, rough sleeping, cross cutting climate issues etc. A TUA
model makes this even simpler to drive with a single council.

Strategic management of homelessness and housing land supply- A single council could be
better positioned to take a more joined up approach to homelessness and housing supply
countywide, which could reduce variation in housing capacity and support in meeting the increasing
demand and complexity particularly in temporary accommodation across the county. This would allow
strategic allocation of sites, directing development to areas with greater capacity while managing
demand hotspots. Consistent policy could be applied to meet the countywide shortfall against the
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2. Right-
sized local
government

five-year supply target (East has 4.97 years and West has 3.83 years, with a countywide shortfall of
4.37 years).

A)A The 1UA option:

population of

500,000 or e Meets statutory benchmark — The combined population of ~659,000 is above the MHCLG target of
more (unless 500,000 or more.

specific o Supports strategic scale — This population size enables the council to manage key statutory
scenarios functions (e.g. ASC, education, planning) with scale and consistency.

make this ¢ Aligns with successful precedent — The population aligns closely with other approved unitaries
unreasonabl (e.g. North Yorkshire, Cornwall, Buckinghamshire).

e)

B) Supports | By consolidating governance, systems, and staffing, the 1UA model offers significant opportunities to reduce
efficiencies duplication and generate savings over time.

and value for

money for ¢ Delivery of potential net revenue savings from reorganisation of ~£21.1m per annum.

council ¢ Reduces duplication — Only one set of ICT systems, governance structures, and senior statutory
taxpayers roles e.g. one Director of Adults Social Care Services (DASS), one Director of Public Health (DPH)

etc.

Streamlines service delivery — A single operating model for each service (e.g. One revs and bens
team and set of policies and not seven) avoids overlapping teams and inconsistent standards or
support offers for residents across the county.

Contracting economies of scale — Significant benefits from aggregation of contracts (particularly
noting bringing together Line of Business system contracts for service areas etc). In addition to this,
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increased economies of scale and procurement leverage of procuring a single contract (as opposed
to six smaller ones) for specialist services e.g. cyber, contaminated land, asbestos etc.

C) Improves | The 1UA model offers stronger resilience, especially in high-cost and high-risk areas like ASC and CSC. In
capacity and | addition to this, through aggregation of some fairly small and stretched teams, there is increased resilience in
supports the [ areas where there are already significant workforce recruitment and retention challenges and scarce

council to professional expertise and capacity.

withstand

financial ¢ Enablers better management of significant imbalances in demand across the County — In
shocks particular, within ASC, there is significantly higher demand and cost for working age adults

(specifically for supported living) between the East and West of the county. A single UA can deploy
resources (incl. finances and staffing) more flexibly to service this imbalance in demand.

¢ Increased workforce resilience for highly qualified and specialist service professionals — Skills
sets which are already highly scarce (with national shortages) e.g. environmental health officers
within public health, planners, social workers benefit from being in single organisation to enable
pooling of expertise, support succession planning and reducing the risk of exacerbating workforce
challenges through duplicating or splitting staff across multiple organisations (or creating competition
between authorities for the same staff).

¢ Frontline workforce flexibility — A single UA can flexibly deploy front line staff incl. casual staff
across the county to support delivery e.g. library staff currently working across multiple libraries or
even the registrars team maintaining a single pool of ¢.80 casual celebrants who are deployed flexibly
to deliver weddings and ceremonies across the county.

o Supports statutory resilience — A single set of statutory roles reduces recruitment pressure and
minimises significant additional ongoing costs of senior roles.

o Protects Place Model delivery — Central support functions (finance, HR, data) are key to enabling
locality-level delivery across Gloucestershire.
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o Strong support resilience for front-line services — Core services such as fire and rescue rely on
local authority support services and financial support e.g. HR, legal, finance etc to support delivery. A
single larger UA is likely to offer strong financial resilience and create less administrative burden of
apportioning out support costs etc.

o Decreased senior management capacity — Due to the aggregation of senior management roles,
the TUA model could potentially have a reduced capacity at senior levels to sustain financial shocks

D) A single authority model allows for less structural duplication and avoids the cost and complexity of standing
Manageable | up two separate organisations, through reduced disaggregation
transition

costs ¢ Requires creation of only one new authority and legal structure, minimising transition costs -

estimated to be ~£21.3m. Assumption based on assuming a continuing authority being in place.

¢ Simplifies legal setup — Only one constitution, shadow authority, electoral review, consultation and
governance framework would need to be designed, approved and run.

¢ Reduces portfolio and programme duplication — A single implementation portfolio required to
manage the transition and implementation.

o Lower ICT migration and integration costs — Currently shared countywide systems such as Liquid
Logic (for ASC) would not need to be disaggregated or duplicated. In addition to this, data and
systems migration could be managed on a service by service once (as opposed to multiple sets of
systems migrations activities for each service). Lastly, one single website can be developed for the
new council.

¢ Minimises duplication of senior roles — One executive team avoids the need to recruit and fund
parallel statutory leadership posts which can be significantly costly.

¢ Reduces duplication of county input — Current county council stakeholders can be a part of a
single implementation portfolio and would not need to spend additional time in multiple meetings,
governance forums, working groups (i.e. county council stakeholders would need to be involved in all
conversations if there were multiple UAs being created given disaggregation implications).
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3. High
quality,
sustainable
services

Reduced risk of disruption to traded services — Reduced risk of disrupting effective traded
services that operate on a countywide footprint particularly in relation to services provided to schools.

A) Improves
local
government
and service
delivery,
avoiding
unnecessary
service
fragmentatio
n

The 1TUA model would preserve current integrated delivery structures in areas like social care, education,
and public health. A single unitary within Gloucestershire, if designed with strong local engagement in mind,
offers a more stable platform for inclusive, locally responsive governance. Colleagues currently operate
countywide, working with multiple stakeholders and systems. A single point of engagement would reduce
duplication and improve accountability.

Preserves current service integration — Existing countywide delivery in areas such as transport,
ASC, CSC, SEND, and safeguarding would remain intact, avoiding risk to safeguarding, statutory
thresholds, and pathway coordination.

Supports end-to-end planning — Joined-up pathways for prevention, care, education, and housing
can be planned across one structure (particularly important for high-risk residents who cross multiple
services).

Enables minimum disruption to significant transformation and improvement journeys that are
ongoing — e.g. there are significant multi-year transformation programmes planned in ASC which
could continue with minimum disruption under a 1UA scenario.

Minimal disruption to multi-agency partnership arrangement — Only one set of safeguarding
boards, ICB pathways, youth justice panels, and place-based health partnerships are required,
making service collaboration easier and more effective.

Resilience through scale and leadership continuity - Professional Service Leads consistently
highlight that larger authorities reduce risk during transition by retaining experienced senior
leadership teams and service delivery infrastructure.

Challenges of delivering services across diverse geographies - The TUA model would require
the integration of two urban centres (Cheltenham and Gloucester) and expansion of capabilities to
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meet the rural needs across the county. This could complicate existing operating models and ways of
working and risking inconsistencies in access and quality that could endure into the future.

¢ Increased aggregation risk — A 1TUA model would require aggregation of six district-specific
services into one collective service which is likely to be significantly complex e.g. aligning six different
council tax support schemes etc.

B)
Opportunity The 1UA model enables a unified transformation strategy and consistent investment in digital tools, analytics,

for public automation, workforce planning, and shared infrastructure, all of which are already underway through the

service transformation initiatives and emerging Place Model design.

reform
including
where this
will lead to
improved
value for
money

o Creates a single platform for change — Transformation programmes in ICT, workforce, data, and
estates can be delivered countywide.

o Enables shared innovation — Al, automation, and digital case management tools can be designed
once and used everywhere.

e Supports cultural alignment — One council avoids divergence in practice or priorities, allowing
consistent reform over time.

¢ Improves analytical capacity — Shared data infrastructure can support predictive and population-
level service planning, particularly linking to public sector partners like Police and NHS — this is key to
continuing to drive a focus moving away from eligibility to focus on prevention and early intervention
(i.e. not waiting for the crisis to happen first).

o Backed by service insight — Service leads across ICT, libraries, revenues and benefits, asset
management, housing and homelessness etc consistently stated that a 1UA model would remove
duplication in systems and governance, strengthen programme alignment, and enable investment to
scale across the county.

¢ Improved strategic influence and collaboration with partners — A single larger UA is likely to
have more influence and scale to negotiate with local and national partners incl. educational
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institutions, DWP, ICB etc to drive stronger system-wide leadership and delivery of improved shared
outcomes locally.

¢ Increased scale and financial resilience to innovate — A single larger UA is likely to have access
to large amounts of resources (workforce, finances, connections with others) to innovate, fail fast and
learn. This is critical to driving improvement and reform.

o Better value for money — In services such as ASC, CSC, public health and commissioning, the
scale of a 1TUA model could provide better value for money through economies of scale and single
strong voice in the market.

e Creation of a single trusted front door for residents and partners — A 1UA model can retain a
simple, universal, trusted front door for residents to simplify their experience but also drive
efficiencies in contact and delivery.

C) Improves
delivery of,
or mitigates
risk of
negative
impact on,
crucial
services

A single authority can manage variation in service demand and outcomes across the geography by
redistributing resources and targeting investment based on need. This supports equity in access and
outcomes, especially for crucial services such as social care, children’s services, SEND and homelessness,
and for wider public protection services including for public safety.

¢ Enables flexible resource allocation — Investment can be targeted where demand is highest (e.g.
higher ASC and CSC spend in the West) can be managed effectively.

e Improves consistency — A single authority can maintain common standards and expectations for
service access across the county, with flexibility built in at the point of delivery.

o Supports data-led prioritisation — Systemwide data enables identification of emerging needs
across urban and rural areas and supports early intervention strategies that can be locally delivered.

¢ No need for disaggregation of critical countywide services delivered to the most vulnerable in
society - Service leads across CSC, education, public health, and commissioning warned that two
unitary authority models would pose risks of disaggregating safeguarding, school admissions, EHCP
timeliness, statutory performance oversight etc.




Official - Financial

4. Meets
local needs

¢ Reduces postcode variation — Residents in different areas would experience equal levels of service
and support which drives fair and equal access for all.

¢ Protects Multi Agency Safeguarding Arrangements (MASA) and MASH — Minimum disruption to
the single front door to make sure the right assessment, identification of risk and support can be
provided to children at most risk who need to be protected. In line with engagement with stakeholders
from the Police, “a TUA provides the best opportunity to continue to maintain and improve
coordination of this vital MASH capability with a focus on driving consistency, pooling of resources
and alignment” between the Police and local authority workforce.

o No borders created between the county — A countywide model makes it easier to coordinate
placements for education or social care to be considered across a bigger geography without the need
to negotiate potential ‘out of county’ placements if administrative boundaries were to be created.

o Addresses homelessness strategically — A single housing and commissioning function can plan
across high-demand urban areas (e.g. Gloucester and Cheltenham) and rural areas, ensuring
consistent prevention and support offers.

A) Meets
local needs
and is
informed by
local views

While formal public consultation has not yet taken place, this options analysis has been informed by
engagement undertaken with the public through surveys and in-person events, officers from service areas
and partners across the county (including county council, district councils and other partners including Police,
VCSFE, health etc). Many countywide partners, including further education, health, VCFSE, Constabulary
and the Diocese, voiced strong support for a single voice and shared strategic frameworks to maintain
coherence across Gloucestershire. The EqglA analysis that has been conducted also indicates that a single
council could strengthen consistency in engagement with groups with protected characteristics (e.g. disabled
residents, ethnic minority communities) by creating one countywide approach to inclusive communications
and accessible consultation materials, reducing risk of variation in how voices are heard across areas.
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Reflects strategic partner input - The 1UA structure aligns with preferences expressed by the NHS,
Police, and some economic partners for a single interface, highlighting that a single accountable
authority would reduce duplication and improve clarity for service users.

Backed by some VCFSE organisations — Some VCFSE representatives who have been engaged
emphasised that a single UA would make partnership working and funding engagement “simpler and
more consistent,” reducing the duplication they currently face when working across multiple districts.
Supported by some of the county’s local business networks — Feedback from business
representatives, including the Federation of Small Businesses, highlighted the benefit of “one clear
voice” for economic development, inward investment, and regulatory services, making
Gloucestershire easier to promote to investors and government.

Based on current delivery structures - The model builds on the existing approach to ASC, CSC,
public health, transport - all delivered at county scale.

Enables future local engagement - Under a 1TUA model, the council would have capacity to design
and invest in community-level consultation structures.

Capacity to combine strategic oversight with local delivery- Services such as HTST, EHCP
delivery, and ASC benefit from being managed by a single larger UA which has the scale to
sufficiently manage and resource but with the ability to flexibly deploy resources locally.

Places local voice at the centre - The Place Model workstream (co-led by GCC and partners
including OPCC, VCS Alliance, and ICB) has designed mechanisms for neighbourhood engagement
within a single authority.

Service-led locality feedback — Discussions across ASC, CSC, libraries, ICT and education
consistently supported a single authority with locally delivered services. Officers favoured retaining
local footprints for operational delivery, noting this was already how people experience services.
Risk of reduced local visibility if locality model is not prioritised — Several stakeholders,
including parish councils and VCSFE representatives, expressed concern that without sustained
investment in neighbourhood governance, a single UA could appear more distant from communities,
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particularly in rural areas such as the North Cotswolds and the Forest of Dean, where access to
decision-makers is already seen as limited.

B) Improves
/ mitigates
risk to issues
of local
identity,
cultural and
historic
importance

The 1UA Model has been designed to protect and celebrate the many places of Gloucestershire. 267 parish
councils currently cover the majority of the county and our Neighbourhood Partnership proposals seek to
decentralise services and give greater voice to communities of place, interest and identity.

Local identities — There could be concerns that a single UA could dilute the distinct cultural, social
and economic identities of Gloucestershire’s two key urban centres (Gloucester and Cheltenham)
which therefore may not gain local support. However, this can be mitigated as noted below.

Civic identity retained — Town and parish councils, mayoralties, and ceremonial roles would remain
in place. For Gloucester a parish (city council) would be created, and similarly for Cheltenham, a
parish (town council) would be created. These new parishes would serve to strengthen the identity
and significant cultural and historic value of each city/town within Gloucestershire

Allows for place-based branding — Services can retain local naming, visual identity, and signage to
reinforce place association, a priority raised in the Diocese and VCFSE stakeholder engagement
responses.

Reflects community affinity — Feedback from planning, libraries and safeguarding services
emphasised that residents associate more strongly with place-based identities than with institutional
structures, making it essential to maintain visible local identity alongside a single governance tier.
Neighbourhood Partnership proposals will make the new council closer to the places people
know. — The model will create a coherent offer for populations of 30k-50k, bringing the council and
decision making closer to residents

Supports visibility of place — The new authority can retain ward and locality names to reflect place-
based identity across the county.
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o Builds on community infrastructure — Areas like the Forest, Stroud, and the Cotswolds already
have strong place-based partnerships in place. The 1UA model enables these current strengths to be
built on with a more powerful place-based emphasis and approach.

¢ Builds on current area-based practice — e.g. ASC and CSC already hold case review forums and
safeguarding panels at area level, often aligned to the current districts. This culture of place-based
accountability would continue to be retained and formalised under the single authority.

e Successful precedents exist — Unitaries such as Buckinghamshire and North Yorkshire have
adopted area boards and neighbourhood forums to maintain local visibility, improve outcomes and
encourage community participation.

C)
Addresses
local
concerns

The 1UA model enables county-wide service planning while allowing targeted investment in places with
higher levels of need. This supports consistency of offer while maintaining flexibility to respond to local
variation.

e Could be perceived as overcentralisation — A single larger UA could be perceived by some
stakeholders and residents as moving services further away from people and creating less
understanding and tailoring of services to meet local needs. However, this can be mitigated with
robust locality governance and retaining operational delivery close to people (as is the case already
e.g. with locality based social work teams etc).

o Supports differentiated planning — Strategic services (e.g. ASC, education) can be commissioned
based on local demand and vulnerability indicators.

e Addresses inequality — The model enables planning across areas with different outcomes (e.g.
West: 16,609 children in low-income families per 100k vs East: 12,274). The 1UA model maintains
the ability to respond strategically while allowing delivery to reflect place.

¢ Place-sensitive commissioning already in use — Commissioners in ASC and education noted that
funding allocations already account for variation in deprivation, demand and access (e.g. funding per
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5. Supports
devolution

arrangement
S

capita is higher in the West for ASC and in the East for transport access). A 1UA model protects this
flexibility while enabling oversight of equity countywide

Supports coherent infrastructure and regeneration investment — Officers stressed the value of
having one capital planning and housing function able to target investment into high-need areas (e.g.
brownfield regeneration in the West; affordability and access issues in the East), rather than splitting
strategic capacity across two smaller councils. EQIA findings highlight current East—West disparities
in transport access for disabled and older residents, and a 1UA model enables these to be addressed
in a single transport accessibility strategy linked to Local Transport Plans.

A) Helps to
support
devolution
arrangement
s/ unlock
devolution

The 1UA model simplifies engagement with Whitehall and regional partners.

Streamlined governance — A single authority avoids internal fragmentation, simplifies
representation, and strengthens Gloucestershire’s strategic negotiating position. A single council
gives partners a single door in for strategic collaboration and funding opportunities.

Improves visibility and scale - A bigger footprint and unified leadership increase Gloucestershire’s
credibility and profile in national negotiations.

Compatible with existing regional structures — Gloucestershire currently aligns with the South
West for funding and some aligned service delivery (e.g. South West Ambulance Service) and also
shares ties with the West Midlands (e.g. through economic corridors and shared events). A single
council can better preserve overlapping relationships and flex across both without splintering
Gloucestershire’s strategic position or regional partnerships.

Improved clarity in negotiations — Members and senior officers highlighted that a single unitary
would allow Gloucestershire to present itself with clarity in devolution negotiations, and avoid
unnecessary complexity in areas like housing, infrastructure and skills.
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Attractive investment platform — A single council is better positioned to attract investment in growth
sectors like advanced manufacturing, cyber, and clean energy, which operate across county
boundaries. These areas require joined-up strategic leadership and investment.

Improving transport connectivity - There are already plans in place across the county to improve
transport connectivity. Devolution offers opportunities to build on this and connect Gloucestershire
with other economic corridors enabling further regional collaboration and enabling residents to access
further opportunities.

B) Sensible
population
size ratios
between
local
authorities
and any
strategic
authority

Under a 1UA model, Gloucestershire would join any future Combined Authority or Strategic Authority as a
single partner, with a population of ~659,000. This contributes meaningfully toward the 1.5 million minimum
benchmark used in current legislation and policy design for deeper devolution.

Compatible with multiple strategic groupings to meet minimum population thresholds by and
large — With one voice, Gloucestershire can engage in potential Combined Authorities including:

o Gloucestershire + West of England Combined Authority (WECA) Core: 1.6m

o Gloucestershire + WECA (incl. North Somerset): 1.81m

o Gloucestershire, Herefordshire and Worcestershire: 1.45m (falls a little short of the 1.5m

threshold).

o Gloucestershire, Oxfordshire + Swindon: 1.63m
However, concerns were noted around the relative size of a single Gloucestershire Unitary Authority
in comparison with other partners in a Combined Authority. For example, in the case of a WECA
option, Gloucestershire would be the largest partner in WECA, with a population of c. 659,276,
compared to Bristol’'s ¢.472,400, South Gloucestershire’s ¢.290,400 and Bath and North East
Somerset’s ¢.193,400 (population figures based on ONS 2021 census). This could potentially make a
single unitary less appealing for other partners.




Official - Financial

6. Local
engagement
and
empowerme
nt

A) Enables
stronger
community
engagement

The 1UA model removes local district councils but can introduce new forms of local representation and
democratic engagement. Its success in this area would depend on strong designs and investment in locality
arrangements. Some partners expressed concern that community engagement in a 1UA model must be
deliberately designed, with one noting: ‘if you don’t build in real localism, people will feel even further away”.

e Could be perceived to be further away from communities — A larger authority may be perceived
by some stakeholders to be moving further away from communities with a much larger and more
diverse geography to consider.

o Requires active design — The model does not automatically strengthen participation; new structures
would need to be developed (a process already initiated through the Neighbourhood Area
Partnerships proposed by the Place Model programme).

o Supports consistent frameworks — A single council can create countywide standards for local
structures including Neighbourhood Area Partnerships.

¢ Avoids duplication of democratic processes — One tier of governance reduces overlap and
potential confusion over responsibilities (a key concern in feedback from the VCFSE sector and the
Diocese).

¢ Can be designed to enable inclusive local representation — Governance can be shaped to reflect
towns, parishes, and historic communities across Gloucestershire.

¢ Rooted in ongoing local work — The Neighbourhood Partnership model, co-designed by GCC,
OPCC, the ICB, and the VCS Alliance, is already testing place-based forums that bring residents,
councillors and service teams together to shape local priorities.

o Allows for a strengthening of capacity to support engagement - The 1UA delivers the highest
overall savings of options being considered (c.£21.1m annual net savings). In turn, this may allow for
its Neighbourhood Partnership proposals to be given greater financial support and expert officer
capacity.
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B) Delivers
genuine
opportunities
for
neighbourho
od
empowerme
nt

The 1TUA model allows the council to embed neighbourhood governance into its core structure, particularly
through the development of Neighbourhood Partnerships and Locality Hubs. It can formalise new models of
area-based working and build on existing parish and community networks. There are also projected to be
greater financial benefits from a 1UA model (noted above), which can support investment in place-based
working and visible local governance across the county.

Facilitates locality working — Existing family hubs, community wellbeing teams, and parish clusters
can be aligned to formal locality areas, ensuring operational delivery remains close to communities.
Enables shared design — Area committees (formal sub-committees of a local authority that operate
at a more local, geographical level) or Neighbourhood Partnership can be co-designed with
communities and elected members. The Place Model being worked on already in Gloucestershire
explicitly sets out a roadmap for co-production.

Formalises locality governance — Proposals are being co-designed with partners including OPCC,
ICB and VCS Alliance, with clear plans for shared decision-making at place level.

Supports consistent service access — Local service offers can be standardised, targeted and
resourced across the county.

Backed by services and partners — Service professionals including CSC, planning, and ASC leads
stressed the importance of retaining area-based decision-making capacity, noting that local visibility
matters for legitimacy.

Raises the visibility and role of local councils and VCFSE organisations: The creation of a Civil
Society Covenant and a Local Councils charter elevate the role of vital local and hyperlocal
organisations

Protects equity of access — A single council can strive to ensure that every locality, rural or urban,
has the same opportunity to develop Neighbourhood Partnerships and access resources. However,
this may sometimes be harder to achieve on such a big footprint.
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Reduces risk of divergence — Feedback from ICT, audit and planning services highlighted that
neighbourhood working is best enabled by shared systems, standardised training, and joint
commissioning, which is possible under a TUA model.

Builds on existing models — Several services (e.g. ASC, children’s services, housing) already
operate with area-based or district-level coordination. For example, in CSC, local safeguarding hubs
and area panels are already delivering place-based oversight.

Risk of democratic deficit — By removing layers of government people feel as though the unitary is
far removed from their local issues which can decrease engagement.

7. A) Ensures
SnieninEs| the new

al and authority/aut
climate horities have
protection clear
capabilities
to deliver
existing and
future
climate and

nature plans.

The 1UA model offers scale and continuity in environmental governance. It enables strategic investment,
consistent targets, and stronger institutional leadership on net zero, nature recovery, and flood resilience
while safeguarding key partnerships and plans.

Preserves existing plans and partnerships — Gloucestershire’s Climate Strategy, Local Nature
Recovery Strategy, Climate Leadership Gloucestershire and Strategic Flood Risk Management
approach are all designed countywide and can continue seamlessly under 1TUA.

Enables scale of investment — Environmental budgets, procurement, and staffing can be centrally
coordinated, with local delivery shaped through Neighbourhood Partnerships.

Avoids duplication of leadership — A single structure prevents gaps or overlaps in environmental
governance.

Aligns with existing officer capacity — Current small specialist teams in areas such as flood risk
and climate strategy can be consolidated.

Enables neighbourhood engagement — Through the Place Model, the new authority can embed
environmental priorities into Neighbourhood Partnership plans, empowering communities to lead on
climate actions suited to local needs.
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Bolster the role of the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) - Pooled resources between County
and Districts, and the ability to direct those resources according to need across the whole county
would maximise the resources we do have (i.e. whether based on the location of consenting and
enforcement cases, schemes, planning consultations or individual flooding events). In addition to this,
a single authority would have single ownership of Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (Levels 1and2)
and could also drive a more coordinated approach to identification and delivery of flood alleviation
schemes and associated bids to national funding

B) Reflects
local
priorities in
areas with
sensitive
landscapes
(e.g. Forest
of Dean,
Cotswolds
AONB).

The 1TUA model supports joined-up spatial planning and stewardship across protected landscapes. It
maintains geographic continuity and ensures consistent protections across jurisdictional boundaries.

Avoids splitting landscape governance — Natural assets such as the River Severn catchment,
Cotswolds escarpment, and Forest woodlands would remain under one set of policy and delivery
arrangements.

Supports integrated land-use planning — The Local Plan and planning policy can incorporate rural,
urban, and protected areas under one authority. Officers confirmed that issues like nutrient neutrality
need consistent policy and joint delivery at county level.

Retains current plans for Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) — Developed at a county level
over the past three years and to be delivered by upper tier / unitary authorities.

Retains current infrastructure for biodiversity net gain (BNG) — Gloucestershire Nature and
Climate Fund (GNCF) is a not-for-profit body supported by all seven LAs to trade BNG development
units within Gloucestershire

Preserves cross-boundary programmes — Flood schemes, biodiversity corridors, and green
infrastructure plans are easier to deliver through one capital plan and Local Plan framework.

Allows local tailoring within one system — Local protections (e.g. Cotswold design codes, Forest
regeneration priorities) can be embedded in area-specific planning and delivery through the Place
Model.
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o Supports rural stewardship through locality governance — Parish partnerships and community
networks, particularly in the Forest and Cotswolds, can be empowered through Neighbourhood
Partnerships to influence local environmental strategy.

¢) Builds on
existing
commitment
s (e.g.
"Fairer
Greener
Forest",
Climate
Emergency
responses).

The 1UA model provides the governance platform to protect, expand and align Gloucestershire’s district-led
climate initiatives. It strengthens monitoring and accountability while enabling communities to drive action
locally.

o Does not erase local ambitions — Protects locally developed climate action - Programmes such as
“Fairer Greener Forest,” Stroud CAN, and Cheltenham’s net zero route map which can continue with
local leadership but benefit from countywide funding, systems, and legal support.

o Allows integration of district priorities — The new authority can build a single climate plan that
draws on existing strategies. reducing duplication and aligning priorities without weakening local
ownership.

e Supports accountability — A single scrutiny framework allows monitoring of commitments made at
both county and locality level.

o Enables targeted support — Rural off-gas areas, high-deprivation urban communities, and at-risk
flood zones can be prioritised in capital investment using a shared dataset and single capital plan.

o Backed by partners — Stakeholders, including public health, VCFSE and environmental partners,
emphasised that 1UA would simplify joint action on climate and support more joined-up community
participation.
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8. Civic
engagement
and
participative
democracy

A) Promotes
civic
engagement
and
strengthens
participative
democracy.

The 1UA model creates the scale and reach to invest in countywide civic engagement, while retaining
flexibility for local communities to shape how they participate. It provides the infrastructure to support both
digital and in-person engagement through the Place Model.

Supports digital and in-person tools — Investment in consultation platforms, community budgets,
and resident panels can be made at county scale, supported by the central functions of the new
council

Embedded in service design — Housing, planning, transport, ASC and CSC services are already
designing resident input into locality plans and Local Development Frameworks. A 1UA allows this to
continue without duplication.

Protects equal access to voice — A single model of civic engagement ensures that all areas,
including rural parishes and urban neighbourhoods, can participate on equal terms.

Supports community leadership — Officers emphasised that strong place-based leadership is
already being built through co-design pilots in the Forest and Cheltenham, and that a single authority
enables these structures to scale.

Anchored in Gloucestershire’s tradition of community partnership — The VCFSE sector and
local clergy highlighted the need to maintain grassroots decision-making. The 1TUA model can help to
make sure the local voice can be protected and funded within a single, countywide democratic
framework.

Risk of democratic deficit - Given LGR will reduce the number of elected councillors and create
larger electoral divisions, this will increase the number of residents each councillor represents. This
could risk a democratic deficit.
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SIETENER A) Ability to , s i i
growth and  [fEAA The 1UA model allows the council to address local disparities across the county through joined-up economic,

transport, and skills planning with the ability to redistribute funding and focus support on areas of need. A

equity disparities in
wealth single structure would be well-placed to support equitable development and reduce strategic risk.
Zigﬁi:f o Enables countywide planning — Economic development, employment, and regeneration can be
authority 2; designed to benefit the full geography, not just high-growth areas.
two unitary e Targets investment to areas of need — Indicators show clear differences between areas (e.g.
authorities GDHI: £26,149 in East vs £21,191 in West, and job density is 1.01 and 0.82 respectively) that can be

addressed through unified policy and without governance friction. The West also has higher
deprivation scores (IMD 17.16 vs 12.71 in the East) and carries 60% of the county’s children in low-
income households - factors that a single authority can address through pooled resources, targeted
regeneration, and shared preventative service funding.

¢ Reduces risk of postcode inequality — A single structure avoids divergence in access to services
or funding between two separate councils.

o Improves delivery of levelling up goals — National funding (e.g. LUF, SPF, Homes England) can
be more effectively coordinated through a single accountable body, improving Gloucestershire’s
attractiveness as an investment partner.

e Supports area-based targeting — Through Neighbourhood Partnerships, the council can ensure
each area has a local regeneration plan focused on its specific barriers to growth and access.
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B) Prioritises

The 1TUA model allows for pooled budgets and shared commissioning strategies that prioritise support for

:g;?;;:ge those most in need. Vulnerability and deprivation can be addressed without artificial boundaries between

and areas.

;o‘:zﬁun/ty i ¢ Supports consistent targeting — Shared datasets and analytics platforms allow services to target

regeneration support to where indicators show the greatest unmet need (e.g. West Glos: 16,609 children in low-
income families per 100k vs 12,274 in East).

o Enables flexible, place-based intervention — Services such as ASC, housing, and CSC already
work with local partners (e.g. Family Hubs, VCFSE, schools) to deliver support through local forums,
which would be retained and enhanced under 1UA.

o Simplifies cross-cutting delivery — Services such as mental health, substance misuse, and housing
need require coordinated input across teams. A 1UA allows wraparound offers to be planned
centrally and delivered locally.

¢ Retains current safeguarding structures — Countywide safeguarding boards, early help pathways,
and integrated commissioning would remain intact, avoiding disaggregation risk.

¢ Builds from neighbourhood action plans — The Place Model already includes a neighbourhood
planning model for co-produced regeneration strategies, which can be aligned to countywide
outcomes under a single council.

C) Ensures

that financial A 1UA model enables savings and efficiencies through consolidation - not service withdrawal. It allows
sustainability services to be protected by reforming back-office structures, harmonising systems, and pooling reserves,

is not particularly important in high-cost statutory functions like ASC and CSC.

;C:I:;;:n?e ¢ Improves efficiency through strategic consolidation — Consolidation savings can be achieved

of service through shared platforms, aligned contracts, and joint infrastructure investment, as confirmed through

levels.

extensive engagement with both upper and lower tier service professionals.
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Supports strategic commissioning and market shaping — A single commissioning function can
set consistent pricing, improve leverage with providers, and reduce fragmentation in markets such as
ASC or education placements.

Enables financial flexibility and cross-subsidy — Shared MTFS, pooled reserves and countywide
income allow high-cost services in one locality to be sustained without placing disproportionate strain
on that area’s council tax base.

Reduces service fragmentation risk — Disaggregation of statutory services like SEND and CSC
was seen by officers as high-risk under 2UA. The 1TUA model removes that risk entirely.

Supports long-term value — Investment in digital, prevention, early help and neighbourhood working
can be delivered once, reducing cost over time without cutting access or quality.

Reinvestment in frontline service delivery — Most of the savings noted by service professionals
are across back-office functions (and not directly from already overstretched front line teams). These
savings can be reinvested back in front line delivery and interventions focussing on prevention and
early intervention to drive improved outcomes.

Countywide Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) deficit projected to reach ~£234m by Vesting Day
(1 April 2028). If statutory override is not maintained or an alternative solution implemented, then
both a 1UA and 2UA would face significant financial risks.

Impact of the Fair Funding Review — This also remains unknown at this time presenting further
financial uncertainty to both 1UA and 2UA scenarios.

Detailed analysis of east/west two unitaries (2UA) model against criterion

Criteria

Sub-Criteria

Alignment Summary

RAG
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1. Sensible A) Establishes a
single tier of single tier of local
local government for the
government whole of the area
concerned.

The 2UA model fully removes two-tier governance by creating two all-purpose councils. While this
simplifies governance within each new authority, it introduces an internal boundary that cuts across
several existing countywide systems and partnerships.

Removes two-tier structure — Both county and district councils would be replaced by two
new single-tier organisations which meets the overall criteria.

Simplifies local service access — Residents would interact with only one council for all
services within their local area.

Establishes clear internal governance — Each authority would hold its own statutory roles
and make decisions independently.

B) Sensible
economic
breakdown: with a
tax base which
does not create
undue inequalities

The 2UA model creates two financially independent authorities. While their tax bases are broadly
similar at the point of transition, underlying income, need, and reserve disparities mean each council
would have to manage its own risk, cost pressures, and investment strategies.

Creates separate tax bases and MTFSs — The East and West would operate independent
financial strategies, with no shared reserves or risk-pooling between councils.

Similar tax base across both areas - The 2024 tax-base (Band D equivalents after council
tax support) for two-unitary authorities model, shows a tax base in the West of 49%
compared to 51% in the East ©2.

Potential fiscal disparities — Local Authority Debt is much higher in the West (£948)
compared to the East (£674) and there is also a higher household benefit claimant rate
(17.87% in the West compared to 13.79% in the East). These pressures would need to be

62 Council Tax Receipts, 23/24, MHCLG
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managed by each individual authority with limited ability to create more fiscal resilience
overall e.g. through pooled reserves etc.

¢ Increased potential exposure for West — Higher service costs particularly for ASC where
spend per resident is £629 in West vs £405 in East. This is likely to put a significantly higher
pressure on the West council given the majority of a unitary authority budget is attributed to
ASC Spend.

e Opportunities to drive economic growth based on the unique strengths of each
authority — Opportunities to drive a coherent narrative within each authority for their sector
specialisms (Clean Energy in the West and Technology in the East). This will support in
creating more job opportunities, upskilling young people and attracting inward investment to
kickstart economic growth across both UA areas.

C) Sensible
geographic
breakdown: which
will help increase
housing supply and
meet local needs

The proposed East/West boundary reflects historic district groupings but introduces a new internal
division across some shared service areas and travel-to-work zones. While this may support visibility
and identity at a local level, it creates complexity in coordinating planning, housing, transport, and
environmental strategy, all of which currently operate at county scale.

e Builds on existing urban centres in the county — Gloucestershire has two significant
urban centres (Cheltenham and Gloucester) and the proposed East / West 2UA model aligns
with these. In addition to this, the 2UA model is based on familiar district boundaries which
will continue to enable the retention of unique local identities. This could also be helpful in
designing place-based governance.

¢ Reduces alignment with partners - The Police, Fire and Rescue, ICB, Education partners
all largely operate on a countywide footprint currently and the creation of 2UAs would mean
partners likely need to engage with two different organisations which is inefficient and can
also drive reduced influence for each of the respective UAs.
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Each UA can retain its own housing and HRA — There are currently two councils in
Gloucestershire with their own housing stock (c.5,000 homes each) and Housing Revenue
Account (HRA): Stroud and Cheltenham. In the proposed 2UA model, there would be
minimum disruption or change required to this arrangement given one of these is in the West
and one in the East.

Challenges around private housing market - Average house prices illustrate that the
private housing market faces greater challenges in the West, where values are lower 3 (e.g.
Gloucester £225,000; Forest of Dean £291,000) compared to the East (e.g. Cotswolds
£419,000; Cheltenham £324,000), reducing profit margins and making it less likely that the
private sector will deliver sufficient supply without public intervention.

Variations in housing supply —Homelessness is higher in the West compared to the East ¢
(0.21% in the West and 0.11% in the East) with housing land supply following the opposite
trajectory (lower in the West at 3.83 vs 4.97 in the East). This could result in more demand
for housing in the West with less supply to meet this efficiently within the new UA borders.
Risks inconsistency in spatial planning — Without a shared framework, the East and West
could pursue divergent housing policies, development standards, and regeneration priorities,
which could make Gloucestershire less coherent in the eyes of investors and government.
Fragmentation of strategic housing functions and engagement - Fragmentation of
delivery partnerships and engagement / negotiations with housing associations, developers,
and Homes England, increasing the risk of inconsistency in policy, pipeline delivery, and
tenant standards across East and West Gloucestershire.

63 House Prices, 2025, ONS
84 Homelessness, 2024, ONS
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local
government

A s{(e]g1cCTv4=To Ml A) A population of

500,000 or more
(unless specific
scenarios make
this unreasonable)

Under the 2UA model, each authority would have a population above the 300,000 minimum
threshold, but below the 500,000 MHCLG guideline. The East would serve ~310,641 people and the
West ~348,635.

Meets the viability threshold — Both authorities exceed 300,000 population, in line with
recent two-unitary models (e.g. Cheshire East/West).

Falls short of MHCLG guidance — Neither authority reaches the preferred 500,000+
benchmark for strategic scale but this could enable each UA to target their resources and
focus on manageable population sizes and geographies (noting both the East and West
would each have a densely populated metropolitan area with surrounding rural areas).
Comparable to successful precedent — East (~310k) and West (~349Kk) align with other
approved two-unitary areas such as Cheshire East/West, Dorset, and Somerset, which have
demonstrated operational viability.

Aligns with precedent — Dorset and Cheshire provide examples of approved two-UA
models operating at similar population sizes.

B) Supports
efficiencies and
value for money for
council taxpayers

The 2UA model can continue to offer some efficiencies within each authority, but also introduces
duplication of systems, statutory posts, and governance. Gloucestershire also has some good
examples of shared working across existing councils which can continue to be built on under a 2UA
model (where beneficial and appropriate to do so).

Creates duplication for county wide services — County-wide infrastructure would likely
need to be split or duplicated e.g. in relation to governance structures; statutory roles e.g. two
Director of Children’s Services (DCCs), DASSs etc; Upper tier service systems used by
adults and children’s services etc. This will reduce the overall net savings achievable in a
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2UA scenario (potential net revenue savings from reorganisation of ~£10.7m per annum
under a 2UA model).

Reduces potential economies of scale — Whilst there remain continued opportunities to
jointly commission specialist services e.g. cyber between the two authorities, it is possible
that over time strategic contracts would be negotiated separately within each authority e.g.
for Childrens and Adults. This is likely to result in less market influence and a potential risk of
suppliers ‘playing both authorities against each other’.

C) Improves
capacity and
supports the
council to withstand
financial shocks

Each new authority would need to independently build and sustain specialist teams and leadership
capacity. Smaller scale may reduce resilience, particularly in hard-to-recruit areas such as social

care.

Supports competitive positioning — Each council can engage in targeted regional
partnerships (e.g. East with WECA, West with Midlands Engine) to maximise sectoral
strengths and funding opportunities.

Continued opportunities to share services in a targeted way to drive efficiencies and
improve outcomes - A 2UA model can continue to build on the strong foundation of shared
services and wholly owned companies in Gloucestershire already (e.g. Ubico for waste
management, Publica for transactional services, One Legal, audit and counterfraud etc).
However, this can be done in a targeted way to enable the 2UAs to operate independently
where tailored approaches are required to serve their populations but come together to
achieve scale where it drives more value and increases resilience / capacity e.g. continuing
to operate waste collection via Ubico to reduce costs, offer improved scale and a more
consistent offer to residents.

Overall tax base similar across both UAs — There is not likely to be significant variations in
total council tax receipts between both UAs.
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¢ Increased senior officer capacity — In a 2UA model, both authorities may have to recruit for
identical senior officer roles, allowing for greater capacity in senior leadership.

e Could result in a significant financial burden for the West authority — Given the
significant imbalance in demand and cost between the East and West for ASC (e.g. £405
spend per resident in East v/s £629 in West), there could be a significant risk around
Ordinary Residence implications which could create a financial challenge for the West
authority.

¢ Reduced workforce resilience -Smaller teams are more exposed to capacity pressures and
recruitment risk, especially in specialist roles. Service leads flagged risks in safeguarding,
SEND, commissioning, and public health with concerns that “we’ll each be half as strong”.

¢ Limits financial flexibility in hardship — Without pooled reserves or a shared workforce,
each council would need to absorb shocks (e.g. market failure, inflation) independently which
does reduce overall financial resilience for both statutory and non-statutory services.

o Additional overheads / administrative burden for shared services — Where services are
retained as shared, there is likely to be additional costs of managing governance,
performance, budgetary allocations, potential disputes etc.

o Potential budget deficits for the West on day one - Current financial analysis indicates
that the East council in a 2UA scenario would be established with a day one General Fund
surplus of ~ £21.9m. Whilst a West council would be established with a day one General
Fund deficit of ~ £21.9m. This assumes the full delivery of unidentified savings required by all
seven councils between now and Vesting Day (1 April 2028) and does not fully account for
the impact of the Fair Funding Review (subject to further detail from government).

D) Manageable
transition costs

Transitioning to two authorities would involve higher implementation costs and programme
complexity compared to a single authority (currently estimated at ~ £29.0m). This means potentially
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higher legal, staffing, ICT, and governance setup costs than a single-authority model, alongside
increased programme complexity and coordination risk.

Requires two sets of transition and implementation governance — Two constitutions, two
electoral reviews, two consultations, two shadow authorities, and dual branding would be
required.

Lowered aggregation risk - A 2UA model would require aggregation of three district-specific
services into one collective service per region, resulting in reduced administrative and
transitional risks for aggregated services.

Disaggregation of systems and contracts — High-risk, high-cost systems like Liquidlogic,
Capita One, SAP, and GIS platforms would need to be split or reprocured, which are flagged
as major risks and costs from discussions with service leads across ASC, ICT, and
education.

Increased implementation portfolio staffing costs - Two separate transition and
implementation portfolio teams are likely to be set up (noting close working between the two
in some areas). This is likely to result in additional internal and external costs particularly in
areas such as programme management, Legal and governance support, IT support etc.
Prolonged implementation timelines - Shadow arrangements, TUPE consultations,
contract revisions, and legacy system exit timelines could vary between East and West.
Additional ongoing costs of additional shared services arrangements - Any new shared
services arrangements (e.g. potential considerations around coroners, registrars, archives
etc) would require formal governance and charging frameworks to operate across both
councils which are likely to add increased ongoing running costs and effort to delivery.

Costs to key services — Essential services such as ASC and CSC require the appointment
of statutory senior roles. These positions are mandated by law and therefore represent
unavoidable costs that will be incurred by both councils.
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3. High
quality,
sustainable
services

A) Improves local
government and
service delivery,
avoiding
unnecessary
service
fragmentation

The 2UA model would require the disaggregation of services that are currently delivered at county
scale. This may increase the risk of fragmentation and inconsistency, especially where delivery
depends on cross-county governance or shared systems. Delivery challenges have also been noted
by stakeholders from the VCFSE sector particularly given increased duplication, fragmented
commissioning, and reduced ability to coordinate delivery at scale.

Aligns delivery to distinct area profiles — East could design services around its rural
access needs, building on the Cotswolds’ established community transport networks and the
Tewkesbury Garden Communities. West could integrate regeneration and safeguarding
priorities for Gloucester and the Forest of Dean.

Strengthens local partnerships — Smaller geographies make it easier to work intensively
with anchor institutions such as the University of Gloucestershire in the West and Royal
Agricultural University Cirencester in the East, embedding them into local economic and
education strategies

Potential disruption to countywide transformation pipelines — Significant multi-year
transformation and digital programmes, largely at county level, already underway would likely
need to be paused and rescoped for each authority — This could slow down improvements to
service delivery.

Requires disaggregation of critical countywide services — ASC, CSC, education, SEND,
public health, emergency planning, transport would each need to be split out in a 2UA
scenario (or at a minimum with some form of shared arrangements in place to enable
delivery across two sovereign organisations). Given the statutory responsibilities associated
with these services and the legislative requirements and governance, it is most likely services
would need to be fully disaggregated to maintain clarity in accountability and enable long-
term service stability. While this is possible, it is noted it will be extremely complex e.g. issues
regarding ordinary residence (i.e. who pays for the cost of delivery) in social care as well as
the disparity of need across the two unitary authorities.
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Requires the creation of a standalone Fire and Rescue Authority - Under the provisions
in the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004, fire and rescue will need to move to non-local
authority governance, financial, and service arrangement (i.e. the creation of an independent
Fire and Rescue Authority), which will incur additional costs and may increase risk to
sustainable service provision.

Reduces potential operational flexibility for transport and highways services -
Operational flexibility may be reduced if contractors are restricted to specific UA boundaries,
limiting the ability to respond efficiently to local issues.

Introduces governance complexity — Safeguarding, legal, and commissioning leads
confirmed that multi-agency boards would need to be split or restructured, adding complexity
to ICB engagement and joint delivery with NHS and Police.

Could lead to variation — Differences in resources, priorities or capacity could lead to
divergence in how services are delivered across the two areas with residents close to
boundaries experiencing variations in provision.

Disaggregation introduces risk of fragmentation — Education, ASC and public health
services warned that users moving between East and West may face different systems,
policies, and access routes.

Challenges for cross-border services — School trusts, Multi-Academy Trusts (MATs), and
regional partnerships may have to deal with two education strategies, SEND policies, and
admissions frameworks, which was flagged by GAPH and FE as significant risks to
consistency and collaboration.

Place-based delivery becomes harder to coordinate — With two sovereign councils,
divergence in how neighbourhood models are resourced and prioritised becomes more likely.
Lack of a unified capital programme - Service leads across strategic finance, ASC, and
planning emphasised the importance of a unified capital programme that allows resources to
flow toward the county’s most deprived areas, including Gloucester, Cheltenham, and the
Forest, without needing to negotiate priorities between councils.
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Examples of inter-authority collaboration - Gloucestershire already operates several
shared service models, including Ubico, One Legal, Publica, and shared audit arrangements.
These demonstrate that inter-authority collaboration is possible and has worked successfully
in Gloucestershire. However, it is important to note that professional service leads
emphasised that disaggregating countywide statutory functions such as ASC, CSC, and
public health would be significantly more complex than these current arrangements given the
significant cost, legal and care implications associated with them.

B) Opportunity for
public service
reform including
where this will lead
to improved value
for money

Each new authority would be responsible for designing and funding its own service transformation
agenda. While local flexibility may increase, fragmentation of platforms and investment plans may
limit the pace and scale of change.

Enables local flexibility — each council can shape its own digital investment, reform
priorities, and neighbourhood model in line with community needs and political ambition,
alongside being agile and flexible enough to implement

Focused investment in area-specific reforms — The East could prioritise digital health
outreach and rural connectivity upgrades, and the West could channel regeneration funds
into brownfield redevelopment and city-centre renewal in Gloucester, as identified in local
growth plans.

Reduces scale for innovation — Smaller transformation budgets and teams may limit ability
to adopt digital and analytics tools at pace.

Increases technology fragmentation — Without aligned procurement, the two authorities
may implement incompatible systems (e.g. finance, social care case management, HR),
reducing future interoperability and driving long-term inefficiency.
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Undermines shared learning and replication — Innovation tested in one council may not
scale to the other, limiting transferability of successful models and requiring duplicated
discovery work and investment.

C) Improves
delivery of, or
mitigates risk to
negative impact on
crucial services

Separate authorities could create inconsistency in design and delivery of crucial services.

Risk to homelessness prevention — Housing and homelessness services flagged that
disaggregating commissioning and housing capital programmes could make it harder to
manage countywide pressures, especially with differing homelessness rates in both regions
(0.21% in the West and 0.11% in the East)

Public safety governance — Disaggregating safeguarding structures would require new
MASA boards and potentially separate Police partnership frameworks. Senior Police
stakeholders stressed that this could weaken consistency of response in child protection and
community safety.

Disrupts end-to-end service planning — Care pathways, school placement systems, early
help, and transition into adult services are all currently managed across one system, and
disaggregation would complicate coordination and risk continuity. In addition to this, splitting
services like admissions, EHCPs and SEND into East/West would create division over time
and risk undermining delivery.

Disruption to hospital discharge and integrated care pathways - This is an area of
concern for service professionals, particularly as Gloucestershire Royal Hospital, located in
the West, serves as the county’s central acute site. The countywide discharge-to-assess
(D2A) model, which provides short-term bedded care for assessment (Pathway 2), often
leads to placements that become individuals’ long-term homes. Introducing a requirement to
source placements based on the boundaries of two separate unitary authorities, depending
on ordinary residence, could reduce placement options and delay discharge processes.
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4. Meets local
needs

¢ Ordinary residence implications for ASC - The challenge around ‘Ordinary Residence’ is
not only operationally / financially complex but impacts the most vulnerable residents if there
are implications in terms of moving people across the County specifically those with long-
standing placements.

¢ May increase outcome variation — Differing financial starting points, access to reserves,
and workforce size could affect ability to maintain parity of service quality. In addition to this,
divergent policies on exclusions, admissions, and SEND support could result in inequity
between areas.

¢ Inequitable access for vulnerable residents - Splitting education commissioning and
admissions could lead to inequitable access to the county’s 14 specialist schools, especially
for children with rare needs.

¢ Disruption to home to school transport (HTST) - due to disaggregated placement
decisions and geography, particularly availability of drivers, fleet, and routes to special
schools.

¢ Requires robust governance and assurance — Without shared framework; monitoring,
escalation, and intervention pathways may vary - which service leads warned could expose
gaps in statutory performance (e.g. SEND timeliness, EHCP outcomes).

o Creates complexity for regional partners — Public health, education and safeguarding
professionals expressed concern about splitting countywide responsibilities and the need to
co-manage performance across two legal bodies.

¢ Increase in out of county placements — The creation of 2UAs would create an additional
border for the county and result in working an ‘out of county’ services model, for services
which sit within the same postcode.

A) Meets local
needs and is

The 2UA model aims to reflect established localities, with an East/West split broadly aligned to
existing district boundaries. This may support a stronger sense of local identity and enable more
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informed by local
views

localised leadership and governance. However, some stakeholders raised concerns that splitting into
two authorities would risk ‘fragmenting already fragile cross-county partnerships’ and pull focus away
from place-wide strategies for education, health, and climate.

Localities do not always follow district lines - Some communities span the proposed
boundary or rely on countywide services and networks. The 2UA model risks weakening
connections between these areas. Alongside this, Education, safeguarding and housing
teams noted that many communities rely on shared infrastructure and networks. A 2UA
model risks creating artificial barriers around lived geography.

Supported by some local voices — Stakeholders in Cheltenham and some parish councils
suggested that smaller units may improve visibility and local responsiveness.

Risk of undermining cross-county place design — The Place Model assumes consistent
Neighbourhood Partnerships and locality governance. Splitting delivery governance may
result in inconsistent coverage or investment.

Some community feedback highlighted risks around marginalising communities — The
Diocese and parts of the VCFSE sector expressed concern that splitting Gloucestershire
would further marginalise communities already on the edge, especially in rural transition
zones like the Severn Vale and North Cotswolds.

Some resident feedback highlighted concerns around creating a divide - Concerns
were consistently noted by some residents (who responded to a survey issued out by all

Gloucestershire councils in July 2025) around fairness, division, and efficiency — with
particular references to “creating a rich side and a poor side of the county”.

B) Improves /
mitigates risk to
issues of local
identity, cultural

The 2UA model allows each new council to retain visible place identity, which may strengthen civic
pride. It supports branding and ceremonial continuity, but only if local governance and engagement
are properly resourced and consistent.
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and historic
importance

Aligns to known geographies — District geographies in the East and West already support
local branding, parish engagement, and heritage-based governance.

Reflects distinct demographic and community profiles — EQIA work suggests the East
UA combines a more diverse urban centre (Cheltenham) with older rural areas (Cotswold,
Tewkesbury), while the West UA combines Gloucester’s higher ethnic diversity with older
rural communities (Forest of Dean, parts of Stroud). This supports locally tailored equalities
frameworks across both UAs.

Enables place-led branding — East could emphasise its international tourism offer around
the Cotswolds, Regency Cheltenham, and cultural festivals; West could promote the Forest
of Dean’s green heritage and industrial legacy and Gloucester’s historic docklands
regeneration as part of its identity.

May enhance local connection — Smaller organisations may allow residents to feel more
seen, particularly in distinct areas like the Forest, Cotswolds, and Stroud Valleys.
Strengthens local heritage partnerships — Smaller authorities could work more intensively
with heritage bodies, e.g. Gloucester Cathedral Chapter in the West and Cotswold
Conservation Board in the East, to protect and showcase local assets.

Not a guarantee of civic strength — As several service leads noted, “having smaller
boundaries doesn’t automatically deliver stronger community governance.” Success depends
on local design and sustained political investment.

Civic identity retained — Town and parish councils, mayoralties, and ceremonial roles would
remain in place. For Gloucester a parish (city council) would be created, and for
Cheltenham, options would be considered for parishing unparished areas of the town. These
new parishes would serve to strengthen the identity and significant cultural and historic value
of each city/town within Gloucestershire

Supports continuity of place names - Councils can adopt names, branding, and narratives
rooted in local geography and history.
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¢ Inconsistent rollout of locality models — Without a shared vision or resourcing strategy,
Neighbourhood Partnerships and area boards may develop unevenly between the two
councils, risking postcode variation in access to voice and influence.

¢ Risk from divergence in civic promotion - Without coordinated messaging, the two
councils could present different external identities for Gloucestershire, weakening the
countywide brand.

o Heavy focus on the two urban centres - Findings from local engagement with residents in
July 2025 highlighted that it could be difficult to create local identities for each unitary that do
not revolve around the largest towns which would exclude other areas.

C) Addresses local
concerns

The 2UA model could also increase inconsistency in service design and delivery unless shared
frameworks are agreed.

¢ Enables localised service design - West Gloucestershire could focus on tackling urban
deprivation and higher ASC/CSC demand, drawing on targeted regeneration in Gloucester
and the Forest of Dean. The East could prioritise rural access needs, while maximising the
economic impact of Cheltenham’s Golden Valley Development and related secure tech
sector, alongside the Cotswolds’ tourism and agri-tech industries

¢ Magnifies financial and capacity disparities — Demographic and Economic data shows
that the West has higher ASC costs, higher household benefits claimant rates, higher
homelessness, lower income, and higher deprivation. This may create potential challenges
for the West Authority in terms of financial resilience and the ability to meet local needs
effectively.

e Opportunities for joint working will remain across the 2UAs — Employment zones,
housing markets, transport corridors, and flood risk do not respect the East-West divide. For
example, major commuting flows link Cheltenham, Gloucester, and Tewkesbury across the
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5. Supports
devolution
arrangements

proposed boundary; the Golden Valley tech corridor and proposed Severn Edge energy
project both require countywide planning to maximise investment potential.

A) Helps to support
devolution
arrangements /
unlock devolution

In a 2UA structure, each new council would be the accountable body for its own area so there would
not be a single Gloucestershire voice in national negotiations for devolution.

Scope for tailored devolution asks — Two councils could negotiate complementary but
distinct devolution priorities, enabling the East to focus on innovation and cyber skills linked
to The Innovation Village at Royal Agricultural University Development, while the West
prioritises clean energy investment and infrastructure for the Berkeley Site.

Potential to broaden regional alliances — East could strengthen alignment with WECA and
Oxfordshire for tech and high-value manufacturing; West could align with
Worcestershire/Herefordshire or the West Midlands to secure agri-tech, tourism, and
industrial regeneration funding.

Could increase coordination demands — The two councils may need to join up on
priorities, funding bids, and delivery models for housing, transport, skills, and climate
programmes to drive increased influence and negotiating power.

Adds negotiation complexity — Government may seek assurance that the two councils can
act with unity on countywide matters. Stakeholder feedback from FE colleges and the VCFSE
sector emphasised that clarity of leadership is essential to secure confidence from Whitehall.
Risks divergence in place vision — Without a shared countywide strategy, the two councils
could set different priorities for Neighbourhood Partnerships, local regeneration, and climate
action, weakening a consistent Gloucestershire offer in negotiations.

Feedback from Economic development and planning: Service leaders in economic
development and planning warned that without joint frameworks for infrastructure, skills, and
housing, the county’s competitive edge could be diluted in a crowded regional market.
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¢ May require dual representation — Combined Authorities like WECA or Oxfordshire may
need to engage with two Gloucestershire councils, complicating governance and
coordination.

¢ Place delivery risks — Without countywide oversight, devolved funding for Neighbourhood
Partnerships could be designed and resourced differently between East and West, creating
variation in local empowerment models.

B) Sensible
population size
ratios between
local authorities
and any strategic
authority

Under a 2UA model, Gloucestershire would be split into two councils, East and West, with
populations of ~310,000 and ~349,000. There is a chance that each of the two UAs may join a
different strategic authority if there is political divergence which has implications for scale and
coherence.

o Still meets 1.5m minimum if coordinate groupings — If both councils join different
groupings (e.g. East joins WECA,; West aligns with West Midlands), the full benefits of scale
could be lost, and we could fall short of the minimum thresholds, but if they coordinate with
each other then the minimum thresholds can be met

o Worcestershire and Herefordshire group - Two smaller Gloucestershire authorities would
cause concerns around meeting the minimum 1.5m benchmark in all potential combined
authority scenarios e.g. Herefordshire and Worcestershire have a combined population of
¢.806,000 so if only of the one Gloucestershire authorities was to form a combined authority
with these two areas, this would fall short of the minimum 1.5 million threshold (at a max, it
would be c.1.2m).

¢ Flexibility in regional partnerships — By joining different Combined Authorities, each
council could target the most relevant funding streams and policy platforms for its local
economy, increasing the total range of investment opportunities for Gloucestershire.

e More comparable relative size with partner authorities - In terms of relative size of two
smaller Gloucestershire authorities compared with potential partners, this may be more
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6. Local
engagement
and
empowerment

palatable. The populations of ¢.300,000-350,000 for Gloucestershire would not be
significantly higher than potential partners particularly in the case of a WECA option.

A) Enables
stronger
community
engagement

By reducing the size of each council to ~310k (East) and ~349k (West), the 2UA model could allow
councillors and officers to work more closely with their local communities. Some stakeholders
believe this scale feels more approachable than a single countywide body. However, the quality of
engagement would depend on how each council designs, resources, and sustains its locality
governance model.

¢ Smaller footprint may improve visibility — Members and officers could be more locally
embedded, with shorter travel distances and potentially closer relationships to communities.

¢ Allows more localised decision-making — Committee structures and warding
arrangements can be designed to reflect local culture, population density, and settlement
patterns in each area.

e Service leads stressed importance of design — ASC, CSC, and housing officers
emphasised that engagement structures need dedicated staffing, budget, and authority to
work effectively, with size alone not guaranteeing impact.

¢ Improved councillor-resident connection — Smaller populations and geographies make it
easier for members to be directly accessible, as already seen in district-level ward surgeries
in Stroud, Cotswold, and Cheltenham.

¢ Potential to embed local culture in governance — Allows warding and committee
structures to reflect distinctive settlement patterns, e.g. rural parish clusters in the Cotswolds
or ward-based representation in Gloucester.

¢ Risk of inconsistency — Each authority may take a different approach to engagement,
leading to uneven governance strength across the county.
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¢ Maintaining partner coherence is harder — VCFSE and parish representatives warned that
cross-county organisations may face duplication in engagement, consultation, and
partnership work.

B) Delivers genuine

opportunities for Each authority would be responsible for designing and maintaining its own locality governance offer
neighbourhood in a way that aligns with its geography, culture, and service profile. This could create opportunities
empowerment for innovation but risks fragmentation if frameworks are not aligned. There is strong support around

an emphasis on neighbourhood-level engagement and the creation of place-based structures that
reflect where people live. Feedback suggested that two smaller councils might ‘create stronger local
ties,” but this would depend heavily on capacity and willingness to devolve power within each.

o Allows place-based design — Each council could shape governance in dialogue with parish
and town councils, community groups, and residents to reflect local traditions and priorities.

¢ May reflect civic identity more closely — The West could prioritise structures for strong
rural parish engagement in the Forest and Stroud Valleys, while the East could focus on
urban-rural connectivity in Cheltenham, Tewkesbury, and the Cotswolds.

o Scope to pilot local decision-making — Smaller councils could trial devolved budgets for
specific localities, mirroring models in Buckinghamshire and Dorset, but adapted to
Gloucestershire contexts.

e Encourages innovation in community partnerships — Each authority could adapt the
Neighbourhood Partnership principles to local capacity and needs, enabling diversity in
engagement while keeping community leadership central.

¢ Risk of fragmentation in place delivery — The Place Model envisions consistent
Neighbourhood Partnerships across Gloucestershire. Under 2UA, these could evolve
differently in each council, leading to unequal investment or capability.
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7.
Environmental
and climate
protection

¢ Risk of duplication or gaps — Where partnerships (e.g. safeguarding boards, housing
associations, climate forums) span the East—West boundary, separate locality models could
create administrative complexity and reduce efficiency.

¢ Risk of democratic deficit — By removing layers of government, some residents may feel as
though the unitary is far removed from their local issues which can decrease engagement.

A) Ensures the new
authority/authorities
have clear
capabilities to
deliver existing and
future climate and
nature plans.

The 2UA model could potentially mean splitting existing specialist teams, strategies, and funding
streams, creating a higher risk of inconsistency and duplication.

e Could still retain strategic Climate Leadership Gloucestershire — This already operates
across seven councils currently and could continue to provide an overarching collaboration
mechanism between the two UAs to strategically coordinate some activities where scale
offers improved outcomes / efficiencies.

¢ Requires duplication of plans and delivery — Each council may produce separate climate
and nature plans, scrutiny arrangements, and reporting cycles, increasing administrative
cost.

¢ Risks weaker investment leverage - Countywide funding bids (e.g. for nature recovery,
flood defence, EV charging infrastructure) may lose scale and competitiveness if submitted
separately.

¢ Feedback from Flood Risk and Planning leads — Officers stressed that some climate and
flood issues are inherently cross-boundary and require shared governance to avoid
duplication or gaps.

e Neighbourhood Partnerships could diverge — Without a shared approach, local
environmental action plans could vary in scope, resourcing, and ambition between East and
West.
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B) Reflects local
priorities in areas The 2UA model is still likely to require cross-boundary coordination for shared natural systems.

with sensitive
landscapes (e.g. ¢ Aligns to clear geographic distinctions — East: Cotswolds AONB, river catchments, rural

Forest of Dean, agricultural land; West: Forest of Dean, Severn Estuary, urban-rural interface.

Cotswolds AONB). o Still requires joint governance for shared assets — River catchments, wildlife corridors,
and flood plains cross the proposed boundary would need shared planning and investment to
remain effective.

¢ Service leads warned of coordination risk — Planning and environmental health officers
flagged that without aligned design codes and infrastructure plans, developers and land
managers could face conflicting requirements in different parts of the county.

C) Builds on
existing Each authority would be able to maintain and expand current district-led climate commitments, but

commitments (e.g. | With differing capacities and investment potential depending on their starting points.

"Fairer Greener o . . .
Forest". Climate e Allows continuity of local plans — Existing commitments like “Fairer Greener Forest,”

Emergency S;r:;g:e(z:imate strategy, and Cheltenham’s climate targets could be retained and

¢ Maintains political accountability — Climate and environmental decisions would remain
close to elected members and communities, which some stakeholders believe would
encourage stronger local ownership.

¢ Requires alignment where appropriate — Shared goals such as emissions reduction,
transport decarbonisation, and biodiversity corridors would still need coordinated policy to
prevent gaps or duplication. This is particularly relevant to countywide assets like the
proposed Severn Edge project, which spans clean hydrogen, nuclear, and synthetic aviation
fuel production, and contributes directly to Gloucestershire’s net zero targets. This is

responses).




Official - Financial

something that could be coordinated by a strategic countywide forum (building on the existing
Climate Leadership Gloucestershire principles).

8. Civic A) Promotes civic
Skl | engagement and Both authorities would be able to develop civic engagement strategies suited to their geographies

and strengthens and communities. The smaller scale may enable closer relationships between councils and
participative participative residents, but investment and commitment will vary depending on resources and leadership.

democrac democracy.
. y ¢ May feel more accessible to residents - Councils serving 310k—350k residents may be

seen as more approachable, with shorter decision chains and closer member—resident
relationships.

¢ Risk of unequal investment - Financial or political priorities may lead to different levels of
civic participation infrastructure.

¢ Requires long-term commitment - Strong participative democracy relies on consistent
leadership and culture, not just structural change.

¢ Risk of democratic deficit - Given LGR will reduce the number of elected councillors and
create larger electoral divisions, this will increase the number of residents each councillor
represents. This could risk a democratic deficit.

9. Inclusive A) Ability to tackle

growth and disparities in wealth | The 2UA model would allow each council to focus on its own economic geography and priorities,

equity setting up one which may improve local targeting of interventions. However, without a shared tax base or pooled
unitary authority or | reserves, there is no direct mechanism to redistribute resources between East and West, meaning
two unitary inequalities may persist or grow over time without intervention.

authorities.
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o Greater ability to focus on local economic drivers — East could align its growth strategy to
maximise Cheltenham’s festival economy, and Cotswolds tourism; West could drive
regeneration of Gloucester’s city centre redevelopment, and Forest of Dean industrial
renewal.

¢ Limits redistribution capacity — Income and demand would need to be managed
independently, reducing ability to manage known variations and inequalities across the East
and West.

e Service leads voiced concern — Finance, ASC, and CSC officers warned that over time, the
West could face greater difficulty sustaining service quality and investment without a
countywide balancing mechanism. Demographic projections show the West has higher
deprivation levels and demand pressures. This has implications for long-term financial
sustainability, preventative care, and integration with NHS partners.

¢ Neighbourhood regeneration may diverge — The Place Model’s ambition for consistent
Neighbourhood Partnerships could be undermined if each council invests at different levels in
deprived areas.

¢ Risk of splitting resources - EqIA analysis shows that economic challenges are different in
each part of the county and can affect groups protected under equalities law. In the West,
young people face higher unemployment. In the East, there is less access to apprenticeships
and training, which can particularly impact young people and disabled residents. A 2UA
model could target these local issues more directly, but splitting resources may make it
harder to run countywide programmes to reduce these gaps.

B) Prioritises
vulnerable
residents and
community-level
regeneration.

The scale of need, particularly in the West, may place more pressure on local finances and delivery
unless partnership structures or funding mechanisms are established. There is a risk that different
parts of Gloucestershire could become aligned to different combined authorities fragmenting
influence and complicating engagement with regional priorities.
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Closer integration with local VCFSE networks — Smaller councils could embed local
community organisations (e.g. GL Communities in the West, Cotswold Friends in the East)
directly into regeneration planning, improving reach and trust

Exposes resource gaps — The West's higher need may not be matched by local income,
making it harder to fund regeneration and preventative work without external support.
Requires robust local commissioning — Each council would need strong capability to
identify, fund, and measure interventions, which was a challenge raised in ASC and housing
disaggregation discussions with service professionals, where market capacity varies
significantly between East and West.

C) Ensures that
financial
sustainability is not
achieved at the
expense of service
levels.

With two independent MTFSs, each council would control its financial decisions, giving flexibility to
align budgets with local priorities. However, without shared reserves or risk pooling, cost pressures
in high-demand services could lead to service reduction, particularly in the West.

Enables local control over budgets — Each authority can shape its own financial strategy to
align with its values and priorities.

Enables targeted financial planning — East could direct reserves toward rural health
access; West could prioritise safeguarding and early intervention in high-need urban areas.
Potential to attract different funding streams — Separate authorities could pursue distinct
grant opportunities, widening the overall pool of external investment brought into
Gloucestershire.

Increases pressure on high-cost services — The West, with higher ASC and CSC spend
per resident, may face difficult decisions if cost pressures outpace funding.

Creates risk of service variation — One council may be able to protect frontline services
more easily than the other.
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Could require trade-offs — Without pooled reserves or cross-council subsidy, service levels
may be more exposed to short-medium- and long-term budget constraints.

High Needs funding uncertainty — Stakeholders raised concerns about how
Gloucestershire’s current countywide High Needs deficit would be apportioned fairly, warning
that uneven settlement could undermine education support in one area.

Countywide Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) deficit projected to reach ~£234m by
Vesting Day (1 April 2028). If statutory override is not maintained or an alternative solution
implemented, then both a 1TUA and 2UA would face significant financial risks.

Impact of the Fair Funding Review - This also remains unknown at this time presenting
further financial uncertainty to both TUA and 2UA scenarios.
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Appendix 6: Proposed Service Delivery Models

Scope of services considered

Corporate services

Digital & ICT

Asset Management & Property
Strategic Finance

Pension Fund

Insurance & Counter Fraud

HR

Transactional Services incl. Payroll, AP / AR
Legal Services (Incl. One Legal)
Democratic Services & Elections
Communications

Transformation

Planning, Performance & Insight (Data)
Information Governance

Customer Management

Front-line upper tier services (only county council services currently)

Public Health

Adult Social Care
Children's & Education
Transport & Highways
Archives

Fire & Rescue

Trading Standards
Coroners

Libraries

Registrars
Employment and Skills

Front-line lower tier services OR both (only districts OR both county and
districts currently)

Public Protection

Emergency Planning

Revenue & Benefits

Housing Strategy, Maintenance & Homelessness
Leisure & Culture

Economy & Sustainability (incl. Tourism & Visitor Economy)
Planning & Building Control

Development & Regeneration

Waste & Environmental Services

Parking

Cemetery and Crematoria
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Defining the key parameters used

High

Medium

Low

Change Required - Transformation or
alignment needed to realise the benefit.

Fundamental redesign of team structure, roles,
and processes; introduction of new systems or
services; significant cultural change.

Moderate restructuring, role changes, or process
improvements; some new tools or systems
introduced.

Minor adjustments to workflows or
responsibilities; no structural or system-wide
changes.

One - off Costs - The upfront investment
required to implement the change

Over £1,000,000 - Includes major IT systems,
infrastructure, consultancy, or large-scale
training programmes.

£500,000-£1,000,000 - Includes moderate
system upgrades, recruitment drives, or targeted
training.

Under £500,000 - Includes minor equipment,
short-term consultancy, or small-scale training.

Recurring Cost - Ongoing annual expenses
to maintain or operate the new arrangement.

Over £500,000 annually — Ongoing staffing,
licensing, or service delivery costs.

£250,000-£500,000 annually - Include staffing,
subscriptions, or maintenance.

Under £250,000 annually — Minimal ongoing
costs such as software licences or admin
support.

Aggregation Benefits - The benefits of
aggregating services based on both financial
and non financial benefits

Strong efficiencies and strategic gains from
combining services; consistent delivery and
reduced duplication.

Some coordination and savings achieved, but
benefits are limited

Minimal improvement realised through
aggregation
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Corporate Services

Corporate Services | Summary (1 of 3)

Engmnt to date Service Area

Joint Officers meeting Digital & ICT

Joint Officers meeting Asset Management & Property

County Council Officer Pensions

meeting

No discussions so far Strategic Finance

No discussions so far Insurance & Counterfraud
CFEU

ARA

SWAP — South West Audit

Partnership

Current delivery model

Different delivery models across the
Councils.

County / Tewkesbury / Glos City / Stroud
- In-House

Cotswold / Forest of Dean / Chelt -
Publica

All councils currently deliver property
and asset services largely in-house.
However, there are external consultants
and framework partners utilised for
specialist services by councils

Note services previously delivered by

advisor.

Operated and administered in-house
via the Gloucestershire Pension Fund
within GCC for all councils in Glos

In House

Recommended Delivery Model | Level of change
required Costs

Two separate in-house teams, High High
one per unitary.

(Noting that some specialist

functions e.g. cyber securily,

(Noting that some specialist

functions e.g. cyber security,

hardware and software may be

Jointly outsourced / shared across

the two)

Hybrid: In-house strategic teams High Medium
with some shared services of

technical functions under an SLA

and hosted arrangement.

Strategic ownership and direction

would remain local to each

authority.

Note: This excludes commercial

property

One of the two new UAs is Low Low
designated as the administering
authority for the Gloucestershire
Pension Fund; the other becomes
a scheme employer within the fund

with district councils).

Two separate in-house teams,
one per unitary.

Shared Countywide Service —
Hosted in the east with traded
services

One off Transition

Additional ongoing
recurring costs

Low

Medium

N/A

Aggregation
Benefits

Medium

Medium

Low



Official - Financial

Corporate Services | Summary (2 of 3)

Joint Officers Template

No discussions so far

No discussions so far

No discussions so far

No discussions so far

No discussions so far

Service Area Current delivery model

Democratic Services In-House across all councils

Elections In-House across all councils

Legal Services Mixed — One Legal between 4 councils,
quasi shared service between 2 councils

Incl. One Legal and in-house for county

Comms In house

HR

Transactional Services incl. Payroll,

AP /AR

Planning, Performance & Insight 7 s

(Data)

Recommended Delivery Model

Two separate in-house , one per
unitary with local delivery teams
Also combined Democratic services
and elections teams into one team

Twoe separate in-house , cne per
unitary with local delivery teams.
Also combined Democratic services
and elections teams into one team

Hybrid: shared services or hosted
on day 1 —with some

functions independent and traded
services. Will need 2 monitoring
officers

Two separate in-house teams,
one per unitary.

Two separate in-house teams,
one per unitary.

Shared service — hosted by one
of the two organisations with
traded services

Two separate in-house teams,
one per unitary

Level of change
required

Low

Low

One off Transition
Costs

Low

Low

Additional ongoing
recurring costs

Low

Aggregation
Benefits

High
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Corporate Services | Summary (3 of 3)

Engmnt to date Service Area Current delivery model Recommended Delivery Model | Level of change One off Transition Additional ongoing Aggregation
required Costs recurring costs Benefits
No discussions so far Information Governance Inhouse Two separate in-house teams
one per unitary
No discussions so far Transformation InlC=E Two separate in-house teams
one per unitary
No discussions so far Customer Management In house Two separate in-house teams,
one per unitary
No discussions so far Internal audit

Tewkesbury — In-House Delivery model| to be determined
following an options analysis of

Cheltenham, Cotswold and Forest of the different options.

Dean — South West Audit Partnership
(SWAP)

Gloucestershire County — In-house
service which is also provided to
Gloucester City Council and Stroud.
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Front-line upper tier services

Front-Line Upper Tier Services | Summary (1 of 3)

Engmnt to date Service Area

Joint Officers meeting Public Health

Joint Officers meeting Adult Social Care
Joint Officers meeting Childrens
Education

Current delivery model

In-House management & advisory with
a range of commissioned services

ASC is delivered in-house by GCC, and
the care market is managed centrally,
with countywide contracts and provider
relationships

Mixed Delivery Models

The service is managed overall in-house
but there are also a number of elements

of the service commissioned out e.g
Family and Youth Hub development

In-house

Note: Cross-authorify music service

Recommended Delivery Model

Two separate in-house, one per
unitary (disaggregated)

Noting that there [s still likely to be
Joint warking in some limited areas
where it makes sense to retain
county wide provision and
economies of scale e.g. sexual
heaith.

Will need 2 DHPH

Could be joint commissioner of
supply chain e.g. - out of hours

Two separate in-house , one per
unitary with its own DASS.
(disaggregated)

delivered locally Noting:
commissioning may take between
3 -5 years to fully disaggregate.

Commissioning jointly on areas e.g.

- tech enabled care

Two separate in-house , one per
unitary (disaggregated) each
undertaking their own
commissioning and statutory
parinership arrangements

Will need 2 DCS

And become 2 members of
Adoption West

Two separate in-house , one per
unitary (disaggregated)

Level of change
required

High

High

High

High

One off Transition
Costs

Medium

High

Additional ongoing
recurring costs

Medium

High

High

High

Aggregation
Benefits

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium
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Front-Line Upper Tier Services | Summary (2 of 3)

Current delivery model Recommended Delivery Model | Level of change One off Transition Additional ongoing Aggregation
required Costs recurring costs Benefits

Engmnt to date Service Area

County Council Officer | Archives In-house Shared Countywide Service - - - - N/A
meeting i

Hosted by West given this is where

the Heritage Hub is (Gloucester).
Joint Officers meeting Transport & Highways In-House Two separate in-house , one per High High High Low

With outsourced service delivery unitary

(disaggregated) Commissioning

but flexibility on supply chain (over

the long-term) but on day 1, may

have to have the service hosted in

one autherity and providing

services to the other.
CUU”_W Council Officer Fire & Rescue In-House - GCC currently holds the Independent Fire and Rescue High High NI/A NIA
meeting governance and service responsibilities. Authority

Legally cannot remain in-house
COU”_W Council Officer Trading Standards In-House Two separate in-house teams, Medium Low Low N/A
meeting one per unitary
County Council Officer | Coroners In-House Shared Countywide Service Low Low Low NIA
meeting (Hosted) - Hosted by the West as

the Coroner's court is located in
Gloucester
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Front-Line Upper Tier Services | Summary (3 of 3)

Engmnt to date Service Area Current delivery model Recommended Delivery Model | Level of change One off Transition Additional ongoing Aggregation

required Costs recurring costs Benefits
CUU?_W Council Officer Libraries In-House Two separate in-house , one per Low Low
meeting

Low Low
unitary (disaggregated) Joint
Library Management System
Cmunrty Council Otficer Registrars In-House Shared Countywide Service - Low Low Low N/A
meeting Hosted
TBD which authority would be the
host with shared Proper Officer
CO“:‘_W Council Officer | Employment and Skills In-House County wide, Hosted by one Low Low Low NIA
meeting

authority
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Front-line lower tier services OR both (only districts OR both county and districts currently)

Front-Line Lower Tier Services | Summary (1 of 3)

Engmnt to date

Joint Officers meeting

Discussed under Public
Protection

Joint Officers meeting

Joint Officers Template

Joint Officers meeting

Joint Officers meeting

Service Area

Public Protection

Emergency Planning

Discussed briefly under Public
Protection but was not a detailed
discussion — Ratings therefore may
need fo be refined

Revenue & Benefits

Cemetery and Crematoria

Housing Strategy, Maintenance &
Homelessness

Economy & Sustainability - Climate &
Sustainability

Current delivery model

Mixed. Most services are delivered in-
house by district councils though Publica
provides services for Forest of Dean and
Cotswold with some local differences.
There are also some services (in some
councils) contracted out €.g. stray dogs,
contaminated land.

In-House across all councils currently

In-House
Cotswold and FoD via Publica

In — House across all 7 councils

Iixed - All councils have some elements
in-house but note:

Stroud and Chelt have in-house DLOs
and their own housing stock

FoD and Cotswold have shared housing
staff in Publica (shared with West
Oxfordshire too)

Glos City host the Strategic Housing
Partnership which is countywide across
all 7 councils

All councils commission some services
externally

In-House teams in each council but there
is also a county-wide Climate Leadership
Gloucestershire Team managed by Glos
City.

0 be updated on 31.07.25

Recommended Delivery Model | Level of change
required

Two separate in-house teams but ~ High
with some specialist functions
shared e.g. contaminated land.

Two separate in-house teams Low
with opportunity for joint working

Two separate in-house teams High
Consider merging customer

services

Two separate in-house team Medium
Hybrid - Each UA would operate High

some services in-house and some
under shared arrangements
(hosted by one authority)
Unanimous consensus that
Corporate Landlord services would
be retained within each UA (not a
shared service)

Two in-house teams, with a High
shared partnership forum for
collaboration

One off Transi

Costs

Medium

Low

High

High

recurring costs

NIA

Low

NIA

N/A

Medium

Low

Aggregation

Benefits

High

Medium

Medium

High

Low



Official - Financial

Front-Line Lower Tier Services | Summary (2 of 3)

Engmnt to date

Joint Officers meeting
Development

Joint Officers meeting

Joint Officers meeting Leisure

Joint Officers meeting

Joint Officers meeting

Service Area

Economy & Sustainability - Economic

Economy & Sustainability - Tourism
& Visitor Economy

Culture & Heritage

Planning & Building Control

Current delivery model

All councils have in-house ED capabilities
noting variations in terms of scope of
services, structures and extent of
partnership working

All Councils have small in-house local
tourism teams, but they are all also part of
(and put varying amounts of funding
towards) the Cotswolds Plus Local Visitor
Economy Partnership {LVEP)

Stroud - In-House model

5 of the 6 councils outsource provision
(3 to Freedom Leisure; CBC to the Cheilt
Trust and Tewkesbury lo Places Leisure)

Mixed

A number of councils have this in-house;
Cotswold outsource running of museum
to Freedom Leisure; A lot of partnership
working e.g. Glos City have a strategic
partnership with Gloucester Culture Trust

Planning:
In-house

Building Control:

Mixed - Some in-house and some with
shared arrangements e.g. - Gloucester
City and Stroud partnership / Cheltenham
and Tewkesbury

Recommended Delivery Model

Twe in-house teams but with
countywide partnership working
(where needed)

Strategic Countywide Visitor
Economy Function with Local
Place Marketing

Not yet been determined if the
strategic element would be in-
house or as a separate
organisation

Harmonisation of current
contractual positions over time
to move to a sustainable and
aligned model

Codesigned future delivery
models with the sector and
communities with a
consideration of future
implications related to devolution

Two separate in house teams
both same as 1UA model -
recognising SD$

Delivered as a shared service
across both UAs, with joint
governance, shared systems,
and local operational teams

Level of change
required

High

Low

High

TBD based on delivery
maodels that are chosen

High

Medium

One off Transition
Costs

Medium

Low

Medium

TBD based on delivery
models that are chosen

Medium

Medium

Additional ongo
recurring costs

N/A

N/A

N/A

TBD based on delivery
models that are chosen

N/A

Aggregation
Benefits

High

High

Medium

TBD based on delivery
models that are chosen

Medium

Medium
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Front-Line Lower Tier Services | Summary (3 of 3)

Engmnt to date Service Area Current delivery model Recommended Delivery Model | Level of change One off Transition Additional ongoing Aggregation
required Costs recurring costs Benefits
Joint Officers meeting Development & Regeneration In house Two separate in house teams Medium Medium NIA Medium
Joint Officers meeting Waste &_Envirunmem:al Services Waste Disposal and HRCs: Managed county wide by Ubico. Low Low N/A Medium
(Incl. Ubico) Mixed Delivery - Through in house Commissioned by two UA’s
teams and contractors such as Ubico and Disposal: In-House Strategic
FCC (Javelin Park) Service, and Disposal Authority

Role for the new UA

HRCs: Ubico continue to manage
HRC Operations

FCC: West would provide due to
Javlin Park location

Waste Collection: Remains delivered by Ubico Low Low N/A Low — Consistency and
Delivered via Ubico standardisation
Environmental Services - Mixed Two separate in-house teams Medium Medium NI/A Medium

Delivery - in house team with some
elements contracted out, some delivered
by Ubico e g. tree planting

Joint Officers Template | Parking Mixed. Most services are delivered in- Two separate in-house teams for | High Medium Low Medium

house by district councils though Publica management and notice
provides services for Forest of Dean and processing
Cotswold with some local differences. Outsource physical enforcement

All enforcement activities at GCC are
outsourced
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Appendix 7: Equalities Impact Assessment (2UA)

The Equality Act 2010 introduced the Public Sector Equality Duty which states that a
public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have due regard to the need to:

1. Eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other conduct
prohibited by or under the Act

2. Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it

3. Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it

This document demonstrates how the Council is meeting the Public Sector Equality
Duty by setting out the findings of an equality analysis that has been undertaken in
relation to a proposed change to assess whether it has a disproportionate impact on
people who share a protected characteristic. The Council’s Equality Impact
Assessment (EqIA) process covers additional groups not ‘protected’ by section149 of
the Equality Act 2010, including care leavers and care experienced adults.

Background

Title of the proposed change being
assessed i.e. the policy, service or
other development

Local Government Reorganisation

Describe the purpose of the proposed change and the intended outcomes

This Equalities Impact Assessment (EqlA) has been developed to support the
consideration of proposals to restructure local government in Gloucestershire,
assessing both the single unitary authority (1UA) and two unitary authorities (2UA)
options.

This document focuses on the 2UA option only, the proposed makeup of which is
set out in Table 8 below and involves creating two unitary authorities based on an
East/West split of the county. Each unitary authority would be based on the
footprint of three district councils:

Table 8: Structure and 2023 Population of Option 2%°

Cheltenham 120,255 | Forest of Dean 89,104
Cotswold 91,490 | Gloucester 134,991
Tewkeshury 98,896 | Stroud 124,540
East Total 310,641 | West Total 348,635

% of Gloucestershire population 47.1%

% of Gloucestershire population 52.9%

8 Ibid.
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The purpose of this assessment is to understand and evaluate the potential
impacts of these changes on all service users and council staff with protected
characteristics.

The reorganisation of local government is a significant change that could affect
how services are delivered, how decisions are made, and how residents engage
with their local councils.

This assessment aims to:
« Identify any potential positive or negative impacts on service users with
protected characteristics
« Consider how these impacts might differ between the one-unitary and two-
unitary models
« Highlight opportunities to promote equality and mitigate any adverse effects

It is intended for this EqlA to be a live document, updated as proposals are refined
and further engagement with stakeholders takes place. Additionally, after a
decision has been made by Government on the chosen model for Gloucestershire,
to inform implementation.

Who is affected by the proposals?

Service users: Yes
Wider community: Yes
Workforce: Yes

Other (please specify):

The decision under consideration is whether the
local government structure in Gloucestershire is
replaced by either:

e A single unitary authority; or

e Two unitary authorities (East / West)

This decision will significantly impact how local
services are delivered, how residents engage with
local government, and how resources are
allocated across the county.

Decision to be taken and
decision maker

Although the ultimate decision will be made by
Government, councils in Gloucestershire are able
to make a local decision on their preferred model
to present to Government.
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Information and Data Collection

Summarise how you have collected the information and data required to assess the current situation (section 3.1 below) and the
potential or actual impact of the proposed change (section 3.2 below) on those who share the protected characteristics and the
additional groups (e.g. survey of services users, running community focus groups, analysing service usage data, engaging with
staff networks). The actual information and data should be set out in Appendix 1 (Service Users) and Appendix 2 (district & county

staff in Gloucestershire).

If there are any gaps, include an action in section 4 to fill these. This does not mean that you cannot complete the equality impact
assessment, but you need to follow-up the action and revisit as part of the monitoring and review arrangements set out in section 5.

Stakeholders Engagement and Consultation

Other Sources

Workshops with services across the county
council and district councils to understand the
risks and opportunities associated with
aggregation and disaggregation of each
service.

A public local engagement process has also
been undertaken across Gloucestershire,
designed and delivered by an independent,
external engagement company - Cratus.

Service Users / Wider
Community

The engagement process includes an online
survey with both structured and open-ended
questions, a dedicated microsite, 12 in-
person events (two per district), and two
online webinars. A total of 3,112 survey
responses were received.

Outputs of disaggregation / aggregation service
workshops.

Cratus engagement report.
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A workforce pulse survey has been
undertaken across all councils.

Top line outputs from the survey are:

top lines from the survey which you can see

below:

o 86% of staff understand what LGR might
mean in Gloucestershire

e 82% of staff understand what devolution
might mean for Gloucestershire

e« 63% understand the difference between
LGR / devo

Staff engagement outputs from the pulse survey on
LGR and Devolution across the seven councils in
Gloucestershire

Workforce e 75% of staff think messages are being
well communicated.

o Email and staff briefings are the most
popular ways staff like to hear messages
about LGR/devo

e 46% of staff don't feel confident their
views will be listened to

o 78% feel confident to ask questions

e 69% have felt no impact on morale

o 78% feel supported by leadership and
management

e 90% feel they can discuss with their line
manager

To support the wider local engagement being

Partners delivered across Gloucestershire to inform

the development of Local Government
Reorganisation (LGR) proposals,
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Gloucestershire County Council’s (GCC)
senior leadership conducted meetings with
key stakeholders, with whom they had
established relationships, across June —
August 2025.

The meetings addressed the following, with
some stakeholders choosing to provide
further feedback via email or letter:

Update stakeholders on how LGR Full
Proposals and Devolution discussions are
progressing in Gloucestershire.

Update stakeholders on the LGR policy
position of GCC’s new Cabinet to be
agnostic and evidence-led in considering
both a one unitary and two unitary model.
Provide information on the timetable and
key processes underway.

Understand more about how LGR /
Devolution could impact specific
stakeholders / organisations, what is
important to them in relation to this topic
and address any concerns or issues for
them.

Gauge interest in further collaboration and
engagement (as appropriate).

Stakeholders engaged includes:

Various members of the business
community
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¢ Gloucestershire Society of Local Council
Clerks (SLCC)

e Gloucestershire VCSE Alliance

e Gloucestershire Rural Community Council
(GRCC)

e The Bishop of Gloucester, joined by

senior Clergy including Deans of the

Diocese.

Gloucestershire’s schools associations

Gloucestershire College

Hartpury University

National Star College

SG & Stroud College

Bromford Housing

Adults Collaborative Board

Gloucestershire Care Providers

Association

Other

Equality Assessment
Indicate the impact on each group and explain how you have reached your conclusions (i.e. through analysis of the information and
data that was collected through the engagement, consultation and other sources / methods that were set out in section 2).

Consider sub-categories (e.g. different kinds of disabilities) and how the groups are interconnected (e.g. young women) resulting in
particular needs or types of disadvantage and discrimination (sometimes known as intersectional or combined discrimination).
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The Proposed Change

Summarise your assessment of the likely or actual impact of the proposed change on each of the groups. If an action is required,

this should be recorded in Section 4.

Service Users

Protected
Characteristics
/ Additional Groups

Positive
Impact

Neutral
Impact

Age

Action
Summary of Impact Required
(Y/N)?

There are some general risks posed by service
disaggregation on groups of older adults and
children who receive social care support. With
the West area having greater overall Adult
Social Care demand than the East.

Gloucestershire has an ageing population.
Demographics are projecting a dependency
ratio of 0.69 by 2047. An increase from 0.65 in
2022. With the East being projected to have a
greater dependency ratio than the West and
Gloucestershire as a whole. For every 100
people the East will be supporting around 5
more dependents than the West, which could
translate to higher demands on council
services under a 2UA model, and more people
who are not in the workforce than those who
are working, potentially constraining growth in
the local economy.
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The West has a higher population of children
than the East. The West also has a higher
level of child safeguarding activity, and a
greater rate of children subject to Education,
Health and Care Plans.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Detailed summary of

Potential disproportionate impact:

There is potential for impact to services dependant on the ways of working and delivery models that are
agreed under the new authorities. Further analysis is needed once delivery models are agreed to
review impacts to commissioned services for children and young people if commissioned services are

Jalpere disaggregated and commissioning power reduced. Examples include: School places planning, SEND,
early years, education, children’s specialist placements, some public health services, e.g. public health
nursing, sexual health.

It is considered that there is potential for a
disproportionate impact on service users with a
disability under a 2UA model.

Disability X Y

e The West has the highest proportion of
residents with a disability (17.7%) exceeding
the figure for the county as a whole and the
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national average. The East area has the lowest
proportion of residents with a disability (15.8%)
below the county and national average.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Detailed summary of
Impact

Potential disproportionate impact:

With a higher proportion of residents with a disability in the West, there is a risk that services will
lose the joined up approach across the new boundaries and commissioning power will be
reduced. Opportunities to share and learn about the best accessibility approaches may be
limited by the creation of two authorities. As part of implementation planning, further analysis will
be undertaken to ensure appropriate mitigants are considered. For example: delivery of
highways issues including local transport, adult social care services, planning implications for
schools, commissioned services etc.

Potential negative impact on delivery of services for Special Educational Needs and Disabilities
(SEND) services, as SEND inclusion support is based on the setting the child attends, and early
years support is based on where the child lives. Consideration needs to be given for access to
specialist provision.

Demographics suggest a 2UA option would result in higher numbers of children requiring
additional support, SEND and Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) in the West, resulting
in higher costs and greater deficit.

As implementation plans are agreed, consideration will need to be given to service user
networks to understand their needs. Such as parent-carer forums and children and young
people voice.
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Potential positive proportionate impact:

A model covering a smaller geographical area might be able to be more responsive to local
needs and may therefore be able to respond to specific needs and requirements of residents
with disabilities.

Sex

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Race

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Gender reassignment

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
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consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Pregnancy & maternity

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Religion and/or belief

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Sexual orientation

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.
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Marriage & civil Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
partnership of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.
X

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.
Armed Forces
community As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

CETEE A As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Detailed Summary of o Parent-carer forums and networks are established as county-wide, so disaggregation could
Impact impact support
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Under a 2UA delivery model there is potential
for disproportionately negative impact on
service users where commissioning power and
existing services would be reduced.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
X of disaggregation to services under a 2UA Y
model.

Care leavers / care
experienced adults

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Potential disproportionate impact

¢ Potential impact on breadth of commissioned services for care leavers if commissioned services are
disaggregated and commissioning power reduced.

e Children’s services often commission supported living in Gloucester (West) due to wealth of wider

Detailed Summary of support services. As a result, a greater number of Care Leaver Accommodation Based Support

Impact services are situated in Gloucester so redistribution of services might be needed to respond to

changes in CYP models over time.

e Unequal split of current supported accommodation provision across East and West.

e There is a risk that service provision across each authority is not equal, therefore creating a
postcode lottery of service across the East and West boundaries.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
Digital exclusion X model.
As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
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consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Geography, for
example, urban and
rural areas

There is a risk of disproportionate impacts on
service users with key geographical
characteristics under a 2UA model, where
location of existing services may change.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
X of disaggregation to services under a 2UA Y
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Detailed Summary of
Impact

Potential disproportionate impact:

Impact on tenant farmers with potential change in T&Cs with new authority e.g. rent increases.
Local Transport plan would be divided creating a less strategic approach

Service users may experience reduced access to library services in each unitary

Where services have District hubs, main HQ is often Gloucester (West), so some consideration
needed by providers of property requirements.

Travellers’ sites are all located in the East.

Provision of SEND services in rural areas: in smaller delivery units (2UA) there may be less
resilience to support current arrangements.

Reablement units, discharge services, and in-house facilities rely on shared access to county-
owned or managed property assets currently

Hospital discharge is a key area of concern in the context of LGR -. Gloucester Royal (located in
the West) is the central acute hospital, and pathways are currently managed at county scale.
LGR options need to consider how discharge responsibilities continue to be managed to
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minimise clinical and operational risk. The countywide discharge-to-assess model, which
provides short-term bedded care for assessment (Pathway 2), often leads to placements that
become individuals’ long-term homes. Introducing a requirement to source placements based on
the boundaries of two separate unitary authorities, depending on ordinary residence, could
reduce placement options and delay discharge processes.

Adult Social Care is facing sharply rising demand, especially from older people and working-age
adults with complex needs. West Gloucestershire carries a higher baseline demand and
projected growth, particularly in supported living and long-term placements.

Imbalance in demand between East and West - A 2UA model could potentially fragment delivery
and reduce the ability to achieve consistent outcomes for residents as demand and supply
patterns differ significantly across the county, and a split could exacerbate inequalities rather
than resolve them.

Disruption for the most vulnerable residents (Ordinary Residence) - The challenge around
‘Ordinary Residence’ is not only operationally / financially complex but impacts the most
vulnerable residents if there are implications in terms of moving people across the county,
specifically those with long-standing placements.

Income deprivation is typically higher in more urban areas; and the West has higher deprivation
compared to the East. Deprivation is a key determinant of health outcomes, and the differing
health profiles and needs of the 2UAs need to be considered in assessing impact.

Public health services are typically commissioned on a countywide footprint, with locality
provision based on population need. Consideration will need to be given to how services are
disaggregated in a 2UA model, and risk of a reduction in the breadth and scale of provision
which can be afforded/supported across urban and rural communities if commissioned on a
smaller geographic footprint.

Socio-economic
disadvantage

Under a 2UA model the risk to those with
Socio-economic disadvantage characteristics
X is access routes to services. Both physically, Y
depending on where a service is offered, and
for referral routes.
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Deprivation levels within the West Unitary will
be higher than the deprivation levels within the
East. Meaning that public health grants would
be smaller for the East. There is concern that
the grant would not be proportionate and the
East could therefore be disadvantaged overall.

There is also a potential impact of service
delivery where additional roles may be needed
under a 2UA model in services that are already
encountering recruitment challenges.

Socio-economic disadvantage is a key
determinant of health outcomes, and the
differing population and health profiles of the
2UAs will need to be considered when
assessing impact on service users.

Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Potential disproportionate impact:
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The disaggregation of county-wide services (e.g. transport subsidies, or digital inclusion programmes) could reduce access or
make service more expensive per resident.

Local Transport plan would be divided creating a less strategic approach

Given higher deprivation levels in West than East, West allocation of the public health grant is likely to be greater than East.
Currently, in West there are 37,422 people living in the national 20% most deprived LSOAs in England, in the East this is just
13,900 people. Smaller budgets may impact on the scale and breadth of public health services which can be commissioned
and staff capacity, potentially leading to differential service provision across the 2UAs.

Children and education service delivery could be impacted if a 2UA arrangement exacerbates recruitment challenges through
increased competition for hard to fill posts, such as social work, Educational Psychology and Special Advisory Teachers, or
other recruitment such as foster carers.

Potential positive proportionate impact:

With smaller authorities there is potential that planning and procuring services can focus more on creating local jobs, training
opportunities, and helping the local economy grow.

There is also the potential that more localised services would mean a possible reduction in travel costs associated and
reduced distances being travelled by residents.

There is potential for more localised provision of public health services and neighbourhood/locality-based delivery aligned
with population needs.

East.
Vulnerztggieq[roups o X Consideration will be needed to mitigate risks
y of disaggregation to services under a 2UA
model.

The potential for disproportionate impact here
is based on the data where there are higher
rates of vulnerable people in the West than the

As delivery models are developed and agreed,
further consideration will be needed to
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consider the potential equalities impact on
service users.

Potential disproportionate impact:

Need to ensure continuity of provision through transition, notably for vulnerable, high-risk populations. Experience would
suggest that we would likely see an adverse impact on service outcomes and team productivity through transition.
Higher rate of co-morbidities and long-term conditions in the West than in the East. This makes the population more
vulnerable to poor health outcomes, such as the impact of a pandemic (as observed during and following Covid 19).
Distribution of inclusion health groups differs across East and West which needs to be considered in assessing impacts.
Asylum accommodation predominantly located in West.

Refugee population higher in East.

Traveller accommodation all located in East.

Homelessness/rough sleeper - predominantly in West.

Care leavers — predominantly in West

Two hospital discharge teams could result in reduction in service for effective support of hospital discharges

Council Workforce
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Moving to Two Unitary Authorities (2UA) will bring changes to how we work and how teams are set up. Further assessment is
needed to understand how these changes will affect different groups of staff across the councils.

Protected
Characteristics
/ Additional Groups

Positive
Impact

Neutral
Impact

Age

Summary of Impact

Action
Required
(Y/N)?

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

As the biggest age demographic for staff
falls within the 45-59 age range,
consideration will need to be given to this
group

When jobs are reorganised or changed,
there’s a risk that older people might be
treated unfairly in hiring. HR will need to
take steps to prevent this.

There’s a risk that HR policies and
practices might not be consistent across
councils that will be making up the new
authorities.

Potential for positive impact:

As roles change and teams are

reorganised, younger staff might have more

opportunities for promotion.
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e The new councils could create policies that
support staff of all ages, including training
and flexible retirement options.

e As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Disability

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

« Staff with disabilities might be more
affected by changes in location, especially
if transport or building access isn’t properly
planned.

« When the new councils are created, there
may be delays or gaps in providing
workplace adjustments (like special
equipment, flexible hours, or software)
during team or office moves.
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Where services may be split up, there is a
risk of losing important knowledge and
support networks (like disability staff groups
or equality officers) if these aren’t kept in
place in the new councils.

Changes to how people work or being
moved to a new employer (TUPE) may
disproportionately affect staff with mental
health needs or neurodiverse conditions.

Potential for positive impact:

The new councils have a chance to build
accessible workplaces, systems, and
flexible working options from the start.

The opportunity to ensure that the councils
create stronger inclusion policies, which
could lead to better support and visibility for
staff with hidden disabilities or mental
health conditions.

As part of implementation, efforts will be
made to make sure staff policies around
workplace adjustments are in place and
that workspaces are accessible. However,
the exact impact may vary between
services, and a more detailed review will be
needed.

As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.
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As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Sex

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

As with other personal characteristics, the
impact of changes will vary depending on the
makeup of each team. However, changes that
affect frontline staff and team leaders are likely
to affect women more, where they make up a
large part of these roles. It will be important to
consider this when planning any potential staff
restructures linked to LGR.

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

o There’s a higher risk of women being
affected unfairly, as they make up over
70% of the workforce. Consideration should
be given when affecting any contractual
changes to ensure individuals are not
disproportionately affected due to sex.

e There is a risk that pay structures do not
provide equity for those of any sex.
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Potential for positive impact:

e The new councils could use this to improve
gender balance, especially in leadership,
management, and technical roles.

e There is an opportunity to ensure there are
equal pay policies and structures

e As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Race

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Like with other personal characteristics, the
impact of changes will vary depending on the
makeup of each team or service. However,
there is risk that staff from ethnic minority
backgrounds are impacted:

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:
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e There’s a risk that anti-racism work or
equality efforts might lose focus if teams
are split or priorities shift.

o Communication could be harder during the
transition, especially for staff who don’t
speak English as their first language.

Potential for positive impact:

e As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Gender reassignment

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

There is no data available on staff who declare
that they are going through or have gone
through gender reassignment. Consideration
will be needed to ensure there are no
disproportionate impacts on staff with this
characteristic.
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Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

e There’s a risk that HR policies and
practices might not be consistent across
councils that will be making up the new
authorities. For example, how names
and pronouns are recorded, dress
codes, or access to support.

e Some councils may have different
policies that will need to be aligned
during the TUPE process.

Potential for positive impact:

o Setting up the new councils is a chance
to improve support for trans staff. This
could include better training, updated
policies on gender identity, and more
inclusive facilities.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

e Further analysis is needed once delivery
model is agreed to assess any potential
equalities impact on the workforce.

Pregnancy & maternity

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:
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Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

Staff on maternity leave during the
transition might feel concern about job
security, changes in their manager, or
changes to their role.

Through this process, working hours or
locations might change. This could be
difficult for pregnant staff or new mothers,
especially if it’s different from what they
agreed before going on maternity leave.
As the new councils are set up, there could
be problems with managing leave, pay, or
flexible working during the change.

There is a risk that HR policies and
practices and not consistent across
councils that will be making up the new
authority. There will be a need to
harmonise HR policies.

Potential for positive impact:

On the positive side, the new councils
might be able to plan their workforce in a
more local and flexible way.

This could lead to better support for
returning to work, more flexible working
options, and improved arrangements for
staff with caring responsibilities.

As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
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employee groups to understand their needs
— such as physical space for breastfeeding

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Religion and/or belief

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Like with other personal characteristics, the
impact will vary depending on the makeup of
each team. Consideration will be needed to
ensure there are no disproportionate impacts
on staff with this characteristic.

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

e There’s a risk that religious needs might be
missed during potential office moves or
when new policies are created. For
example, staff may need prayer rooms or
multi-faith spaces if they’re asked to work in
a new location.

e There is a risk that HR policies and
practices are not consistent across councils
that will be making up the unitary authority.
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There will be a need to harmonise HR
policies.

Potential for positive impact:

« Any changes to office spaces as part of
creating the new councils should be a
chance to design more inclusive
workplaces. This might include multi-faith
rooms, culturally appropriate food options,
or more flexible leave policies.

e As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Sexual orientation

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Like with other personal characteristics, staff
don’t have to share their sexual orientation, so
data is limited on this characteristic. As
implementation plans are agreed there will be
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more opportunity to work with employee
groups, such as LGBTQ+ groups to
understand their needs.

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

o There’s a risk that existing LGBTQ+
support networks or allies could be lost if
teams are split up or moved.

Potential for positive impact:

e The new councils should show strong
support for LGBTQ+ inclusion from the start
by creating new networks, policies, and
support systems for LGBTQ+ staff.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Marriage & civil
partnership

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.
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As implementation plans are agreed there will
be more opportunity to work with employee
groups to understand their needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Armed Forces
community

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

e There is a risk that HR policies and
practices are not consistent across councils
that will be making up the unitary authority.
There will be a need to harmonise HR
policies.

Potential for positive impact:




Official - Financial

e As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Carers

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Like with other personal circumstances, the
impact on staff with caring responsibilities will
need to be considered in more detail once
detailed plans are developed. Workplace
policies may need to be updated to support
carers, including options for leave and flexible
or hybrid working.

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:
« Staff who care for others may feel
additional pressures if they’re worried
about job security or increased
workloads.
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There is potential for loss of informal
support, like understanding managers or
flexible arrangements, during team
changes.

Moving to a new work location, if
required could mean longer travel times
and higher costs, making it harder to
manage their caring duties.

There is a risk that HR policies and
practices are not consistent across the
councils that will be making up the
unitary authority. There will be a need to
harmonise HR policies.

Potential for positive impact:

The new councils could use this
opportunity to improve support for
carers by creating fair and consistent
policies. For example, carers’ leave and
flexible working— across all areas.

As implementation plans are agreed
there will be more opportunity to work
with employee groups to understand
their needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.
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Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Care leavers / care
experienced adults

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.

As implementation plans are agreed there will
be more opportunity to work with employee
groups to understand their needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Digital exclusion

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
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ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.

As implementation plans are agreed there will
be more opportunity to work with employee
groups to understand their needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Geography, for
example, urban and
rural areas

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.

As implementation plans are agreed there will
be more opportunity to work with employee
groups to understand their needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.




Official - Financial

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Socio-economic
disadvantage

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.

Considerations for disproportionate impacts:

« Staff on lower incomes may struggle more
with potential changes with moving to a
new location, longer travel, or job
uncertainty.

« |If there are redundancies or changes in
pay, those already financially stretched
could be disproportionately affected.
However, based on the experiences of
other local authorities who have already
gone through this process, redundancies
have been minimal and mostly limited to
senior leadership roles (such as Chief
Executives, Directors etc).

Potential for positive impact:
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e The reorganisation and TUPE process
should be used to reduce inequalities - for
example, by improving access to training,
career progression, or digital tools.

e As implementation plans are agreed there
will be more opportunity to work with
employee groups to understand their
needs.

As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Vulnerable groups of
society

Based on the different needs of the current
workforce, below highlights some general
points for consideration:

Consideration will be needed for any changes
to or new internal policies and practices to
ensure people with this characteristic are not
disproportionately affected.

As implementation plans are agreed there will
be more opportunity to work with employee
groups to understand their needs.
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As with other areas, work will be done to make
sure staff policies are consistent.

Further analysis is needed once delivery model
is agreed to assess any potential equalities
impact on the workforce.

Action Plan

Set out the key actions that will be undertaken, following the equality assessment in section 3, to further maximise the positive
impact or mitigate the negative impact of the proposal on the protected characteristics and additional groups prior to
implementation (any negative consequences should be eliminated, minimised or counter-balanced by other measures):

Workstream

Target
Identified Potential or Actual Impact Recommended Action(s) Owner Completion
Date

Further analysis is needed once As part of implementation planning, each LGR
delivery model is agreed to assess any | programme will need to complete an EqIA to
potential equalities impact on service consider the impact of proposed changes to Programme Nov 25 -
users and workforce. service delivery and ways of working on those Managers Aug 26

with protected characteristics and inform decision

making.
Depending on the implementation plan People & Nov 25 —
chosen, there is potential for equalities Culture LGR Apr 28
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disability, should any change in
working location be needed

impact on workforce with protected People & Culture workstream to ensure all
characteristics. workforce risks are mitigated against through
Mostly likely to be Geography and policy.

Monitoring and Review

Public bodies must have regard to the aims of the duty not only when a policy, service or development is being created and
decided upon, but also when it is implemented and at regular intervals thereafter. The Equality Duty is a continuing duty.

Lead officer(s):

Gareth Edmundson, Chief Executive — Cheltenham Borough Council
Jane Portman, Chief Executive, Cotswold District Council

Nigel Brinn, Chief Executive, Forest of Dean District Council

Jon McGinty, Managing Director, Gloucester City Council

Jo Walker, Chief Executive — Gloucestershire County Council

Kathy O’Leary, Chief Executive — Stroud District Council

Alistair Cunningham, Chief Executive — Tewkesbury Borough Council

Part 1 — Initial arrangements (up to around six months following implementation)

Date of the post implementation review:

October 2028

Approach to measuring the impact of the
change to enable a comparison between

Review on implementation to be completed by each LGR Programme as agreed
under finalised implementation plans. Each programme will need an individual EqIA
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the anticipated impact (as set out in to ensure there is consideration of equalities and ownership of actions throughout
section 3) with the actual impact: the process.

= \What mechanisms will be used?

= How will service users / the wider
community / GCC staff and other
stakeholders be involved?

Part 2 — Ongoing arrangements (from around six months onwards)

Frequency of monitoring and review: Ongoing monitoring via individual LGR programmes.

What mechanisms will be used? Via individual programme EqlAs.

How will service users / the wider
community / GCC staff and other
stakeholders be involved?

Appendix 1: Service User Data and Information
Details of service users affected by the proposed activity:

Groups Service User Data and Information
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Age

Dependency ratios are a measure that indicate the level of support that needs to be provided by the working age
(16-64) population to the younger and older population, people aged 0-15 or 65+. A low dependency ratio
indicates that there is a sufficient ratio of the working-age population to the dependent population. In contrast, a
high dependency ratio indicates there may be more financial burden on the working population to support the
dependent population

The West has a higher overall population than the East, it has a slightly lower proportion of those aged 65 and

over, which are likely to require more targeted support.
Table 5: Age distribution of the mid 2023 Population, by the proposed unitaries™l

Total Population 659,276 100.0% 310,641 100.0% 348,635
0-16 115,485 17.5% 53,920 17.4% 61,565
16-64 398,322 60.4% 186,241 60.0% 212,081
65+ 145,469 22.1% 70,480 22.7% 74,989

Table 8 shows the projected dependency in 2047. The East area is projected to have a greater dependency ratio
than the West and Gloucestershire as a whole. For every 100 people of working age the East will be supporting
around 5 more dependents than the West, which could translate to higher demands for council services, and
more people who are not in the workforce than those who are working, potentially constraining growth in the local
economy.

Table 8: Projected dependency ratio, 2047, by the proposed unitaries2

Gloucestershire 0.69
East 0.72



https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn1
https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn2
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| West | 0.67 |

Figure 2 looks at the projected population across the three areas in more detail, breaking it down by sex and 5
year age band. Across all areas the largest 5 year cohort is those aged 55-59. All areas have a similar age
profile, although the West area has a higher proportion of those aged 35-59, and a lower proportion of older
people than other areas.

Projected Population Pyramids, 2047, Gloucestershire,
East and West

5% 4% 3% 2% 1% 0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%
Proportion of Population
B Gloucestershire - Males B Gloucestershire - Females
= East - Males = East - Females
=== West - Males - == West - Females
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Figure 2: Projected Population Pyramids, 2047, Gloucestershire, East and Westl

Adult Social Care

The information below shows a break down of the Adult Social Care case cohort by age groups, Gloucestershire,
East and West areas and the component districts.

Table 9 shows the caseload for age groups over 75 are the highest across all areas. The West area has greater
overall demand than the East.

Table 9: Adult Social Care Service Users by age, Gloucestershire, East and West, as at 315 March 2025 (DRAFT)41 51

East Unitary

Cheltenham

Cotswold

Tewkesbury

West Unitary

Gloucester
Stroud
Forest of Dean



https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn3
https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn4
https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn5

Official - Financial

Countywide

Cheltenham

Cotswold 69 99 217 | 307 770
Tewkesbury 40 57 44 44 119 99 203 | 239 836
Gloucester <5 159 190 156 179 302 220

Stroud <5 82 101 79 87 187 164

Forest of Dean 65 87 72 73 157 156

Out of County

or Unknown <

Vulnerable Children

The information below shows a break down of the vulnerable children across Gloucestershire, East and West
areas and the component districts.

The West has a higher population of children than the East. The West also has a higher level of child
safeguarding activity, and a greater rate of children subject to Education, Health and Care Plans.
Table 10: Service demand for children’s services as at 09/07/2025
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Official - Financial

Cheltenham 23,777 662 2.80% 333 1.40% 1,106 4.70%
Cotswolds 16,623 419 2.50% 270 1.60% 733 | 4.40%
Tewkesbury 20,515 575 2.80% 346 1.70% 1,235 6.00%
East 60,915 1,656 2.70% 949 1.60% 3,074 5.00%
Forest of Dean 16,192 460 2.80% 301 1.90% 867 5.40%
Gloucester 29,192 1,196 4.10% 617 2.10% 1,708 5.90%
Stroud 24,173 596 2.50% 308 1.30% 1,294 5.40%
West 69,557 2,252 3.20% 1,226 1.80% 3,869 5.60%
Gloucestershire 130,472 3,908 3.00% 2,175 1.70% 6,943 5.30%

[11' Mid 2023 Population Estimate, ONS

121 Ibid.

31 Ibid.

B DAIT, GCC

51 The tables are based on our Client Level Dataset (CLD), representing a distinct count of individuals by age and
postcode at the point of service commencement. Please be aware that the CLD is currently undergoing a
comprehensive review and enhancement process, which may lead to future refinements in the data. All service
types are included in this snapshot—this encompasses Health, Fully-Funded, Part-Funded, and selected Self-
Funded services. No services have been excluded.

6 DAIT, GCC

7l Figures refer to all open Social Care referrals, as of 09/07/2025. Address information refers to Home Address
as of 09/07/2025. Totals may not add up to 100% as either address information not being recorded or child
residing outside of Gloucestershire at that time.

[81 Of the above children, those who were either subject to a CiN plan, CP plan or were a Child in Care, as of
09/07/2025
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¥l Figures include children and young people aged 0-25 with an EHCP maintained by the LA and are a snapshot
as at 09/07/2025. Based on the child / young person's home postcode.

[19* EHCP runs from 0 to 25, but the majority of plans are for under-18's, so the same population (0 to 17) is
used for the % for consistency

Disability

In 2021, 16.8% of Gloucestershire residents were classified as having a disability under the Equality Act. Looking
at the East and West areas, the West area has the highest proportion of residents with a disability (17.7%)
exceeding the figure for the county as a whole and the national average. The East area has the lowest proportion
of residents with a disability (15.8%) below the county and national average.

Percentage of the population who are disabled under the Equality Act,
2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales

England andWales  |——
Gloucestershire

West

Stroud
Gloucester
Forest of Dean

East
Tewkesbury
Cotswold
Cheltenham

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%
% of population

m Disabled under the Equality Act: Day-to-day activities limited a lot

m Disabled under the Equality Act: Day-to-day activities limited a little



https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftnref9
https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-GB&rs=en-GB&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FLGR_Devolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F8134fa80449a479c9c0c54aa8fbb1b42&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=133EB4A1-B08A-B000-56D9-58475CC8B080.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-GB&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&usid=84685815-2a0e-c789-c3aa-5b0c1394c4cc&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=22&csc=1&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftnref10

Official - Financial

Sex

According to the 2023 population estimates, 51.1% of Surrey’s population is female. This is in line with the national
average. The East and West areas are also broadly similar to the national and county average with 51.2% and
51.0% of the population being female respectively.
Table 13: Sex breakdown of the mid 2023 Population, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and
Wales!'!
Cheltenham 59,011 61,244 120,255 49.1%
Cotswold 43,963 47,527 91,490 48.1%
Tewkesbury 43,698 45,406 89,104 49.0%
East 146,672 154,177 300,849 48.8%
Forest of Dean 66,984 68,007 134,991 49.6%
Gloucester 60,868 63,672 124,540 48.9%
Stroud 47,832 51,064 98,896 48.4%
West 175,684 182,743 358,427 49.0%
Gloucestershire 322,356 336,920 659,276 48.9%
England and Wales 29,835,992 31,018,735 60,854,727 49.0%
As age increases, females outnumber males by an increasing margin. In Gloucestershire in 2023, 52.8% of
people aged 65-84 were female, whilst for people aged 85+ the difference was more marked with females
accounting for 61.4% of the total population; this difference is observed across the East and West areas as well
as at a national level.
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Table 14: Sex and breakdown of the mid 2023 Population, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England
and Wales!Z]

East 50.6% 49.4% 49.1% 50.9% 46.8% 53.2% 38.3%
West 50.9% 49.1% 49.7% 50.3% 47.6% 52.4% 38.8%
Gloucestershire 50.8% 49.2% 49.4% 50.6% 47.2% 52.8% 38.6%
England and Wales 51.2% 48.8% 49.3% 50.7% 47.1% 52.9% 38.1%

[I'Mid 2023 Population Estimates, ONS
2L pid.

Race

The Equality Act states that race includes colour, nationality, ethnic or national origins. The government refers to
ethnicity and not race; this is because surveys usually ask people for their ethnicity and not their race, and using
consistent terms helps people to understand the data.

In Gloucestershire 87.7% of residents identified as White English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or British, which
was considerably higher than the national average of 74.4%. The East and West have a similar proportion of
residents who identified as White English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or British to Gloucestershire with 88.1%
and 87.4% respectively.

White Other accounts for the second largest proportion of residents in Gloucestershire, East and West. In
Gloucestershire 5.3% of residents fall into this category, lower than the national average of 7.3%. In the East
area 5.9% of residents are classified as White Other, slightly higher than the Gloucestershire figure but lower
than the national figure, while in the West area 4.8% of residents fall into this category, higher than the
Gloucestershire and national figure.



https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-US&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FPJointLGRDevolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2Fb11729c3d0cd46e2931caba1f367c891&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=E903C8A1-50F0-B000-3736-81A3DB1EF618.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-US&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=f3b810b9-2252-eb84-53dc-3dded70f11a1&usid=f3b810b9-2252-eb84-53dc-3dded70f11a1&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=42&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftn2
https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-US&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FPJointLGRDevolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2Fb11729c3d0cd46e2931caba1f367c891&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=E903C8A1-50F0-B000-3736-81A3DB1EF618.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-US&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=f3b810b9-2252-eb84-53dc-3dded70f11a1&usid=f3b810b9-2252-eb84-53dc-3dded70f11a1&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=42&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftnref1
https://ukc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=en-US&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%2Fsites%2FPJointLGRDevolution%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2Fb11729c3d0cd46e2931caba1f367c891&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&hid=E903C8A1-50F0-B000-3736-81A3DB1EF618.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=en-US&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=f3b810b9-2252-eb84-53dc-3dded70f11a1&usid=f3b810b9-2252-eb84-53dc-3dded70f11a1&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7B%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fgloucestershirecc.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7D&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=Other&afdflight=42&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#_ftnref2
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The Asian, Asian British and Asian Welsh category made up the largest percentage of the non-White
Gloucestershire, East and West population and represented 2.9% of Gloucestershire residents, lower than the
national average of 9.3%. The East and West areas have a similar proportion of Asian, Asian British and Asian
Welsh as Gloucestershire as 2.6% and 3.1% respectively.

There are minimal differences in the proportion of Black, Black British, Black Welsh, Caribbean or African
residents and Mixed or Multiple Ethnic Groups across Gloucestershire, East and West areas.

Ethnic group, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England
and Wales
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Figure 6: Ethnic group, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales%

Gender
reassignment

The Census 2021 has provided the first set of official data on gender identity in England and Wales. In the 2021
Census there was a new question around gender identity, asking ‘is your gender the same as the sex you were
registered at birth?’. The question referred to a person’s sense of their own gender. It was directed only at people
aged 16 and over, and answers were voluntary. However, as of November 2024, the Census 2021 data on
gender identity no longer hold the accredited official statistics designation and have been reclassified as official
statistics in development.

ONS states: There are some patterns in the data that are consistent with, but do not conclusively demonstrate,
some respondents not interpreting the question as intended; given other sources of uncertainty, not least the
impact of question non-response, we cannot say with certainty whether the census estimates are more likely to
be an overestimate or an underestimate of the total number of trans people aged over 16 years in England and
Wales.

Census estimates on gender identity are, however, broadly consistent with the best available comparator of the
GP Patient Survey and international comparators.

Overall, 94.8% of residents in Gloucestershire aged 16 and over answered the question. Of these, almost 2,200
people (0.4%) regarded their gender identity to be different from the sex registered at birth. The East and West
areas also saw 0.4% of their population stating their gender identity was different from the sex registered at birth.
However, in the East 95.1% of residents answered the question this was slightly higher than the 94.5% in the
West.

66 2021 Census, ONS
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Gender identity, 2021, Gloucestershire, East , West, districts and
England and Wales
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m Gender identity different from the sex registered at birth m Gender identity the same as sex registered at birth

® Not answered

Figure 7: Gender identity, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales®”

Pregnancy &
maternity

There were 5,839 live births in Gloucestershire in 2023, this equates to a crude fertility rate of 8.9 live births per
1,000 people of all ages. This was lower than the national average of 9.7 live births per 1,000 people of all ages.
Looking at the East and West areas, the highest crude birth rate was in the West (9.1), which exceeded the
county average but was lower than the national average. The East had a crude birth rate of 8.6 live births per
1,000 people, this was lower than the county and national average. Crude birth rates are affected by the

57 Ibid.
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demographic make-up of an area. Gloucestershire’s relatively older population means it has proportionally less
women of childbearing age than England, which may explain its lower crude birth rate.
Table 9: Crude birth rates, 2023%

Cheltenham 1,009 120,255 8.4
Cotswold 657 91,490 7.2
Tewkesbury 1,001 98,896 10.1
East 2,667 310,641 8.6
Forest of Dean 709 89,104 8.0
Gloucester 1,448 134,991 10.7
Stroud 1,015 124,540 8.1
West 3,172 348,635 9.1
Gloucestershire 5,839 659,276 8.9
England and Wales 591,072 60,854,727 9.7

The limitation of crude birth rates is that it doesn't account for the age and sex structure of the population.
General Fertility Rates account for this by expressing live births per 1,000 females aged 15-64, this adjusts for
women of childbearing age in an area. A higher general fertility rate (GFR) means that, on average, more
children are being born to women of reproductive age. The General Fertility Rate in Gloucestershire stands at

8 Live births in England and Wales, ONS
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50.4 live births per 1,000 females aged 15-44, which is slightly higher than the national average. Looking at the
East and West areas, the highest general fertility rate was in the West (51.9), which exceeded the county
average but was lower than the national average. The East had a general fertility rate of 48.8 live births per 1,000
females aged 15-44, this was lower than the county and national average.

Table 10: General Fertility Rates, 2023%°

Cheltenham 1,009 23,432 43.1
Cotswold 657 13,724 47.9
Tewkesbury 1,001 17,525 57.1
East 2,667 54,681 48.8
Forest of Dean 709 14,206 49.9
Gloucester 1,448 26,915 53.8
Stroud 1,015 19,969 50.8
West 3,172 61,090 51.9
Gloucestershire 5,839 115,771 50.4
England and Wales 591,072 11,879,690 49.8

Religion and/or | The 2021 Census asked about religion, but this question was voluntary and ‘no religion’ was a common answer,
belief a proportion of people also chose not to answer the question.

8 Live births in England and Wales, ONS
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According to the 2021 Census, 49.2% of residents in Gloucestershire were Christian, making it the most common
religion, the proportion of residents selecting this religion was higher than the national average (46.2%). The East
and West have a broadly similar proportion of residents who identified as Christian to Gloucestershire with
figures of 50.2% and 48.3% respectively.

No religion accounts for the second largest proportion of residents in Gloucestershire, East and West. In
Gloucestershire 41.4% of residents fall into this category, higher than the national average of 37.2%. In the East
area 41.0% of residents are classified as having no religion, slightly lower than the Gloucestershire figure but

higher than the national figure, while in the West area 41.7% of residents fall into this category, higher than the
Gloucestershire and national figure.

Islam was the second most common religion in Gloucestershire, East and West Areas, Muslims represented
1.4% of Gloucestershire residents considerably below the national average of 6.5%. In the East area 0.8% of
residents are classified as Muslim, slightly lower than the Gloucestershire figure and considerably lower than the
national figure, while in the West area 2.0% of residents fall into this category, higher than the Gloucestershire
figure but lower than the national figure.
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Religion, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and
England and Wales
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Figure 8: Religion, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales’°

As with gender identity, the Census 2021 has provided the first set of official data on sexual orientation in
England and Wales. In the 2021 Census there was a new question around sexual orientation, asking ‘which of
Sexual the following best describes your sexual orientation?’, and providing a list of options. It was directed only at
orientation people aged 16 and over, and answers were voluntary. Overall, 93.2% of residents in Gloucestershire aged 16
and over answered the question. The majority of people who answered described their sexual orientation as
‘straight or heterosexual’, at 90.4% of the population. This is slightly higher than the national average of 89.4%. In

70 Ibid.
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the East area 90.6% of residents described their sexual orientation as ‘straight or heterosexual’, marginally
higher than the county average and the figure for the West (90.2%).

Sexual orientation, 2021, Gloucestershire, East , West,
districts and England and Wales
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Figure 9: Sexual orientation, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales”?

Marriage & civil
partnership

There minimal differences between Gloucestershire, the East and West areas. The East area has a slightly lower
proportion of people who have never married and never registered a civil partnership (33.1%) than the West
(34.1%) with the county sitting in the middle of the two areas (33.6%). Conversely the West area has a slightly

" Ibid.
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lower proportion of people who have married or are in a registered civil partnership (47.5%) than the East
(48.6%) with the county again sitting in the middle (48.0%).

Marriage and civil partnership status, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West,
districts and England and Wales
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Figure 10: Marriage and civil partnership status, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales”?

Armed For_ces Local authorities, national government, businesses, local authorities, charities and the public have committed to
community support the Armed Forces community through the Armed Forces Covenant. It was adopted in 2011 and

2 |bid.



Official - Financial

articulated the principles of no disadvantage and special consideration; that no current or former member of the
armed forces, or their families, should be at a disadvantage compared to other residents in the provision of public
and commercial services. This was followed by the Armed Forces Act 2021 introduced a new requirement for
some public bodies, including the NHS and local authorities, to pay due regard to the principles of the Covenant
when carrying out specific public functions in the areas of housing, healthcare and education.

The information captured relates to armed forces veterans rather than current personnel and was captured by the
2021 Census. In 2021 there were there 27,418 people who had previously served in the UK armed forces
resident in Gloucestershire. This equates to 5.2% of the 16+ population. The proportion of armed forces veterans
was higher in Gloucestershire than it was across England and Wales (3.8%). The East has a slightly higher
proportion of armed forces veterans (5.4%) than the West (4.9%) and the county as a whole, but the difference is
minimal.

Armed forces veteran status, 2021, Gloucestershire, East,
West, districts and England and Wales

England and Wales

Gloucestershire

West

Stroud
Gloucester
Forest of Dean

East

Tewkesbury
Cotswold
Cheltenham

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%
% of 16+ population

H Previously served inregularorreserve UK armedforces  ® Has not previously served inany UK armed forces




Official - Financial

Figure 11: Armed Forces Veteran Status, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales”?

Carers

This information is based on self-reported caring status according to the 2021 Census, this means figures will be
different from sources which look at registered carers.

In 2021, there were 51,862 people aged 5+ providing unpaid care in Gloucestershire, this is equivalent to 8.5% of
the population. In comparison, a slightly higher proportion of the population in England and Wales (8.9%) said
they provided unpaid care. In the East area 8.0% of residents aged 5+ provided unpaid care higher slightly
higher than the county average and the figure of 8.9% seen when looking at the West area. There are minimal
differences observed in the levels of care provided by the East, West and Gloucestershire total.

Table 11: Residents aged 5+ by caring status, 2021, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales”*

Cheltenham 92.6% 7.4% 4.2% 1.3% 1.9%
Cotswold 91.9% 8.1% 4.7% 1.2% 2.2%
Tewkesbury 91.5% 8.5% 4.7% 1.4% 2.4%
East 92.0% 8.0% 4.5% 1.3% 2.1%
Forest of Dean 90.3% 9.7% 5.1% 1.7% 2.9%
Gloucester 91.6% 8.4% 4.2% 1.8% 2.4%
Stroud 91.1% 8.9% 5.3% 1.4% 2.2%

732021 Census, ONS

™ Ibid.
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West 91.1% 8.9% 4.8% 1.7% 2.4%
Gloucestershire 91.5% 8.5% 4.7% 1.5% 2.3%
England and Wales 91.1% 8.9% 4.3% 1.8% 2.7%

Care leavers /
care
experienced
adults

This information is based on self-reported caring status according to the 2021 Census, this means figures will be
different from sources which look at registered carers.

In 2021, there were 51,862 people aged 5+ providing unpaid care in Gloucestershire, this is equivalent to 8.5% of
the population. In comparison, a slightly higher proportion of the population in England and Wales (8.9%) said
they provided unpaid care. In the East area 8.0% of residents aged 5+ provided

unpaid care higher slightly higher than the county average and the figure of 8.9% seen when looking at the West
area. There are minimal differences observed in the levels of care provided by the East, West and
Gloucestershire total.

Percentage of 5 + Population Provides no unpaid care Proved some unpaid care Provides 19 hours or less
unpaid care a week Provides 20 to 49 hours unpaid care a week Provides 50 or more hours unpaid care a week

.~ PercentageofS+Population

Cheltenham 92.6% 7.4% 4.2% 1.3% 1.9%
Cotswold 91.9% 8.1% 4.7% 1.2% 2.2%
Tewkesbury 91.5% 8.5% 4.7% 1.4% 2.4%
East 92.0% 8.0% 4.5% 1.3% 2.1%
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Forest of Dean 90.3%
Gloucester 91.6%
Stroud 91.1%
West 91.1%
Gloucestershire 91.5%
England and Wales 91.1%

9.7%
8.4%
8.9%
8.9%

8.5%

8.9%

5.1%
4.2%
5.3%
4.8%

4.7%

4.3%

1.7%
1.8%
1.4%
1.7%

1.5%

1.8%

2.9%
2.4%
2.2%
2.4%

2.3%

2.7%

Digital exclusion

Very little information is collected about this group. The latest information taken from the Participation Survey is

at district level and covers the period from May 2023 to March 2024. The results show that in Gloucestershire an
estimated 95.6% of respondents have used the internet either at home or elsewhere which is higher than

England average of 92.7%. The West area (94.4%) has a lower rate than the East (96.8%) and the county

average but still exceeds the national average.

Table 12: Percentage of respondents aged 16 and over who have used the internet either at home or anywhere else, Gloucestershire, East and West, districts and

England, 2023-20247>

Cheltenham
Cotswold
Tewkesbury
East

Forest of Dean

96.9%
94.4%
95.8%
96.8%

91.3%

s Participation Survey, DCMS
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Gloucester 92.3%
Stroud 95.9%
West 94.4%
Gloucestershire 95.6%
England 92.7%

Geography, for
example, urban
and rural areas

This includes specific areas and rural/urban geographies and how this can make it difficult for some people to
access the services they need.

The 2021 Rural-Urban Classification (RUC) is a statistical classification system used to categorise geographies
based on the form and characteristics of the settlements present within them. It aims to provide a consistent and
standardised method for classifying areas as Rural or Urban, based on address density, physical settlement
form, population size, and relative accessibility.

Gloucestershire has a significantly higher proportion of its population living in rural areas than the national
average (17.5%). The East area has a higher proportion of its residents living in rural areas (32.6%) than the
West (26.2%) and the county average.
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Percentage of population by Rural/Urban Classification, 2022,
Gloucestershire, East , West, districts and England and Wales
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Figure 12: Percentage of population by Rural/Urban Classification, 2022, Gloucestershire, East, West, districts and England and Wales”é

The main measure for this is the Indices of Multiple Deprivation. In general, Gloucestershire is not a very
deprived county, ranking 126 out of 151 (where 1 is the most deprived) county and unitary authorities, putting it in

Socio-economic the least deprived 20% of authorities across England.

disadvantage
At district level, even the most deprived districts in the county (Gloucester City, and Forest of Dean) are amongst

the middle 20% of districts for deprivation out of 317 English authorities. Tewkesbury, Cotswold, and Stroud

76 Rural Urban Classification, 2021 and 2022 Mid Year Estimates, ONS
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districts are in the least deprived 20% of districts nationally. Cheltenham is in the second least deprived 20% of
districts nationally. However, there are pockets of deprivation, 31 out of 373 small areas in Gloucestershire are
amongst the 20% most deprived in England with 7.9% residents of Gloucestershire living in these areas’’.
MAIGEN Indices of Deprivation 2019
Key
Index of Multiple Deprivation
National Quintile
B Hoghest Deprivation
=
I Lowest Deprivation
[ oistrict Boundaries
o Bt 0
and rights 2019, Survey You are not permitted to copy, sub-icense, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form D Carr - Oct 2019

7 Indices of Deprivation, 2019, MHCLG
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Figure 13: Indices of Deprivation, 201978

The West area has a higher proportion of residents living in the most deprived 20% nationally (10.9%) than the
East (4.5%) and the county as a whole (7.9%)

Percentage of 2022 Population by Indices of Multiple Deprivation
2019 Quintiles, Gloucestershire, East and West
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Figure 14: Percentage of 2022 population by Indices of Multiple Deprivation 2019 Quintiles, Gloucestershire, East and West”?

Table 13: Percentage of 2022 population by the domains of Indices of Deprivation 2019 Quintiles, Gloucestershire, East and West 80

8 Ipid.
7 Indices of Deprivation, 2019, MHCLG and Mid 2022 Population Estimates, ONS
8 |ndices of Deprivation, 2019, MHCLG and Mid 2022 Population Estimates, ONS
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Index of Multiple 8% 31% 5% | 9% 39% 11% 23%
Deprivation (IMD) % % % % % % % %

Income 9% 13 22| 29 26% 6% 12 16 31 36% 12% 14 28 | 27 18%
% % % % % % % % %

Employment 8% 14 21 28 28% 4% 12 14 29 41% 12% 16 28| 27 17%
% % % % % % % % %

Education, Skills and 13% 18 19| 23 26% 10% 14 15 21 40% 16% @ 23 23| 24 13%
Training % % % % % % % % %

Health Deprivation 8% 14 17| 29 32% 4% 12 11 30 43% 12% 15 23| 29 22%
and Disability % % % % % % % % %

Crime 6% 9% 10 23 52% 5% | 9% | 8% 29 49% 6% 8% 13 18 55%
% % % % %

Barriers to Housing 19% 19 22 28 13% 22% 13 23 30 11% 16% 23 21 25 15%
and Services % % % % % % % % %

Living Environment 14% 14 17 | 24 31% 13% 10 21 25 31% 14% 18 15| 23 31%
% % % % % % % % %

Vulnerable No specific data held on this characteristic. Where vulnerable groups are addressed through other
groups of characteristics.
society
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Appendix 2: Council Staff Data and Information

Details of staff affected by the proposed activity:

|  Groups | Workforce Data and Information
The table below summarises the most recent publicly available workforce figures for the councils.
Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Age profile Source
date
Gloucestershire County 45-54 largest
Council 1 Jul 2024 | 4,369 (excl. schools) (32.4%) GCC-EDI-2024
379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 50-59 largest SDC-Workforce-
Stroud District Council Apr 2022 | casual group 2022
Cheltenham Borough 50-59 largest CBC-Workforce-
Council Mar 2023 | 238 (220 FTE) + 12 casual | group 2023
Tewkesbury Borough 31 Mar
Age Council 2022 216 — TBC-GPG-2022
Small direct workforce;
most staff via Publica. Data | 50-59 largest
Cotswold District provided represents 127 group
Council 2024 individuals (36.2%) CDC-Publica-2024
Part of Publica; 270+ staff
proposed to return. Data
Forest of Dean District provided represents 112 50+ largest group FODDC-Publica-
Council 2024 individuals (43.8%) 2024
56+ largest group
Gloucester City Council | 2022 261 (26.1%) GC-EDI-2022
The table below summarises the most recent publicly available workforce figures for the councils.
Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Disability Source
Disability date
Gloucestershire County
Council 1 Jul 2024 | 4,369 (excl. schools) 4.80% | GCC-EDI-2024
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379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 SDC-Workforce-
Stroud District Council Apr 2022 casual 5.0% 2022
Cheltenham Borough 238 (220 FTE) + 12 CBC-Workforce-
Council Mar 2023 casual 10.1% 2023
Tewkesbury Borough 31 Mar
Council 2022 216 — TBC-GPG-2022
Small direct workforce; CDC-Publica-
Cotswold District Council 2024 most staff via Publica 1.57% 2024
Forest of Dean District Part of Publica; 270+ FODDC-Publica-
Council 2024 staff proposed to return 2.36% 2024
Gloucester City Council 2022 261 6.1% GC-EDI-2022
Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Gender split Source
date
Gloucestershire County 70.1% F /
Council 1 Jul 2024 | 4,369 (excl. schools) 29.9% M GCC-EDI-2024
58.6% F / SDC-
Stroud District Council Apr 2022 379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 casual 41.4% M Workforce-2022
Cheltenham Borough 52.9% F / CBC-
Council Mar 2023 | 238 (220 FTE) + 12 casual 47.1% M Workforce-2023
Sex Tewkesbury Borough 31 Mar 70.4% F /
Council 2022 216 29.6% M TBC-GPG-2022
Cotswold District Small direct workforce; most staff 70.87%F/ CDC-Publica-
Council 2024 via Publica 29.13% M 2024
Forest of Dean District Part of Publica; 270+ staff proposed 65.18%F/ FODDC-
Council 2024 to return 34.82% M Publica-2024
60.9% F /
Gloucester City Council | 2022 261 39.1% M GC-EDI-2022
Race The table below summarises the most recent publicly available workforce figures for the councils.
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Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Ethnicity Source
date
Gloucestershire 1 Jul White British 86.6%; DEC | GCC-EDI-
County Council 2024 4,369 (excl. schools) 7.5% 2024
SDC-
Stroud District Workforce-
Council Apr 2022 | 379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 casual 89.7% White British 2022
CBC-
Cheltenham 210 White British; 11 Workforce-
Borough Council Mar 2023 | 238 (220 FTE) + 12 casual Other; 17 Unknown 2023
Tewkesbury 31 Mar TBC-GPG-
Borough Council 2022 216 — 2022
Cotswold District Small direct workforce; most CDC-
Council 2024 staff via Publica White - British: 29.92% Publica-2024
Forest of Dean Part of Publica; 270+ staff FODDC-
District Council 2024 proposed to return White — British: 36.61% Publica-2024
Gloucester City White 70.5%; Unstated GC-EDI-
Council 2022 261 21.5%; BME 8.0% 2022
Gender No data is publicly available regarding gender reassignment for any of the councils.
reassignment
The table below summarises the most recent publicly available workforce figures for the councils.
Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Marriage & Civil Source
date Partnership
Marriage & Divorced/l;)issolved Civil
civi Viariec i 46.2%
. arried/Civil 48.2%;
partnership Separated 2.4%;
Single/Never Married 35.3%;

Gloucestershire 1 Jul Widowed 0.6%; Prefer not to | GCC-EDI-
County Council 2024 4,369 (excl. schools) say 7.7% 2024
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SDC-
Stroud District Workforce-
Council Apr 2022 | 379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 casual | — 2022
CBC-

Cheltenham Workforce-
Borough Council Mar 2023 | 238 (220 FTE) + 12 casual — 2023
Tewkesbury 31 Mar TBC-GPG-
Borough Council 2022 216 — 2022

Married: (7.56%

Single: 14.17%

Divorced: 3.94%
Cotswold District Small direct workforce; most Li\(ing with Partner: 0.79% CDC-
Council 2024 staff via Publica Widowed: 0.79% Publica-2024

Married: 16.07%
Forest of Dean Part of Publica; 270+ staff Si_ngle: 6.25% FODDC-
District Council 2024 proposed to return Divorced: 0.89% Publica-2024
Gloucester City GC-EDI-
Council 2022 261 - 2022

Pregnancy & | No data is publicly available regarding Pregnancy & Maternity for any of the councils.
maternity
The table below summarises the most recent publicly available workforce figures for the councils.
.- Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Religion Source
Religion date
and/or belief Buddhist 2.1%; Christian

Gloucestershire 1 Jul 32.2%; Hindu 0.0%; Jewish | GCC-EDI-
County Council 2024 4,369 (excl. schools) 0.0%; Muslim 3.4%; None 2024
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52.1%; Other 4.1%; Sikh
0.7%; Prefer not to say 5.5%

date

SDC-
Stroud District Workforce-
Council Apr 2022 | 379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 casual | — 2022
CBC-

Cheltenham Workforce-
Borough Council Mar 2023 | 238 (220 FTE) + 12 casual — 2023
Tewkesbury 31 Mar TBC-GPG-
Borough Council 2022 216 — 2022

No religious belief: 20.47%

Christian: 3.94%

Some other religion or belief:
Cotswold District Small direct workforce; most 0.79% CDC-
Council 2024 staff via Publica Prefer not to say: 74.80% Publica-2024

Christian: 2.68%

No religious belief: 1.79%

Prefer not to say: 0.89%
Forest of Dean Part of Publica; 270+ staff Protestant: 0‘89% FODDC-
District Council 2024 proposed to return Blank / Not Provided: 93.75% | pyplica-2024
Gloucester City GC-EDI-
Council 2022 261 - 2022

The table below summarises the most recent publicly available workforce figures for the councils.
Sexual
orientation Organisation Snapshot Headcount / FTE Sexual orientation Source
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Bi-sexual 2.6%; Gay/Lesbian 2.1%;

Gloucestershire 1 Jul Heterosexual/Straight 86.0%; GCC-EDI-
County Council 2024 4,369 (excl. schools) Prefer not to say 9.4% 2024
SDC-
Stroud District 379 (344.3 FTE) + 50 Workforce-
Council Apr 2022 | casual — 2022
CBC-
Cheltenham 238 (220 FTE) + 12 Workforce-
Borough Council Mar 2023 | casual — 2023
Tewkesbury 31 Mar TBC-GPG-
Borough Council 2022 216 — 2022
Heterosexual: 32.28%
Not stated: 2.36%
L . Bisexual: 0.79% CDC-_
Cotswold District Small direct workforce; Publica-
Council 2024 most staff via Publica | Blank/Not Provided: 66.93% 2024
FODDC-
Forest of Dean Part of Publica; 270+ Heterosexual: 41.07% Publica-
District Council 2024 staff proposed to return | Blank/ Not Provided: 58.93% 2024
Gloucester City GC-EDI-
Council 2022 261 - 2022
Armed No data is publicly available regarding the Armed Forces Community for any of the councils.
Forces
community
Carers No data is publicly available regarding Carers for any of the councils.
Care leavers | No data is publicly available regarding Care leavers / care experienced adults for any of the councils.
/ care

experienced
adults
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Digital No data is publicly available regarding Digital exclusion for any of the councils.
exclusion
Geography, | No data is publicly available regarding Geography of the workforce for any of the councils.
for example,
urban and
rural areas
Socio- No data is publicly available regarding Socio-economic disadvantage of the workforce for any of the councils.
economic
disadvantage
Vulnerable | No data is publicly available regarding Vulnerable groups of society disadvantage of the workforce for any of the
groups of councils
society
GCC-EDI-2024: Gloucestershire County Council — Equality, Diversity & Inclusion (EDI) Report 2024/25
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/2126661/edi-report2024 workforce final .pdf
SDC-Workforce-2022: Stroud District Council — Workforce Statistics (April 2022)
https://www.stroud.gov.uk/media/2103085/workforce-statistics-2022. pdf
CBC-Workforce-2023: Cheltenham Borough Council — Workforce Statistics (March 2023)
https://www.cheltenham.gov.uk/downloads/file/6208/workforce-statistics-march-2023
References
used for TBC-GPG-2022: Tewkesbury Borough Council — Gender Pay Gap Report 2022
Staffing Data | https://www.tewkesbury.gov.uk/media/fzxhofgv/gender-pay-gap-report-2022-final.docx. pdf
CDC-Publica-2024: Cotswold District Council — Council spending / staffing details (Publica model)
https://www.cotswold.gov.uk/about-the-council/transparency-and-open-data/council/spending/
FODDC-Publica-2024: Forest of Dean District Council — News release (July 2024)
https://news.fdean.gov.uk/news/local-authorities-to-consider-moving-forward-with-plans-to-take-greater-control-
of-council-services



https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/2126661/edi-report2024_workforce_final_.pdf
https://www.stroud.gov.uk/media/2103085/workforce-statistics-2022.pdf
https://www.cheltenham.gov.uk/downloads/file/6208/workforce-statistics-march-2023
https://www.tewkesbury.gov.uk/media/fzxhofgv/gender-pay-gap-report-2022-final.docx.pdf
https://www.cotswold.gov.uk/about-the-council/transparency-and-open-data/council/spending/
https://news.fdean.gov.uk/news/local-authorities-to-consider-moving-forward-with-plans-to-take-greater-control-of-council-services
https://news.fdean.gov.uk/news/local-authorities-to-consider-moving-forward-with-plans-to-take-greater-control-of-council-services

Official - Financial

GC-EDI-2022: Gloucester City Council Workforce Equality, Diversity & Inclusion Report (Sept 2022)
https://www.gloucester.gov.uk/media/4m3p0bpy/city-workforce-equality-diversity-inclusion-report-final-2022. pdf

LGA-GPG-2025: Local Government Association — The gender pay gap in English local authorities 2024/25
https://www.local.gov.uk/publications/gender-pay-gap-english-local-authorities-20242



https://www.gloucester.gov.uk/media/4m3p0bpy/city-workforce-equality-diversity-inclusion-report-final-2022.pdf
https://www.local.gov.uk/publications/gender-pay-gap-english-local-authorities-20242

