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It is clear from a review of literature, policy and personal experience that a greater provision for civic education is required in the UK. The method envisaged for the delivery of this education is through the swiss army knife of modern society - the education system. It was with the realisation of the national curriculum that politicians placed the responsibility for the accountability of society upon themselves. With education no longer under the control of experts (the teachers/educators), but rather people of civic inclination; education has been reformed to meet the needs of a society. This project seeks to question, demonstrate and offer a potential solution for shortcomings in this provision though. As any person who works in the education sector knows; there is not a perfect solution for education; there is not a perfect method, there is not perfect content, and there are no perfect outcomes of education. Education itself is consistently evolving, and as a result so is the education system to better meet the demands of modern learners. What is contained within this proposal is yet one of many ways we, the people of our society, may be able to improve education for the modern learner. Gibb (2015) stated that education is the core basis of our culture, and that culture is what underlines our society. It is then within this context that education should provide the people of society with the tools for true engagement with it (society). It should provide people with an appreciation for, and an awareness of, the civic processes within which our society is maintained.
 Democracy requires engagement on the part of the citizen (Diamond, 2004); it is a responsibility of those who value democracy (which the author would argue is all people, but this is beyond the scope of the proposal) to support it within society. This project takes the value of democracy as a constant, that all should value democracy, and its processes. Before reading on with this proposal the author would suggest it best to read the attached needs assessment in full (Appendix A) - not only because it details the reasoning for this project in a much-expanded manner, but because it demonstrates the viewpoint from which the author is writing. By attaining the perspective of context, it will hopefully prove fruitful for the reader in understanding several of the open-ended arguments noted within this proposal. A further note to the reader is that throughout this proposal several terms are used interchangeably, with project, course and others of this nature specifically referring to the project in whole, or all the sessions. When speaking of sessions though, the author is referring explicitly to one of the individual sessions - initially proposed as one 6 in total.
This project has very specific aims:
· Increase the base level of knowledge of politics in the UK
· Increase awareness of democratic processes and civic responsibilities
· Increase the propensity of young adults to engage with civic responsibilities and democratic processes
It is intended that by meeting these aims in full, a more politically aware, and civically engaged populous can be formed. A more informed population leads to a more informed electorate, and as such enables the population to better engage with the politics that affect them most. As stated in the needs assessment (Appendix A) it is often the communities who require civic representation the most, who suffer from social immobility. It is hoped that with greater education, more people will be empowered to become involved with their community, aiding through a variety of means, such as volunteering and activism (regardless of political orientation). To take the words of President Obama, it is necessary to inspire the next group of leaders, to sow the seeds of possibility for others to do more (My Next Guest Needs No Introduction: With David Letterman, 2018). It is a necessity for us to enable our young adults to do better than we have.
One must be incredibly careful when seeking to entwine education and politics, for to do so places one at risk of perjuring the status of education as a key principle of democracy. One must ensure that by engaging young people, through their education, in politics, one does not seek to do so in a partisan manner. In short, the style of education cannot be political, nor the content, motivation or means. It must be done from a stance of increasing equality, accountability and civic awareness/responsibility. Only through an embodiment of these values would it be reasonable to engage in politically charged discussion with learners, inside of education. One should also draw attention to the expected vector of discussions intended within this project; the teachers. As members of society they too have a responsibility for political engagement; but must deliver content in a form that is not left or right leaning, nor centrist or progressive. It is not the responsibility in terms of this proposal for teachers to tell learners how they should vote, but equip them with the knowledge to determine this for themselves. Emphasis has been placed upon this, and the author finds themselves in agreement with the thoughts of Robinson (Turner, 2017); that schools, as well as teachers, must either be ‘totally apolitical’, or ‘transparent of their views’, offering only knowledge to their learners. This is one of the finer challenges associated with this project, and ultimately if not handled correctly, could prove harmful to learners.
Citizenship is already a constituent of the KS3 and KS4 curriculum, designed to ‘provide pupils with knowledge, skills and understanding to prepare them to play a full and active part in society’ (Department for Education, 2014, p.82). Furthermore, the national curriculum aims to ensure that all students are able to develop a good knowledge and understanding of how the UK is governed, the political system as well as how citizens actively participate in the democracy (ibid). This project closely aligns itself with these goals, and would actively contribute to the accomplishment of them, within a specific sector of young adults. As the needs assessment shows it is necessary for such topics to be explicitly included within a young adults’ education, however, despite this, it could be argued that the current provision for civic education is not adequate. Stakeholder groups such as the British Youth Council (BYC) specifically advocate for increased provision in this area, as this is what young adults are ultimately asking for (BYC, 2018).
Due to the area this project is concerned with, there is a very specific age range associated with the intended participants; year 12 and 13 students, initially in a school attached sixth form centre. Initially this project will be targeted in England only. This is in part due to the authors unfamiliarity with the workings and finer points of the various devolved governments, and would require significant guidance from partners and stakeholders when devising an amended structure to the course of sessions. The author acknowledges that it is just as important for learners in these locations to attain the wider knowledge associated with the UK level of governance, as well as devolved issues and responsibilities. However, increased importance of value would be necessary for those living under devolved governments.
In taking the initial step of limiting to England, one must also recognise that the potential benefits of this project are not specific to a geographical area, but are present across the nation. Having acknowledged this though, one would seek to begin this project in areas of low social mobility, as identified by the social mobility commission in the State of the Nation report 2017 (Social Mobility Commission, 2017, p.15-16). It ranks South Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire in the bottom twenty local authorities for social mobility (ibid), and as such both would prove to be well within the logistical range of support for the author, if intended to act in a supporting capacity for the project. The table of social mobility cold spots as identified within the State of the Nation Report (ibid) is attached as Appendix B, so that the reader may identify with other areas where this project would have significance. 
 By making use of the existing structures of delivery, i.e. teachers, and folding this program inside of existing structures, it significantly reduces the logistics needed for the project. There is no need for the training of specific individuals, able to deliver content to the end participants. Instead, the proposed solution is to deliver content through an online portal to teachers. It would be free to access, and available to the public. There would also be further public facing resources at the website, aiming to provide a hub of information to young adults in an easy to access format. By distributing materials in this method, it allows information to be updated regularly, and with minimal cost for the project. It would require a person to collate the information, this information to then be vetted by an ‘editor’ (a person in practice who has been appointed in cooperation with stakeholders to ensure the validity of information provided). The target group in the initial phase could be expanded upon after the system has been tested, and ensured to work correctly, but also efficiently. Once this has been done, it would be possible for the project to be scaled up to a scheme across the wider local authority, academy chain, or directly through government (if feasible, note the discussion further into this proposal regarding political climate). 
Further expansion of the project to a scheme would require the materials and delivery mechanisms to be applicable across a variety of settings, not just sixth forms. Colleges, apprenticeship education centres and many other types of institutions would have to be allowed for, and accounted for in the planning of the sessions. This is necessary as different types of institutions have different conventions, in terms of student-staff interaction. For example, it may prove more appropriate in colleges to involve the students’ union, making use of personal experience during discussions. This is an area of unfamiliarity for the author, and so would require assistance from other experienced individuals. This would represent a significant investment of both time, and likely money. As such, such a step should be reserved until a working format has been established. The aims of the project and sessions would remain identical across all settings.
A significant issue that the project must be wary of is the additional workload that this project places upon existing teaching staff. Educators already have wide-reaching, and sometimes excessive, demands placed upon their limited time and resources. It must be ensured that no undue strain or stress is placed upon educators, as the delivery mechanism, as a result of conducting this project. Similar projects working to increase social mobility, such as the opportunity areas program, have been highlighted as ‘overloading’ schools and the teachers who work there (George, 2018). This is another reason for which a phased roll out would be of value, as this would give the opportunity to fine tune the delivery mechanism, as well as support facilities for educators.
The specific methodology envisaged for this project makes use of a classical educational tool; the Socratic method. Reis (2003) defines the Socratic method as ‘not “teaching” in the conventional sense of the word’, but rather an active enquiry where the ‘educator’ does not possess all of the knowledge. It is an approach that is highly effective in encouraging learners to take charge of their own progress, developing critical thinking skills. It is most useful in not attaining facts, but demonstrating and exploring the complexity of issues at hand (Sanford, 2003); something that would be of unquestionable value when examining politics. Engaging in a debate amongst peers with the teacher acting in the role of speaker, ensures that the information used, and statements made are proper and correct, as well as sufficient rebuttals made in response. In essence the format used to deliver the sessions is designed to engage learners in something very similar to the democratic process; comparisons will be drawn at the end of the first debate between what they have experienced, and normal proceedings in the House of Commons. Debate is central to how democracies across the world ensure that the government, as well as decisions made by elected officials, are accountable. The reasoning for this returns to points previously made that it is not reasonable for people who have never experienced democratic processes, to hold them with value and esteem. If democratic processes hold no value for an individual, then it is not likely for that person to be engaged with them. A further result of engaging with the Socratic method is that students are no longer treated as receivers of information, but as constituents to the learning environment - they are treated much more like the young adults that they are soon to become.
The course being proposed consists of 6 individual, hour long sessions, scheduled every week. This is done so that a full course can fit inside of most half terms. The ideal number of students to participate within a session is 20, however this can be flexible depending upon the scheduling requirements of schools, as well as teacher ability. By nature, the sessions require minimal preparation on the part of the educator, and as such would present an opportunity for senior leadership within the school to partake in discussions and learning with students. These decisions would ultimately be left to the discretion of the school though, with no requirements being stated by the project.
 The first session consists of a basic introduction to what it is that the sessions are about, what they aim to achieve and how we intend on achieving them. The Socratic method will be introduced, as well as how the debate structure will work. At the end of each session, all learners are encouraged to continue their learning experience by researching topics that have entered the debate. If an unsatisfactory answer was given, or an unsatisfactory result reached during the debate, then learners are encouraged to bring information to deliberate on at the next session. Each session will include a small review of previous weeks, including any new information that students wish to bring to the discussion.
Session 1: Democracy
· Initial questionnaire to gauge base level of subject knowledge.
· What Democracy is; define it, examine where has it. Examine how the UK came to be democratic. Encouraged to ask “why?” from the start, and if no answer is available, to go and find it.
· Initial introduction to democratic processes (e.g. elections). Specific regard given to the British Youth Council.
· Alternative forms of governance; monarchies, dictatorships, oligarchies.
· Examine how the alternative forms of governance work, what processes run that type of governance.
· Split the group; half is to argue that democracy is the best form of governance, the other half is to argue for alternative means. 
· Groups then swap, so that both sides can experience it from either viewpoint.
Session 2: The main political parties in the UK
· Labour
· History, historical voter base, historical stances.
· Roots of the Labour party
· New Labour,
· Education
· Wars
· The current Labour Party
· Modern, up to date break down of current politics with the party. 
· E.g. Corbyn, NEC elections, recent news stories
· The Conservatives
· History, historical voter base, historical stances
· Roots of the Conservatives
· The Conservative party in recent years, coalition government
· Current conservative party
· Key policy stances
· Elections and News stories

Session 3: Minor Political Parties
· Liberal Democrats
· Coalition government, history, principles and recent developments.
· Greens
· History, principles and recent developments.
· Scottish National Party
· History, principles and recent developments.
· United Kingdom Independence Party
· History, principles and recent developments.
· Other Minor Parties not specifically mentioned
Session 4: Devolved Governments
· Welsh Assembly
· Current status, what matters of governance they have power over. Divergence between UK government and this devolved government.
· Associated devolved political parties.
· Scottish Parliament
· Current status, what matters of governance they have power over. Divergence between UK government and this devolved government.
· Associated devolved political parties.
· Northern Ireland Assembly
· Current status, what matters of governance they have power over. Divergence between UK government and this devolved government.
· Associated devolved political parties, and recent developments for them.
· No devolved government for England
· What are the implications of this? Is it fair? Challenge students to justify why there should or should not be any devolved powers for England
Session 5: Community Action
· Volunteering, widespread information of why it is important to both the student and the local community.
· How to get involved with organisations, both locally and nationally.
· Activism, Protesting etc.
· Communicating with MP for your area, or local councillors.



Session 6: Debate
· Large debate amongst peers, set either confrontationally between two (or more) opposing sides, or in a constructive, Socratic way.
· A final review debate of key policy beliefs held by the main UK political parties.
· Debate upon why we as citizens should engage with politics and our civic responsibilities.
· Application of arguments used in debate, to elsewhere in the world. 
· Questionnaire aimed at obtaining information on how useful the course has been for participants in increasing their base knowledge, as well as their propensity to participate in civic duties.
Ultimately the value that this project brings to young adults is not something that can easily be quantified, and as such assessing the effectiveness and outcomes is largely not possible in terms of political engagement. There are many factors, complex and simple that critically affect the level of civic engagement within the electorate; this is not something that can be addressed. Measuring the impact of this project in terms of voter turnout is also not realistically possible, because of how polling is handled in the UK. This is not to say this must change, that would be unrealistic, and far beyond the scope of the project. To ascertain the effectiveness of the project it would be necessary to establish a baseline at the start of the course for students’ knowledge and confidence surrounding politics, its processes and civic duty. This could be done in the form of a basic questionnaire using several scales based questions; specifically, what is their (the student participants) knowledge of the political parties in the UK is, how voting works, what elections are (both local and general). As well as this there will be more philosophical points of enquiry; such as why should we vote, how democracy works, and why taking part in democratic processes is important. By engaging in this type of data gathering at the start of the project it allows participants to be very clear in the type of course that it is; it is not a typical ‘this is the content and you need to learn it’ affair. 
Finally, it would be remiss of the author to not make note of the political climate when seeking to implement a project of this nature. Young people overwhelmingly voted Labour in the 2017 general election (Ipsos MORI, 2017), and as such it is likely that by increasing the civic engagement of young people, one would increase the number of people likely to vote Labour. To the author, engaging in the project for this to be a desired outcome would be unethical, and does not reflect the true value the project is attempting to bring. To take the project down this route would be making it political, something that has been explicitly stated is not within the parameters of the project. It does bear relevance to sources of funding though, as to attempt to source funding or support from central government with the above discussed factors in operation, may not be in the best interests of the project. While this may seem cynical in nature, it would perhaps be preferable to source support from youth advocacy agencies, such as the National Citizen Service and the Youth Parliament first. From here it would be possible to apply for National Lottery funding, through several agencies, to run a potential pilot of the project, before proposing a more widespread rollout. The NCS also offer opportunities of sponsorship for projects, however funding through this is hard to achieve, and applications are currently closed. Even if it is not possible to source financial support from this organisation, the wide range of experience the organisation has in this field is invaluable. As such it would be strategic to attempt to work with the organisation, and others of a similar nature, in a stakeholder capacity.
In review it would be the argument of the author that it is not the cost of such a project that should be weighed up, but rather the cost of inaction with this project. There has been a clearly identified need for civic education and engagement, as well as clear evidence that current provision is inadequate (Appendix A). Whilst there are aspects to this project that are not yet finalised, they are reliant upon the eventual apparatus that a working project, strategic partners and environmental context would provide. 
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Appendix A: Needs Assessment
Cope, A. (2018) Political Engagement: Or Lack Thereof. 
In 1930 Roosevelt (1930) stated that the purpose of an education system in a democracy is to produce citizens - it is this belief that education can give people the knowledge to determine society for themselves. Education in the UK is innately political, and as will be highlighted in this report, it is often used as just another chip on the political poker table. It is this manipulation of education that politicians and society should be held accountable for. With a base knowledge and understanding of politics and political processes, it might prove beneficial in improving political engagement in the 18-24 demography. This category for many elections has suffered with the lowest turnout for several general elections (Henn and Foard, 2011) leading to the attitude amongst political commentators, as well as the public - through the media, that young people do not vote in great enough numbers to have a substantive effect on the outcome of an election (Williams, 2017). 
Equality of opportunity is a concept that is embodied within most western societies; it is often the mark of a society that seeks to further itself based on the merits of the individual - ‘an opposition to caste hierarchy’, but an acknowledgement that ‘hierarchy per se must exist’ (Arneson, 2015). Social mobility is a key factor to this ideological endeavour, with it being a cornerstone issue of domestic social development policy in the UK. The latest state of the nation report (Social Mobility Commission, 2017) highlights that social mobility is a ‘lottery’ in the UK, based largely upon where one lives. It draws stark concern and issues warnings for many communities across the country. In short it states that as a country we are failing to address this issue sufficiently; that the elected government of this country is not performing their duties as such. However, this brings to light a greater issue, one perhaps best explained through a metaphor. If something is wrong with a baby they cannot tell you what it is, they can cry to tell you something is wrong, but they cannot explicitly express it - we must ascertain what the issue is. An adult, young or old, can; they have developed the language to communicate with others, to explain the issue. If someone does not have the understanding, or vocabulary to engage with politics, how can they be expected to properly communicate in this medium? Principally, this would mean that to many, the education system is not accountable; government is not accountable. Learners are always told to invest in their education, yet they should also be afforded the opportunities to invest into society. The education system is innately political, no longer the realm of the expert, but of ‘ministerial whims’ designed to serve the government and elected officials of the moment (Coughlan, 2015, para.4).
The ‘social mobility coldspots’ show progression to university of around 14 per cent, however the highest percentage of progression to university is only 27 per cent in the most mobile areas (Social Mobility Commission, 2017, p.v). This indicates a serious issue concerning development of political awareness and ability to engage in discourse for young adults. The United Nations Development Programme (2013, p.1) recognises that many young adults engage with the political process through university. The Department for Business Innovation and Skills (2013, p.11) agrees with this assessment; stating that graduates are more likely to vote and participate in the more formal political processes. Specifically: ‘gaining a degree appears to be a powerful antidote to political cynicism’ (ibid). However, this ‘antidote’ is being received by fewer and fewer people, as new figures suggest that the number of people applying to university is decreasing (Sellgrenm, 2017). The data to compare the number of people entering university education, to those becoming of eligible age to vote is not available - however, over the last three years, the number of school leavers registering to vote has decreased by more than a quarter (Pells, 2017). Many of the areas with declining numbers of voter registration share characteristics of communities identified by the Social Mobility Commission. This would suggest that more and more people are becoming disengaged with politics, and civic responsibility, before they can be reengaged. Arguably it is the communities that need civic engagement the most, who are suffering.
Elenbaas and de Vreese (2008, pp.552-3) argue that in western, democratic society, the young adult voters are susceptible to persuasion and change - more importantly though, they argue this means many young voters do not have well-formed views of politics, or political processes. This results in ‘young publics’ entering a spiral of cynicism and apathy, as a result of ‘strategic news coverage’ (ibid). If the manner with which many elections are covered by the media results in apathy on the part of young voters, then this is surely a constituting factor in the greater issue of political disengagement. 
One method of addressing this issue would be to stop the strategic news coverage; however, this would contradict the deeply engrained values of the society within which we live. Freedom of the press is embedded within UK society; when it as a medium is handled correctly - it is a method for which people, institutions and government can be held accountable, an increasing need in the modern democracy (Soo, 2014). It is a forum of communication; stopping this communication in certain ways, to many, would run counter to the principles of a just society, and does nothing for meeting a greater need. There would be another way to challenge this issue though; education. An informative programme designed to challenge specific beliefs of politics and political processes, in addition to a base knowledge of the political landscape of society, has the potential to yield an informed person. An informed society, and by result an informed electorate would perhaps be more able to filter through the strategic presentation of news, without averting the values of society that democracy is intended to embody. Gibb (Department for Education, 2015) recognises that the ‘foundation of our culture’ and therefore our society, is education. As Şanlı and Altun (2015, pp.4) state, it is the ‘duty of schools to make students grasp democratic values’, that for students to understand democracy, and the politics of it, one must experience it. Democracy and its politics cannot be held as an existential concept that students do not experience, as this results in them having no expectation of experiencing it in society. 
Returning to the point of cynicism; many young adults who have entered higher education, both past and present, now bear the financial weight of significant student loans. These loans were introduced in a somewhat controversial manner that has resulted in a cynical distrust towards many politicians. To take the thoughts of the author, who has experienced the results of Nick Clegg’s ‘backtrack’, one would not trust the man, as far as one could throw him; in truth, this is a reflective opinion towards many politicians. These views have been confounded though by a further betrayal of students, with the 2015 budget again backtracking on promises to students (Ali, 2015). To say that many young adults think politicians are untrustworthy would perhaps be an understatement; they topped a poll of professions as the least trustworthy (Blewett, 2016). One could suggest that to stand apart from this stereotypical belief of politicians, one would have to be a markedly different type of politician - simply, they would have to stand out from the crowd. In the general election of 2017 one candidate arguably did stand out (but this is not of contention within this paper), because 64 per cent of 18-24 aged voters turned out - the highest for 25 years (Kentish, 2017). In contrast the 2001 general election had a turnout of only 39 per cent (Henn and Foard, 2011, p.1). Young voters are currently engaged in politics; they are talking about it, debating it, and ultimately voting. To capitalise on this momentum could enable learners in schools, as well as school leavers, to engage with the young voting demographic (18-24). This could provide a soundboard for discussions on a greater scale, ensuring that young adults understand the impact politics has on their lives. In addition to the points mentioned previously, political awareness is becoming a necessity in career progression, especially in the state sector, as managers are increasingly required to understand the ramifications of political decisions upon their working environment (Dudman, 2007). 
To educate someone is to empower them, the concept is used from nursing (Hawks, 1992) to equality in the developing world (UNFPA, 2004); more importantly though, it is a concept that has transcended civilizations. To do a ‘job’ properly one must first possess the knowledge of how to do it - this is something we should is a common principle. LADDER is a project to engage citizen participation across local authorities in the EU, they identify that it is the ‘job’, but more so the duty, of citizens to engage in their society, and its governance (Shakaia, 2016). For people to be enabled to partake in this responsibility, they must know how, but also understand why. In the latest Hansard Society Audit around 35 per cent of respondents reported to have a ‘fair’ knowledge of politics (Parliament. House of Commons, 2017, p.12). For the education system to become the pivotal method of delivering a fairer society as Gibb (DfE, 2015) envisions, it must address the needs of civic responsibly.







Appendix B: State of the Nation Report 2017. Social Mobility Cold Spots table. Pages 15-16.
Social Mobility Commission, (2017) State of the Nation 2017: Social Mobility in Great Britain. London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office. [Online]. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/662744/State_of_the_Nation_2017_-_Social_Mobility_in_Great_Britain.pdf (Accessed 07/01/18)
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Chapter 1: Key Findings

Table 1.1: The best and worst performers against all social mobility indicators

Hotspots Coldspots
Local authority Local authority
area area
1 Westminster London 1 West Somerset South West
2 Kensington and London 2 Newark and East Midlands
Chelsea Sherwood
3 Tower Hamlets London 3 Weymouth and South West
Portland
4 Wandsworth London 4 Corby East Midlands
B Hackney London 5 Carlisle North West
6 Redbridge London 6 Allerdale North West
7 Islington London 7 Wellingborough East Midlands
8 Hammersmith and | London 8 Ashfield East Midlands
Fulham
9 Barnet London 9 Derby East Midlands
10 Ealing London 10 Mansfield East Midlands
11 Greenwich London 11 Waveney East of England
12 Newham London 12 Blackpool North West
13 Southwark London 13 Nottingham East Midlands
14 East Hertfordshire | East of England 14 South Derbyshire | East Midlands
15 Camden London 15 Wychavon West Midlands
16 Hounslow London 16 North East Yorkshire and The
Lincolnshire Humber
17 Lambeth London 17 Fenland East of England
18 Epsom and Ewell | South East 18 North West Midlands
Warwickshire
19 Waltham Forest London 19 East East Midlands
Northamptonshire
20 Uttlesford East of England 20 Hinckley and East Midlands
Bosworth
21 Kingston upon London 21 Crawley South East
Thames
22 Harrow London 22 Forest of Dean South West
23 Sutton London 23 Amber Valley East Midlands
24 Trafford North West 24 Kettering East Midlands
25 Elmbridge South East 25 Breckland East of England
26 Surrey Heath South East 26 Hastings South East
27 Broxbourne East of England 27 Doncaster Yorkshire and The
Humber
28 Bromley London 28 King’s Lynn and East of England
West Norfolk
29 North Kesteven East Midlands 29 Nuneaton and West Midlands
Bedworth
30 Brent London 30 Scarborough Yorkshire and The
Humber
31 Richmond upon London 31 Norwich East of England
Thames
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State of the Nation 2017: Social Mobility in Great Britain

Hotspots Coldspots
Local authority Rank Local authority
area (worst) | area
32 Craven Yorkshire and The | 32 Great Yarmouth East of England
Humber
33 Lewisham London 33 Wakefield Yorkshire and
The Humber
34 Haringey London 34 Barnsley Yorkshire and
The Humber
35 Fareham South East 35 Northampton East Midlands
36 Brentwood East of England 36 Leicester East Midlands
37 Woking South East 37 Northumberland North East
38 St Albans East of England 38 Chichester South East
39 Chorley North West 39 Bolsover East Midlands
40 Croydon London 40 Chesterfield East Midlands
41 Merton London 41 Broxtowe East Midlands
42 Rushcliffe East Midlands 42 Torridge South West
43 Stroud South West 43 Gloucester South West
44 Welwyn Hatfield East of England 44 Tamworth West Midlands
45 Slough South East 45 Barrow-in-Furness | North West
46 Reigate and South East 46 Gosport South East
Banstead
47 Bexley London 47 Erewash East Midlands
48 Bromsgrove West Midlands 48 Worcester West Midlands
49 South Hams South West 49 Walsall West Midlands
50 Lichfield West Midlands 50 Thanet South East
51 Dartford South East 51 Liverpool North West
52 Mole Valley South East 52 Wyre Forest West Midlands
53 Enfield London 53 Gedling East Midlands
54 Fylde North West 54 Herefordshire, West Midlands
County of
55 Windsor and South East 55 Babergh East of England
Maidenhead
56 Chiltern South East 56 Sandwell West Midlands
57 Tandridge South East 57 Cotswold South West
58 Tonbridge and South East 58 Arun South East
Malling
59 Solihull West Midlands 59 Bassetlaw East Midlands
60 Runnymede South East 60 West Berkshire South East
61 Hertsmere East of England 61 Forest Heath East of England
62 Maldon East of England 62 North Norfolk East of England
63 Southend-on-Sea | East of England 63 Dudley West Midlands
64 East Hampshire South East 64 Ipswich East of England
65 Hart South East 65 Cannock Chase West Midlands







