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Local Government Commission for England

1 September 1998

Dear Secretary of State
On 2 September 1997 the Commission commenced a periodic electoral review of the borough of Waverley
under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in February 1998 and
undertook a nine-week period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have confirmed our
draft recommendations, subject to two changes to ward names in the light of comments received (see
paragraph 133). This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to electoral arrangements in
Waverley.
We recommend that Waverley Borough Council should be served by 57 councillors representing 29 wards,
and that changes should be made to ward boundaries in order to improve electoral equality, having regard to
the statutory criteria. We recommend that the Council should continue to hold whole-council elections.
We note that you have now set out in the White Paper Modern Local Government - In Touch with the People
(Cm 4014, HMSO), legislative proposals for a number of changes to local authority electoral arrangements.
However, until such time as that new legislation is in place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.
I would like to thank members and officers of the Borough Council and other local people who have
contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much appreciated by
Commissioners and staff.
Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of Waverley on
2 September 1997. We published our draft
recommendations for electoral arrangements on
17 February 1998, after which we undertook a
nine-week period of consultation.
●

●

in 18 of the 28 wards the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by
more than 10 per cent from the average for
the borough, and seven wards vary by more
than 20 per cent from the average;
by 2002 electoral equality is not expected to
improve, with the number of electors per
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10
per cent from the average in 19 wards, and
by more than 20 per cent in five wards.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figure 1 and paragraph
133) are that:
●

●

●

●

●

This report summarises the representations
we received during consultation on our draft
recommendations, and offers our final
recommendations to the Secretary of State.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements
provide unequal representation of electors in
Waverley:
●

●

Waverley Borough Council should be served
by 57 councillors, the same as at present;
there should be 29 wards, one more than at
present;
the boundaries of 25 of the existing wards
should be modified, while three wards
should retain their existing boundaries;

In all of the wards the number of electors
per councillor would vary by no more than
10 per cent from the borough average.
Improved electoral equality is forecast to
continue, with the number of electors per
councillor in 28 of the 29 wards expected to
vary by no more than 10 per cent from the
average for the borough by 2002. Shamley
Green & Cranleigh North ward would vary
by 12 per cent from the average.

Recommendations are also made for changes to
parish and town council electoral arrangements
which provide for:
●

new warding arrangements for the parishes
of Cranleigh, Ewhurst, Farnham, Godalming,
Haslemere and Witley.
All further correspondence on these
recommendations and the matters discussed
in this report should be addressed to the
Secretary of State for the Environment,
Transport and the Regions, who will
not make an order implementing the
Commission’s recommendations before
12 October 1998:
The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Review
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

elections for the whole Council should
continue to take place every four years.

These recommendations seek to ensure that the
number of electors represented by each borough
councillor is as nearly as possible the same, having
regard to local circumstances.
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Figure 1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

viii

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

1

Alfold,
Cranleigh Rural
& Ellens Green

1

Alfold & Dunsfold ward (part – Alfold
Maps 2 & A2
parish); Cranleigh West ward (part – part
of Cranleigh West ward of Cranleigh parish);
Ewhurst ward (part – part of Ewhurst parish)

2

Blackheath
& Wonersh

1

Unchanged (Wonersh and Blackheath
parish wards of Wonersh parish)

Map 2

3

Bramley,
Busbridge
& Hascombe

2

Bramley ward (Bramley parish); Busbridge,
Hambledon & Hascombe ward (part – the
parishes of Busbridge & Hascombe)

Map 2

4

Chiddingfold
& Dunsfold

2

Alfold & Dunsfold ward (part – Dunsfold
parish); Chiddingfold ward (Chiddingfold
parish)

Map 2

5

Cranleigh East

3

Cranleigh East ward (part – part of
Cranleigh East parish ward of Cranleigh
parish)

Maps 2 & A2

6

Cranleigh West

2

Cranleigh West ward (part – part of
Cranleigh West parish ward of Cranleigh
parish)

Maps 2 & A2

7

Elstead & Thursley

2

Elstead, Peper Harow & Thursley ward
Maps 2 & A4
(the parishes of Elstead, Peper Harow and
Thursley); Witley ward (part – part of
Witley parish ward of Witley parish)

8

Ewhurst

1

Ewhurst ward (part – part of
Ewhurst parish)

Maps 2 & A3

9

Farnham Bourne

2

Farnham Bourne ward (part); Farnham
Waverley ward (part)

Large map

10

Farnham Castle

2

Farnham Castle ward (part); Farnham
Upper Hale ward (part); Farnham
Waverley ward (part)

Large map

11

Farnham College

2

Farnham Bourne ward (part); Farnham
Castle ward (part); Farnham Waverley
ward (part)

Large map

12

Farnham Hale
& Heath End

2

Farnham Hale & Heath End ward (part);
Farnham Weybourne & Badshot Lea ward
(part); Farnham Upper Hale ward (part)

Large map

13

Farnham Monks

2

Farnham Waverley ward (part); Farnham
Upper Hale ward (part)

Large map
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

14

Farnham
Upper Hale

2

Farnham Upper Hale ward (part);
Farnham Castle ward (part)

Large map

15

Farnham
Weybourne
& Badshot Lea

2

Farnham Hale & Heath End ward
(part); Farnham Waverley ward (part);
Farnham Weybourne & Badshot Lea
ward (part)

Large map

16

Farnham
Wrecclesham East
& Boundstone

2

Farnham Bourne ward (part); Farnham
Castle ward (part); Farnham
Wrecclesham & Rowledge ward (part)

Large map

17

Farnham
Wrecclesham West
& Rowledge

2

Farnham Castle ward (part); Farnham
Rowledge & Wrecclesham ward (part)

Large map

18

Frensham,
Dockenfield
& Tilford

2

Unchanged (the parishes of Frensham,
Dockenfield and Tilford)

Map 2

19

Godalming
Binscombe

2

Godalming North ward (part);
Godalming North West ward (part)

Large map

20

Godalming
Central & Ockford

2

Godalming North East & South West
ward (part); Godalming North West
ward (part); Godalming South East
ward (part)

Large map

21

Godalming
Charterhouse

2

Godalming North ward (part);
Godalming North West ward (part)

Large map

22

Godalming
Farncombe
& Catteshall

2

Godalming North ward (part);
Godalming North East & South
West ward (part); Godalming
South East ward (part)

Large map

23

Godalming Holloway

2

Godalming South East ward (part)

Large map

24

Haslemere
Critchmere
& Shottermill

3

Haslemere North & Grayswood ward
(part); Haslemere South ward (part);
Shottermill ward (part)

Large map

25

Haslemere East
& Grayswood

2

Haslemere North & Grayswood ward
(part); Haslemere South ward (part)

Large map

continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

26

Hindhead

3

Hindhead ward (part); Shottermill
ward (part)

Large map

27

Milford

2

Unchanged (Milford parish ward of
Witley parish)

Map 2

28

Shamley Green
& Cranleigh North

1

Cranleigh East ward (part – part of
Cranleigh East parish ward of Cranleigh
parish); Cranleigh West ward (part – part
of Cranleigh West parish ward of
Cranleigh parish); Shamley Green ward
(Shamley Green parish ward of Wonersh
parish)

Maps 2 & A2

29

Witley
& Hambledon

2

Busbridge, Hambledon & Hascombe
ward (part – Hambledon parish); Witley
ward (part – part of Witley parish ward
of Witley parish)

Maps 2 & A4

Notes: 1 The borough of Waverley is entirely parished. Under the current arrangements, the parishes of Farnham, Godalming
and Haslemere are warded along the same lines as the borough wards, and these form the basis of the constituent areas.
2 Map 2 and the maps in Appendix A illustrate the proposed wards outlined above.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for the borough of
Waverley in Surrey. We have now reviewed all the
districts in Surrey as part of our programme of
periodic electoral reviews of all principal local
authority areas in England.

1

In undertaking these reviews, we have had
regard to:

2

●

●

Stage Three began on 17 February 1998 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations on
the Future Electoral Arrangements for Waverley in
Surrey, and ended on 20 April 1998. Comments
were sought on our preliminary conclusions.
Finally, during Stage Four we reconsidered our
draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation and now publish our final
recommendations.

5

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5)
of the Local Government Act 1992;
the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral
Arrangements contained in Schedule 11 to the
Local Government Act 1972.

We have also had regard to our Guidance and
Procedural Advice for Local Authorities and Other
Interested Parties (published in March 1996,
supplemented in September 1996 and updated in
March 1998), which sets out our approach to the
reviews.

3

This review was in four stages. Stage One began
on 2 September 1997, when we wrote to Waverley
Borough Council inviting proposals for future
electoral arrangements. Our letter was copied to
Surrey County Council, Surrey Police Authority,
the local authority associations, Surrey Association
of Parish & Town Councils, parish and town
councils in the borough, Members of Parliament
and the Member of the European Parliament with
constituency interests in the borough, and the
headquarters of the main political parties. At the
start of the review and following publication of our
draft recommendations, we published notices in
the local press, issued a press release and invited the
Borough Council to publicise the review more
widely. The closing date for receipt of
representations was 25 November 1997. At Stage
Two we considered all the representations received
during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.

4
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2. CURRENT ELECTORAL
ARRANGEMENTS

Waverley borough is situated in the south-west
corner of Surrey on the borders of Sussex and
Hampshire. It covers 34,500 hectares with a
population of 113,000. The main towns are
Farnham, Godalming, Haslemere and Cranleigh. A
large part of the borough is rural, interspersed with
villages, and designated as green belt or an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. The borough is
entirely parished, comprising 20 parishes.

6

To compare levels of electoral inequality
between wards, we calculated the extent to which
the number of electors per councillor in each ward
(the councillor:elector ratio) varies from the
average for the borough in percentage terms. In the
report, this calculation may also be described as
‘electoral variance’.

7

The electorate of the borough (February 1997)
is 90,854. The Council presently has 57 councillors
who are elected from 28 wards, 15 of which are
urban and 13 primarily rural, including Cranleigh
as detailed in Map 1 and Figure 2. Seven of the 28
wards are each represented by three councillors, 15
wards elect two councillors each, while the
remaining six are single-member wards. The whole
Council is elected every four years.

8

Since the last electoral review, there has been an
increase in the electorate in Waverley, with around
9 per cent more electors than two decades ago.

9

At present, each councillor represents an
average of 1,594 electors, which the Borough
Council forecasts would decrease to 1,569 by the
year 2002 if the present number of councillors is
maintained. However, due to demographic and
other changes over the past two decades, the
number of electors per councillor in 18 of the 28
wards varies by more than 10 per cent from the
borough average and in seven wards by more than
20 per cent. The worst imbalance is in
Chiddingfold ward where the councillor represents
38 per cent more electors than the borough
average.

10
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Map 1:

Existing Wards in Waverley
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Figure 2:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Alfold
& Dunsfold

1

1,642

1,642

3

1,642

1,642

5

2 Blackheath
& Wonersh

1

1,522

1,522

-5

1,472

1,472

-6

3 Bramley

2

2,513

1,257

-21

2,413

1,207

-23

4 Busbridge,
Hambledon
& Hascombe

1

1,435

1,435

-10

1,435

1,435

-9

5 Chiddingfold

1

2,203

2,203

38

2,203

2,203

40

6 Cranleigh East

3

5,256

1,752

10

5,206

1,734

11

7 Cranleigh West

2

3,898

1,949

22

3,748

1,874

19

8 Elstead, Peper
Harow & Thursley

2

2,613

1,307

-18

2,563

1,282

-18

9 Ewhurst

1

1,881

1,881

18

1,831

1,831

17

10 Farnham Bourne

3

4,802

1,601

0

4,602

1,534

-2

11 Farnham Castle

3

4,945

1,648

3

4,845

1,615

3

12 Farnham Hale
& Heath End

2

2,528

1,264

-21

2,528

1,264

-19

13 Farnham Rowledge
& Wrecclesham

3

5,781

1,927

21

5,881

1,960

25

14 Farnham
Upper Hale

2

3,963

1,847

16

3,743

1,872

19

15 Farnham Waverley

3

4,168

1,389

-13

4,118

1,373

-13

16 Farnham
Weybourne
& Badshot Lea

2

3,575

1,788

12

3,525

1,763

12

17 Frensham,
Dockenfield
& Tilford

2

3,068

1,534

-4

2,918

1,459

-7

continued overleaf
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Figure 2 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

18 Godalming North

2

2,553

1,277

-20

2,553

1,277

-19

19 Godalming
North East
& South West

3

4,379

1,460

-8

4,229

1,410

-10

20 Godalming
North West

2

4,078

2,036

28

3,978

1,989

27

21 Godalming
South East

3

5,301

1,767

11

5,401

1,800

15

22 Haslemere North
& Grayswood

2

2,692

1,346

-16

2,592

1,296

-17

23 Haslemere South

2

3,110

1,555

-2

2,960

1,480

-6

24 Hindhead

2

2,688

1,344

-16

2,688

1,344

-14

25 Milford

2

3,027

1,514

-5

2,977

1,489

-5

26 Shamley Green

1

1,193

1,193

-25

1,143

1,143

-27

27 Shottermill

2

3,561

1,781

12

3,561

1,781

13

28 Witley

2

2,749

1,375

-14

2,699

1,350

-14

Totals

57

90,854

-

-

89,454

1,005

-

Averages

-

-

1,594

-

1,569

-

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Waverley Borough Council’s submission.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. For example, in
1997, electors in Shamley Green ward were relatively over-represented by 25 per cent, while electors in Chiddingfold ward
were relatively under-represented by 38 per cent. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

During Stage One we received representations
from Waverley Borough Council, the Conservative
Group on the Borough Council, the South West
Surrey Liberal Democrats, eight parish and town
councils and seven borough councillors. In the
light of these representations and evidence available
to us, we reached preliminary conclusions which
were set out in our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for Waverley in
Surrey. Our proposals were based predominantly
on the Borough Council’s scheme, with two minor
amendments, one in Godalming and one in the
Cranleigh area. Overall, we proposed that:

11

(a)

Waverley Borough Council should be served by
57 councillors representing 29 wards;

(b)

the boundaries of all wards in the towns of
Farnham, Godalming and Haslemere should be
modified;

(c)

the boundaries of 10 of the existing 13 wards
outside the three towns should be modified,
with no change to three wards.

Draft Recommendation
Waverley Borough Council should comprise
57 councillors, serving 29 wards. The whole
Council should continue to be elected
together every four years.
Our proposals would have resulted in
significant improvements in electoral equality, with
the number of electors per councillor in all of the
wards varying by no more than 10 per cent from
the borough average. By 2002 only one ward,
Cranleigh North & Shamley Green, was forecast to
vary by more than 10 per cent from the average.

12
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, 60 representations were
received. A list of all respondents is available on
request from the Commission.

13

Waverley Borough Council
The Borough Council supported our draft
recommendations in their entirety. The Council,
however, expressed concern that the statutory order
implementing any new arrangements may not be
made in time for the next elections in May 1999.

14

Waverley Borough Council
Conservative Group
The Conservative Group on the Borough
Council stated that it was “disappointed” that none
of its proposals had formed part of the draft
recommendations. The Group stated that the
proposed configuration of nine wards in Farnham
“would result in a number of very artificial
boundaries”. In particular, it opposed what it
described as the “dismembering of the old Bourne
ward” in the town, and argued that the new
College ward, which would incorporate part of the
existing Bourne ward, does not reflect community
identity.

15

In Haslemere, the Group continued to support
four two-member wards, as it did at Stage One,
and supported the arguments outlined in
Councillor Mugford’s submission (detailed later).
In the east of the borough, the Group objected to
our draft recommendations, particularly in the
Chiddingfold, Cranleigh and Ewhurst areas.
Despite the high electoral imbalances in
Chiddingfold and Ewhurst wards under the current
arrangements, it considered that this should be
allowed to continue as there is local support for it.
The Group argued that no change in those areas
would also allow the remainder of the
Conservatives’ proposals to “fall into place”. The
Group reiterated its Stage One proposals for the
rural areas, including Cranleigh.

16
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South West Surrey Liberal
Democrats
South West Surrey Liberal Democrats supported
our proposals for the continuation of a council of 57
members and whole-council elections, and
submitted comments on the proposed wards that fall
within their “constitutional jurisdiction”. They
welcomed the proposals for the towns of Farnham,
Godalming and Haslemere, subject to a minor
boundary change in Haslemere which they stated
would reflect more accurately the electorate figures
included in our consultation report. The Liberal
Democrats also restated their Stage One proposal
for the boundary between the Haslemere parish
wards of Critchmere and Shottermill to achieve
equal representation in the wards.

17

In the more rural areas, the Liberal Democrats
supported
the
majority
of
our
draft
recommendations, except as they affect Witley
parish. The Liberal Democrats also considered that
it is unnecessary to prefix the names of wards in the
towns of Farnham, Godalming and Haslemere
with the name of the respective town.

18

South West Surrey Labour
Party
South West Surrey Labour Party opposed the
draft recommendation for a two-member Central
& Ockford ward in Godalming. It considered that
two single-member wards to cover this area would
better reflect local communities.

19

Guildford Conservative
Association
Guildford Conservative Association stated that
it was “disappointed that the Commission has
decided to adopt the Council’s purely numerical
proposals” and considered that parish boundaries
“have been violated”. In particular, the Association
objected to the proposals for the Bramley and

20
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9

Cranleigh Rural areas as both would cross
parliamentary boundaries which, it argued, would
cause “great confusion for the electorate as well as
all the political parties”. It also considered that the
total number of borough councillors should be
reduced to 45.

been achieved at the expense of rural communities.
The Parish Council also submitted an alternative
distribution of parish councillors between the three
proposed parish wards of Milford, Witley East and
Witley West.
Cranleigh Parish Council opposed the proposals
for the Cranleigh area, arguing that they did not
take into account community ties. It reiterated its
Stage One submission for two borough wards
covering the whole of Cranleigh parish. The Parish
Council also expressed concern at the unequal level
of representation at parish level proposed in the
draft recommendations.

26

Parish and Town Councils
Representations were received from three town
councils, six parish councils and Surrey County
Association of Parish and Town Councils.

21

Godalming Town Council objected to our draft
recommendation for a two-member Central &
Ockford ward, instead supporting its Stage One
proposal for two single-member wards in the area.
The Town Council supported the proposed
reduction in the number of town councillors from
24 to 20. Farnham Town Council and Haslemere
Town Council both endorsed the draft
recommendations.

22

Bramley Parish Council accepted the proposals
for its area, but stated that its preference was for the
continuation of the existing arrangements.
Chiddingfold Parish Council objected to the
proposal to create a ward comprising the parishes
of Chiddingfold and Dunsfold, arguing that there
is “no great similarity between Chiddingfold and
Dunsfold beyond both being rural areas”.
However, it considered that, if change is necessary
to address the electoral imbalance, Chiddingfold
parish could be combined with Hambledon parish
to form a two-member Chiddingfold &
Hambledon ward.

23

Surrey County Association of Parish and Town
Councils urged the Commission to take into
account the views expressed by parish and town
councils. The Association considered that, in
reviews of the Surrey districts, there are several areas
where “too much has been made of the number of
electors and too little of local links and ties”.
Regarding the review of Waverley borough, the
Association stated that it is “particularly concerned
about the proposal to divide Cranleigh parish”.

27

Other Representations
We received representations from eight
borough councillors, one county councillor, three
parish or town councillors, the Chairman of
Godalming & District Labour Party who wrote on
its behalf, Shamley Green Village Society,
Haslemere & District Chamber of Trade &
Commerce and 30 local residents.

28

Councillor Ellis, member for Cranleigh West
ward and a Cranleigh parish councillor, opposed
our draft recommendations for the Cranleigh area
and put forward alternative proposals which would
retain the existing wards of Alfold & Dunsfold and
Ewhurst, and modify the boundary between
Cranleigh East and Cranleigh West wards,
retaining their external boundaries. His proposals
included a two-member Chiddingfold, Hambledon
& Hascombe ward; the parishes of Bramley,
Busbridge, Shamley Green and Wonersh would be
served by four councillors; a three-member
Milford, Elstead & Peper Harow ward; and a twomember Witley & Thursley ward. In this
configuration, all but one of the wards would have
an electoral variance of less than 10 per cent, with
Ewhurst ward retaining a variance of 18 per cent
above the average. The other wards would have
variances within 10 per cent. He supported our
proposals for the towns of Farnham, Godalming
and Haslemere, and a two-member Frensham,
Dockenfield & Tilford ward.

29

Wonersh Parish Council stated that if the draft
recommendation for its area is confirmed, then the
proposed Cranleigh North & Shamley Green ward
should be renamed Shamley Green & Cranleigh
North, as Shamley Green comprises the majority of
residents in the new ward. Ewhurst Parish Council
stated that a local meeting had been held in Ellens
Green and most of those present opposed the
proposal to include the Ellens Green area in a ward
with part of Cranleigh and Alfold to its west. The
Parish Council therefore reiterated its support for
Ewhurst ward being retained on its existing
boundaries.

24

Witley Parish Council accepted the proposals
submitted by the Borough Council, and
subsequently adopted by the Commission, to
include Witley West polling district (Brook and
Sandhills area) in Elstead & Thursley ward. It
recognised that the proposal would achieve better
electoral equality, but added that this may have

25
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A submission from three borough councillors
and two parish councillors – Mr Carter, Ms Jones,
Mr & Mrs Savage and Mr Tresman – representing
Cranleigh, opposed the draft recommendations for
the Cranleigh area. Their alternative proposals
would provide for six councillors serving
Cranleigh, one more than at present, serving either
two three-member wards or three two-member
wards, both within the external boundary of the
parish. They considered that this external boundary
should not be breached in order to achieve electoral
equality across the wider area. They noted that,
under the draft recommendations, the proposed
parish electoral arrangements would result in large
variations in representation between the five parish
wards and submitted alternative proposals for
representation on the Parish Council. However, we
must comply with Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972 which states that a parish
ward must lie wholly within a single ward of the
borough, and cannot therefore consider some of
the Parish Council’s proposals for parish warding
which would not meet this criteria.

two-member ward in Haslemere. He stated that
the draft recommendation for an enlarged
Shottermill ward is likely to “accelerate the
deterioration of the High Street area which is
taking place”. He also opposed the use of
Critchmere as part of our proposed ward name on
historical and community identity grounds.

Councillor Mrs Dixon Henry, member for
Ewhurst ward, stated that at a local meeting,
residents of Ellens Green opposed the draft
recommendation for the area and supported no
change. Councillor Dixon Henry supported this
view, citing the need to maintain the identity of
local communities.

37

30

31

Councillor Dr Povey, member for Waverley East
division, which includes the villages of Cranleigh,
Ellens Green and Shamley Green, opposed our
draft recommendations. He considered that they
did not take account of local communities and the
pattern of the provision of local services, and the
proposed parish warding would not provide an
even balance of representation.

32

Councillor Mrs Mugford, member for
Haslemere South ward, proposed four twomember wards in Haslemere, as proposed by the
Conservative Group, considering that this proposal
would have regard to natural boundaries in the
town and the “complexities of the proper
administration of this market town”. Should the
draft recommendations remain unchanged, she
proposed that the ward covering the town centre,
Haslemere North & Grayswood, should be
renamed to better reflect the area it would cover,
such as Haslemere & Grayswood or Haslemere
Central & Grayswood.

33

Councillor Mackie, member for Haslemere
North & Grayswood ward, objected to the
proposal for two three-member wards and one
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Councillor Mrs Mansley, member for
Haslemere South ward, objected to the draft
recommendations for Haslemere which she
considered would weaken representation of the
town centre. She further stated that the proposals
do not take into account community identity and
that the London to Portsmouth railway line “has
always formed an easily identifiable boundary”.

35

Councillors Mr and Mrs Denningberg,
members for Godalming North East & South West
ward, opposed the proposed a two-member
Godalming Central & Ockford ward, instead
supporting two single-member wards to better
reflect the identity of the two areas.

36

Councillor Wootton, member for Farnham
Castle ward, objected to the proposed increase in
the number of councillors on Farnham Town
Council from 18 to 27, on the grounds that this
level of representation may “bring great confusion
to the electorate” stating that in a three-tier system
of local government it is “important that the
population have an understanding of how it works,
who does what and where it happens.”
A submission from five members on Farnham
Town Council (including Councillors Fawkes and
Monro who also wrote separately) opposed the
proposal to modify the existing three-member
Bourne ward in the town, which they argued
has regard to community interests and has
good electoral equality under the current
arrangements. They considered that the proposed
College ward, which would incorporate part of the
existing Bourne ward, has little regard to
community or natural boundaries. They stated
that the only purpose of the proposed changes was
to provide a pattern of two-member wards. Their
alternative proposal would retain the threemember Bourne ward on its existing boundaries,
and the new College ward “could either be made
a one-member ward or its proposed electorate
be returned to their original wards”. This view
was supported by a local resident. The five
councillors also opposed the proposed increase in
the number of councillors on Farnham Town
Council. Another 11 residents also objected to
the proposed increase in the number of town
councillors.
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The Godalming & District Labour Party asked
the Commission to reconsider the proposed
Godalming Central & Ockford ward since “ the
character of Ockford does not equate with the
other wards in Godalming, and does not balance
between residential and/or industrial use”.

39

Haslemere & District Chamber of Trade &
Commerce supported Councillor Mackie’s views
regarding the Shottermill area, considering the
draft recommendations would reduce the number
of representatives in the Haslemere wards while
increasing the representation in Shottermill. It
stated that “this will cause a further imbalance
between the Shottermill area (Weyhill) and the
already impoverished Town Centre, which must be
corrected”.

40

The Shamley Green Village Society argued that
since 83 per cent of the electors in the proposed
Cranleigh North & Shamley Green ward would be
from the Shamley Green area, the ward should be
renamed “Shamley Green & Cranleigh North”.

41

Eight local residents opposed our draft
recommendations for the Cranleigh area on the
basis that these proposals would divide a
community and ignore local identity. A further
eight residents opposed the proposals for the
Haslemere town and Shottermill areas, reflecting
the views of Councillor Mackie regarding
representation for the town centre. One resident
supported the proposals on community identity
grounds, but suggested changing the name of one
of the proposed new wards to “Haslemere East
and Grayswood” as this would be a more
geographically accurate name.

42

A resident of Guildford objected to the draft
recommendations in general, stating that too much
emphasis had been placed on the councillor:elector
ratio at the expense of the natural communities,
highlighting the different variances for
communities in the neighbouring boroughs of
Guildford and Waverley.

43
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

As indicated previously, our prime objective in
considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Waverley is to achieve electoral
equality, having regard to the statutory criteria set
out in the Local Government Act 1992 and
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972,
which refers to the ratio of electors to councillors
being “as nearly as may be, the same in every ward
of the district or borough”.

44

However, our function is not merely
arithmetical. First, our recommendations are not
intended to be based solely on existing electorate
figures, but also on assumptions as to changes in the
number and distribution of local government electors
likely to take place within the ensuing five years.
Second, we must have regard to the desirability of
fixing identifiable boundaries, and to maintaining
local ties which might otherwise be broken. Third,
we must consider the need to secure effective and
convenient local government, and reflect the interests
and identities of local communities.

45

It is therefore impractical to design an electoral
scheme which provides for exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every ward of
an authority. There must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the
statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum.

46

Our Guidance states that, while we accept that
the achievement of absolute electoral equality for
the authority as a whole is likely to be unattainable,
we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
kept to the minimum, such an objective should be
the starting point in any review. We therefore
strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral
schemes, local authorities and other interested
parties should start from the standpoint of absolute
electoral equality and only then make adjustments
to reflect relevant factors, such as community
identity. Regard must also be had to five-year
forecasts of change in electorates. We will require
particular justification for schemes which result in,
or retain, an imbalance of over 10 per cent in any
ward. Any imbalances of 20 per cent and over
should arise only in the most exceptional of
circumstances, and will require the strongest
justification.
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Electorate Forecasts
During Stage One the Borough Council
submitted electorate forecasts for the period 1997 to
2002, projecting a decrease in the electorate of about
1.5 per cent over the five-year period from 90,854 to
89,454. The Council estimated rates and locations of
housing development with regard to structure and
local plans, the expected rate of building over the
five-year period and assumed occupancy rates.
Advice from the Borough Council on the likely effect
on electorates of ward boundary changes has been
obtained. In our draft recommendations report we
accepted that this was an inexact science and, having
given consideration to projected electorates, were
content that they represented the best estimates that
could reasonably be made at the time.

48

We received no comments on the Council’s
electorate forecasts during Stage Three, and remain
satisfied that they provide the best estimates
presently available.

49

Council Size
Our Guidance indicates that we would normally
expect the number of councillors serving a district
or borough council to be in the range of 30 to 60.

50

Waverley Borough Council is at present served by
57 councillors. The Council did not propose any
change to council size during Stage One. In our draft
recommendations report we considered the size and
distribution of the electorate, the geography and
other characteristics of the area, together with the
representations received. We concluded that the
achievement of electoral equality, having regard to
the statutory criteria, would best be met by a council
of 57 members. In its Stage Three submission, the
Borough Council and the South West Surrey Liberal
Democrats supported the proposed council size and
we have not received any evidence to persuade us to
move away from this view.

51

Electoral Arrangements
At Stage One we received three different
borough-wide schemes from the Borough Council,
the Conservatives and the South West Surrey
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Liberal Democrats. All three schemes would
achieve improved electoral equality, although to
varying degrees, while having regard to the
statutory criteria. The Borough Council proposed
57 councillors representing 30 wards involving
changes to the boundaries of 25 of the 28 existing
wards, with no change to Blackheath & Wonersh
ward, Frensham, Dockenfield & Tilford ward and
Milford ward. The number of wards with an
electoral variance over 10 per cent would reduce
from 18 to zero.
The Conservative Group on the Council
proposed 56 councillors representing 30 wards
with changes to 23 of the existing 28 wards. The
Group’s proposals were supported by both the
Guildford and the South West Surrey Conservative
Associations. In seven of the proposed wards the
number of electors per councillor would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the average. They
proposed that five wards – Alfold & Dunsfold;
Busbridge, Hascombe & Hambledon; Chiddingfold;
Ewhurst; and Frensham, Dockenfield & Tilford –
should remain unchanged.

53

Our draft recommendations were based
predominantly on the Borough Council’s scheme,
which would achieve the best electoral equality
across the whole borough. Our proposals made
two changes to the Council’s scheme to achieve a
better balance of the need to secure electoral
quality, having regard to the statutory criteria.

54

South West Surrey Liberal Democrats
proposed 57 councillors representing 28 wards,
with changes to 27 of the existing wards, with only
Milford ward unchanged. The number of wards
with an electoral variance over 10 per cent would
reduce to three.

55

At Stage Three, the Borough Council and the
South West Surrey Liberal Democrats agreed
with our draft recommendations, while the
Conservatives reiterated their Stage One
submission which would involve fewer boundary
changes, particularly in the Cranleigh area.

borough. We have reconsidered our draft
recommendations in the light of the
representations received during Stage Three. The
following areas, based on existing wards, are
considered in turn:
(a)

Farnham (seven wards);

(b)

Godalming (four wards);

(c)

Haslemere (four wards);

(d)

Frensham, Dockenfield & Tilford ward;

(e)

Milford and Elstead, Peper Harow & Thursley
wards;

(f)

Cranleigh East and Cranleigh West wards;

(g)

Chiddingfold, Alfold & Dunsfold and Ewhurst
wards;

(h)

Blackheath & Wonersh, Bramley, Busbridge,
Hambledon & Hascombe, Shamley Green and
Witley wards.

Details of our final recommendations are
summarised in Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on
Map 2 and in Appendix A, and the large map
inserted at the back of the report.

58

Farnham (seven wards)
The town of Farnham currently comprises the
seven wards of Bourne, Castle, Hale & Heath End,
Rowledge & Wrecclesham, Upper Hale, Waverley
and Weybourne & Badshot Lea. Farnham is
currently served by a total of 18 councillors with
four three-member wards and three two-member
wards. The number of electors per councillor in
five of the seven wards in the town varies by more
than 10 per cent from the average for the borough,
with no overall improvement expected over the
five-year period.

59

56

As previously indicated in our draft
recommendations report we recognise that the
geography of the area, with the four principal
settlements of Cranleigh, Farnham, Godalming
and Haslemere located around the borough’s
periphery, interspersed with sparsely populated
rural areas, limits the options available to improve
electoral equality on a borough-wide basis, while
having regard to the statutory criteria.
Nevertheless, the main objective of the review is to
achieve equality of representation across the whole

57
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At Stage One the Borough Council proposed
an increase in the number of wards from seven to
nine – Bourne, Castle, College, Hale & Heath
End, Monks, Upper Hale, Weybourne & Badshot
Lea, Wrecclesham East & Boundstone and
Wrecclesham West & Rowledge – represented by a
total of 18 borough councillors – with each ward
represented by two councillors.

60

South West Surrey Liberal Democrats
supported the Borough Council’s proposals for
Farnham. The Conservative Group agreed with the
Borough Council’s proposals in four Farnham
wards – Castle, Hale & Heath End, Upper Hale
and Weybourne & Badshot Lea. However, the
Conservative Group supported the Task Group’s
proposals (the all-party Borough Council
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committee which formulated proposals for local
consultation at Stage One), for nine wards in the
town represented by a mix of single- and multimember wards, but with additional minor
boundary changes to the wards in the south of the
town. The Conservative Group considered that the
majority of the Task Group’s proposals, with these
minor amendments, would result in less disruption
to the existing ward boundaries. The Task Group’s
proposals were not adopted by the Borough
Council in its submission at Stage One.
In our draft recommendations report, we
concluded that the proposal for nine two-member
wards submitted by the Borough Council and the
Town Council would improve electoral equality
across the borough, having regard to the statutory
criteria. The number of electors per councillor
would be no more than 5 per cent from the
borough average in eight of the nine proposed
wards in Farnham, with Weybourne & Badshot
Lea varying by 7 per cent from the average. By
2002, the improved balance of representation is
expected to continue, with the number of electors
per councillor forecast to be no more than 8 per
cent from the average in all nine wards.

62

At Stage Three, the Borough Council, South
West Surrey Liberal Democrats and Farnham Town
Council all supported our draft recommendations
for Farnham. The Liberal Democrats considered
that the names of the wards in Farnham should not
be prefixed by the name of the town.

63

Representations concerning the number of
town councillors were received at Stage Three and
are dealt with later in the chapter.

64

We have concluded that our draft
recommendations for nine two-member wards in
Farnham would provide the best electoral equality,
and a uniform ward pattern across the town as
supported by the Borough Council and South West
Surrey Liberal Democrats. We also propose to
retain the name of Farnham in each of the ward
names, as exists at present. We are confirming our
draft recommendations as final. The proposed
wards are illustrated and named on the large map at
the back of the report.

65

Godalming (four wards)
The town of Godalming currently comprises
four wards, and is served by a total of 10 borough
councillors. Godalming North & Godalming North
West are each represented by two councillors, while
Godalming North East and South West and
Godalming South East are both three-member
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wards. The average number of electors per
councillor in the four wards is 20 per cent below
the borough average, 28 per cent above, 8 per cent
below and 11 per cent above respectively (19 per
cent below, 27 per cent above, 10 per cent below
and 15 per cent above in 2002). Godalming North
East & South West is currently a detached ward. In
the proposals we received at Stage One there was
general support for correcting this anomaly.
At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
to retain the overall level of representation in the
town, but to reconfigure the wards to provide four
two-member wards and two single-member wards.
Both the Town Council and the Conservatives
agreed with the Borough Council’s proposals.
South West Surrey Liberal Democrats agreed with
four of the six proposed wards but submitted an
alternative arrangement which would combine the
proposed two single-member wards of Central and
Ockford wards to form one two-member ward.

67

In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposals for four
of the six proposed wards. However, to further
improve the electoral equality and to create a
pattern of two-member wards throughout the
town, we proposed to combine the two singlemember Central and Ockford wards, which was
also put forward by the Liberal Democrats.

68

At Stage Three, our draft recommendations for
the town were supported by the Borough Council
and South West Surrey Liberal Democrats. South
West Surrey Labour Party, Godalming & District
Labour Party and the Town Council all objected to
our proposal for a two-member Central & Ockford
ward on community identity grounds. One
respondent argued that the draft recommendation
“does not [provide a] balance between residential
and/or industrial use”. The Liberal Democrats
considered that the names of the wards in
Godalming should not be prefixed by the name of
the town.

69

We consider, however, that the evidence
regarding community identity does not outweigh
the improved electoral equality that would be
achieved with a two-member Godalming Central
& Ockford ward. Furthermore, it would provide a
consistent pattern of two-member wards
throughout the town which would receive some
support locally. Accordingly, we are confirming our
draft recommendations for the wards in
Godalming as final, including using the town name
in each of the ward names, as exists at present. The
proposed wards are illustrated and named on the
large map at the back of the report.
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Haslemere (four wards)

While we noted that in our draft
recommendations report the arguments between
the two alternatives were finely balanced, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposals for two
three-member wards and one two-member ward in
the town as it would achieve marginally better
electoral equality than the four two-member ward
scheme. The number of electors per councillor in
Haslemere Critchmere & Shottermill, Haslemere
Hindhead and Haslemere North & Grayswood
wards would be 9 per cent, 4 per cent and 3 per
cent above the borough average respectively (10
per cent, 2 per cent and 2 per cent below in 2002).

76

Four borough wards currently cover the
Haslemere Town Council area, and they are
coterminous with the four parish wards. The
number of electors per councillor in the three twomember wards of Haslemere North &
Grayswood, Haslemere South and Hindhead is 16
per cent below the borough average, 2 per cent
below and 16 per cent below respectively (17 per
cent, 6 per cent and 14 per cent below in 2002).
The councillor for Shottermill ward represents 12
per cent more electors than the average (13 per
cent in 2002).
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council, South
West Surrey Liberal Democrats and Haslemere Town
Council supported our draft recommendations for
Haslemere, although the Liberal Democrats
considered that the names of the wards in Haslemere
should not be prefixed by the name of the town.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
two three-member wards – Critchmere &
Shottermill, Haslemere North & Grayswood, and
a two-member Hindhead ward, to cover
the area. The South West Surrey Liberal
Democrats supported the Borough Council’s
proposals but with a slightly modified boundary
between Critchmere & Shottermill ward and
Hindhead ward.
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The Conservatives supported one of the
Borough Council Task Group’s two proposals for
Haslemere (the other proposal was adopted by the
Borough Council at Stage One), which would
provide four two-member wards for the town –
Hindhead, Shottermill, Haslemere North &
Grayswood and Haslemere South – with a further
boundary amendment between Shottermill and
Haslemere North & Grayswood ward for
geographical reasons.

73

Haslemere Town Council did not express a
preference for either of the two options – four twomember wards or two three-member wards and
one two-member ward. Instead, in response to the
Borough Council’s local consultation at Stage One,
the Town Council had submitted boundary
modifications for both proposals, which were
ultimately included in the Borough Council’s
proposal for three wards in the town.

74

We also received comments from two
Haslemere borough councillors. Councillor
Mackie, member for Haslemere North &
Grayswood, supported the Conservative Group’s
proposal for four two-member wards. Councillor
Mrs Mugford, member for Haslemere South ward,
proposed a minor boundary change between
Shottermill and Haslemere South wards (an area
which would be wholly contained in the Borough
Council’s proposed three-member Haslemere
North & Grayswood ward).

75

16

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

The Conservative Group reiterated its Stage
One proposals for four two-member wards in
Haslemere. This configuration was supported by
Councillor Mackie, member for Haslemere North
& Grayswood ward, Councillor Mrs Mugford,
member for Haslemere South ward, and
Councillor Mrs Mansley, member for Haslemere
South ward. Councillor Mackie stated that the
pattern of two three-member wards and one twomember ward would not reflect community
identities. Councillor Mrs Mugford considered that
our draft recommendation would reduce the level
of representation in the town centre and that this
would have a detrimental effect on its economy.

78

Haslemere & District Chamber of Trade
supported Councillor Mugford’s views regarding
the level of representation in the town centre. We
also received representations from seven local
residents: one supported the views of the Chamber
of Trade; four supported the Conservatives’ views
on the grounds that community identity would be
better reflected in a pattern of four two-member
wards with fewer boundary changes from the
current arrangements; one supported the proposed
parish ward of Shottermill, stating that it utilised
“identifiable boundaries drawing together a natural
community”; and one resident objected to the
proposal to include Kings Road in the proposed
Critchmere & Shottermill borough ward and
Shottermill parish ward. A representation
containing five signatures considered that the
Paddock area should be included in Critchmere &
Shottermill ward rather than Haslemere North &
Grayswood ward, as proposed in our draft
recommendations.

79

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

Councillor Mugford considered that the
proposed Haslemere North & Grayswood ward
should be renamed Haslemere East & Grayswood,
and Critchmere & Shottermill ward renamed
Haslemere West. A Haslemere resident supported
Councillor Mugford’s proposal for the name
Haslemere East & Grayswood.

80

In our draft recommendations report, we noted
that the pattern of two three-member wards and
one two-member ward in Haslemere would
provide marginally better electoral equality than
the alternative proposal for four two-member
wards on modified boundaries. We note that with
an electorate of around 12,000, Haslemere merits
just over 7.5 councillors, based on a council size of
57. This figure is rounded up to eight councillors,
which is the representation for Haslemere under
the current arrangements. The proposals would
retain this overall level of representation in the
town, with the result that each of the Haslemere
wards will be marginally over-represented
compared to the borough average. Under the draft
proposals, each ward would have a similar level of
representation with each councillor representing
just below the average number of electors for the
borough. We do not therefore concur with the view
that the town centre would be under-represented,
since the proposed boundaries would result in
each of the wards having the correct level of
representation merited by the number of electors in
each area. The proposed ward covering the town
centre would comprise less electors than at present
and merit three councillors, and Critchmere and
Shottermill ward would comprise more electors
than at present and merit a third councillor.

81

We have considered carefully all the views
expressed to us during Stage Three. While we
acknowledge that the draft recommendations for
two three-member wards and one two-member
ward in Haslemere would not provide a pattern of
two-member wards as in Farnham and Godalming,
it would produce marginally better electoral
equality and have the support of the Borough
Council and the Town Council. The Liberal
Democrats noted that the boundary between
Critchmere & Shottermill and Hindhead in the
draft recommendations report does not reflect our
proposed electorate for the ward, differing by 83
electors. Therefore, they proposed that the
boundary should be modified to include 83
electors south of Portsmouth Road in the area of
Tyndalls Wood in Hindhead ward. However, we
consider that the Portsmouth Road provides an
identifiable and obvious boundary and propose to
retain it as the boundary between the two wards in
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our final recommendations. The corrected electorate
figures would in fact provide a marginal
improvement in electoral equality.
We propose to confirm our draft
recommendations in Haslemere as final, subject to
modifying the names of two of the three wards, so
that the wards would be called Haslemere
Critchmere & Shottermill, Haslemere East &
Grayswood and Hindhead, (as at present), to
better reflect the areas that the wards cover. The
proposed wards are illustrated and named on the
large map at the back of the report.

83

Frensham, Dockenfield & Tilford ward
The number of electors per councillor in the
two-member Frensham, Dockenfield & Tilford
ward, which comprises the three parishes of the
same names, is 4 per cent below the borough
average (7 per cent below in 2002).

84

At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
no change to the existing ward, recognising that it
covers a group of rural communities between the
Farnham and Haslemere town areas. It considered
that the ward reflects a “community of interest”.
The Conservatives also put forward no change to
the ward.
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South West Surrey Liberal Democrats proposed
that the parish of Tilford should be grouped with the
parishes of Elstead and Peper Harow to form a twomember Elstead, Peper Harow & Tilford ward,
where the number of electors per councillor would
be 16 per cent below the borough average. They also
proposed that Frensham and Dockenfield parishes
should form part of a two-member Frensham,
Churt, Dockenfield & Thursley ward, where the
number of electors represented by each councillor
would be 4 per cent below the borough average.
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In our draft recommendations report we noted
that reasonable electoral equality would continue if
the ward remained on its existing boundaries.
Therefore, in light of the support from the
Borough Council and the Conservatives, and in the
context of the proposals for the surrounding areas,
we proposed no change to the ward.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council, South
West Surrey Liberal Democrats and the
Conservatives supported the draft recommendations
for no change to the ward and we received no
alternative proposals for this area. We therefore
confirm our draft recommendation for Frensham,
Dockenfield & Tilford ward as final.
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Milford and Elstead, Peper Harow &
Thursley wards
In the existing two-member Milford ward
(comprising Milford parish ward of Witley parish)
and the two-member Elstead, Peper Harow &
Thursley ward (comprising three parishes of the
same names), the number of electors per councillor
is 5 per cent below and 18 per cent below the
average respectively, (unchanged in 2002).

89

At Stage One, in view of the good electoral
equality which exists in Milford ward, the Borough
Council and the Conservatives proposed no change
to the ward. To improve electoral equality in the
neighbouring area, the Borough Council proposed
that the west part of Witley parish (Brook polling
district) should be combined with Elstead, Peper
Harow and Thursley parishes (which together
currently form a two-member ward) to form a
two-member Elstead & Thursley ward. It argued
that Brook looks towards Thursley village, rather
than Witley. The number of electors per councillor
would be 7 per cent below the average (unchanged
in 2002).
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The Conservatives proposed a two-member
Milford & Peper Harow ward and a one-member
Elstead ward where the number of electors per
councillor would vary by 4 per cent below and
22 per cent above the borough average
respectively in 1997.
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South West Surrey Liberal Democrats stated
that Peper Harow parish relates closely with
Elstead parish and that it should not be separated
from it, but noted that together they are too large
to form a single-member ward. They noted that
Tilford parish, which currently forms a ward with
the parishes of Frensham and Dockenfield, was
grouped with Elstead parish in the past and
therefore proposed a two-member Elstead, Peper
Harow & Tilford ward. Under the Liberal
Democrats’ proposal, the electoral variance in the
ward would be 16 per cent. It proposed that
Thursley parish should be included in a twomember Frensham, Churt, Dockenfield & Thursley
ward, with an electoral variance of 4 per cent from
the average.
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Witley Parish Council supported no change to
Milford ward, but opposed the Borough Council’s
proposal to include Witley West polling district (a
new Witley West parish ward) in a modified
Elstead & Thursley ward. The Parish Council
stated that the Brook area, which falls within
Witley West polling district “includes the hamlet of
Sandhills which geographically relates to Wormley
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& Witley”. It added that linking Hambledon parish
with Witley ward would be acceptable although it
stated that its preferred option was for no change
to the wards of Milford and Witley.
In the context of the proposals for the
neighbouring areas, and since the good level of
representation in the existing Milford ward is
expected to continue over the five-year period,
we considered that the statutory criteria would best
be met by retaining Milford ward on its current
boundaries. We therefore put forward no change
to Milford ward as part of our draft
recommendations.
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Having considered the various options for the
constituent parishes of Elstead, Peper Harow &
Thursley ward, and recognising that Witley parish
is already split for the purposes of borough
warding arrangements, we considered that the
Borough Council’s proposal for Elstead & Thursley
ward would achieve good electoral equality while
having regard to the statutory criteria, and
consulted on it. Under our draft recommendations
the number of electors per councillor in Elstead &
Thursley ward would be 7 per cent below the
average, remaining the same in 2002.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council and the
Liberal Democrats agreed with our draft
recommendations. The Conservatives supported
their original proposal. Witley Parish Council
accepted the draft recommendation, but noted that
while it would achieve electoral equality at borough
ward level, this may have been achieved at the
expense of rural communities. The Parish Council
also proposed a redistribution of parish councillors
representing the parish wards, which is detailed
later. Councillor Ellis, member for Cranleigh West
ward, proposed a three-member Milford, Elstead
and Peper Harow ward and a two-member Witley
and Thursley ward as part of a reconfiguration of
rural wards.
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Following consideration of the representations
received, we remain satisfied that our draft
recommendations would strike the best balance of
securing electoral equality and having regard to the
statutory criteria. We are therefore confirming our
draft recommendations for Elstead & Thursley
ward and Milford ward as final.
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Cranleigh East and Cranleigh West
wards
At present the wards of Cranleigh East and
Cranleigh West are both under-represented. The
electoral variance in the three-member Cranleigh
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East ward is 10 per cent and in two-member
Cranleigh West ward it is 22 per cent (11 per cent
and 19 per cent in 2002).
At Stage One the Borough Council proposed
that there should be four wards covering Cranleigh
parish and its surrounding area. It submitted
modified ward boundaries for Cranleigh East and
Cranleigh West, with both the wards covering a
smaller area than at present, and each ward
represented by two councillors. The Council
proposed that the northern parts of the existing
Cranleigh East and Cranleigh West wards should
be combined with the existing Shamley Green
ward to form a single-member Cranleigh North &
Shamley Green ward. It further proposed that the
southern and western parts of Cranleigh West ward
should be combined with Alfold parish and the
Ellens Green area of Ewhurst parish (polling
district SS, containing 240 electors) to form a
single-member Alfold, Cranleigh Rural & Ellens
Green ward. This area, which is predominantly
rural, would cover the south-eastern part of the
borough which borders Sussex.
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South West Surrey Liberal Democrats put
forward an alternative configuration for four twomember wards: Cranleigh East ward would cover a
smaller area than at present; Cranleigh Central &
South ward would cover part of the existing
Cranleigh West ward; Cranleigh West & Alfold
ward would comprise part of Cranleigh West ward
and Alfold parish; and Cranleigh North & Ewhurst
ward would combine part of the existing Cranleigh
East and Cranleigh West wards with Ewhurst
parish. In putting forward their proposal, the
Liberal Democrats stated that the “residents of
Alfold relate more closely with Cranleigh than with
any other part of Waverley”. As a consequence of
the above, the Liberal Democrats proposed to
combine the existing Shamley Green and
Blackheath & Wonersh wards to form a twomember ward.
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The Conservatives opposed any change to the
external boundary of Cranleigh, but proposed to
modify the boundary between Cranleigh East and
West wards. As a consequence of their proposals
for Cranleigh, they proposed no change to the
surrounding rural wards which would continue to
have significant electoral inequality. The five
borough councillors representing the Cranleigh
area and Cranleigh Parish Council also opposed
changes to the external boundary of Cranleigh East
and Cranleigh West wards, on community identity
grounds. In its proposals the Parish Council
retained the existing external boundaries of
Cranleigh East and West borough wards (which are
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also parish wards). It did, however, submit an
alternative boundary between the two wards
(which differed from the Conservatives’ proposal)
to improve electoral equality. The five borough
councillors put forward two alternative proposals –
either for two three-member wards or three twomember wards within the Cranleigh parish area.
In our draft recommendations report we
recognised the improved balance of representation
that the various proposals for the area covering
Cranleigh would achieve. However, some of these
proposals would not address the electoral
imbalance which exists in the areas surrounding
Cranleigh. We did not consider that the evidence
received in support of retaining the external
boundary of Cranleigh outweighed the need to
address the problem of a disproportionate level of
representation in the wider area. We cannot
consider one area in isolation, but must consider
the electoral arrangements for the whole borough.
Therefore, we adopted the Borough Council’s
proposals for the Cranleigh area as part of our draft
recommendations, subject to a minor modification
between Cranleigh West ward and Alfold,
Cranleigh Rural & Ellens Green ward, affecting 15
electors (detailed later). Under this proposal the
existing ward boundary between Cranleigh East
and Cranleigh West would be retained. The
number of electors per councillor in Cranleigh East
and Cranleigh West wards would be 9 per cent and
3 per cent above the borough average respectively
(10 per cent above the average and equal to the
average in 2002).
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At Stage Three the Borough Council supported
our draft recommendations in full. The Liberal
Democrats did not comment on these wards
and the Conservatives opposed our draft
recommendations, continuing to support their
Stage One proposals.
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Councillor Ellis, member for Cranleigh West
ward, opposed our draft recommendations and put
forward an alternative ward configuration for
Cranleigh and the surrounding areas. He proposed
that Cranleigh should be represented by a total of six
councillors with Cranleigh East and Cranleigh West
represented by three councillors each. However, this
reconfiguration would retain the significant level of
under-representation in Ewhurst ward.
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A submission from three borough councillors,
Mr & Mrs Savage and Mr Tresman, and two parish
councillors, Mr Carter and Mr Jones, all
representing Cranleigh, opposed our draft
recommendations for the area. Instead they
supported the retention of the external boundaries
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for Cranleigh with an extra councillor, giving a
total of six councillors for the town. In seeking to
achieve electoral equality in Cranleigh, they
proposed either two three-member wards (as put
forward by Cranleigh Parish Council) or three
two-member wards which would have electoral
variances ranging from zero to 8 per cent from
the borough average. They recognised that there
is electoral inequality in the existing Ewhurst
ward, adding that if it is considered necessary,
Ellens Green could be combined with Cranleigh
West ward.
Cranleigh Parish Council opposed the draft
recommendations, instead supporting its original
proposals. The Parish Council noted that the town
is currently under-represented and considered that
it is more important for Cranleigh people to
be fully represented on the Borough Council
than for neighbouring wards to have electoral
equality. However, the objective of the review is to
ensure that all areas within the borough have a
similar level of representation. The Commission
needs to consider the borough as a whole
and cannot seek to achieve electoral equality in
discrete areas at the expense of significant
imbalances in the surrounding areas, notably
Chiddingfold and Ewhurst.
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Wonersh Parish Council and Shamley Green
Village Society considered that the proposed
Cranleigh North & Shamley Green ward should be
called Shamley Green & Cranleigh North as a large
proportion of the electorate are in the Shamley
Green area.
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Having carefully considered the further
representations received, we have not been
persuaded that the arguments put to us by
respondents for retaining the external boundaries
of Cranleigh outweigh the need to achieve electoral
equality in the wards surrounding the town.
Furthermore, as stated in our draft recommendations
report, we consider that the rural parts of Cranleigh
parish have a similar profile to the areas to which
they would be linked for borough warding
purposes. Our proposals would also retain the
existing boundary between Cranleigh East and
Cranleigh West wards in the village area.
Accordingly, we are confirming our draft
recommendations for Cranleigh East and
Cranleigh West wards as final, and for Cranleigh
North & Shamley Green ward although we
propose, as our final recommendation, that the
ward be called Shamley Green & Cranleigh North
ward. The proposed ward boundaries are
illustrated on Map A2 in Appendix A.
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Chiddingfold, Alfold & Dunsfold and
Ewhurst wards
Each of these wards is currently represented by
a single councillor. The number of electors
represented by the councillor for Chiddingfold
ward (and parish) is 38 per cent above the borough
average (40 per cent in 2002), and in Alfold &
Dunsfold ward (comprising two parishes of the
same names) it is 3 per cent above the average (5
per cent in 2002). The councillor for Ewhurst
ward, which comprises Ewhurst parish, represents
18 per cent more electors than the borough average
(17 per cent in 2002).
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At Stage One, in order to address the significant
level of under-representation in Chiddingfold ward
and over-representation in Ewhurst ward, the
Borough Council proposed that the parishes of
Chiddingfold and Dunsfold should together form a
two-member ward. It also proposed that Alfold
parish, Ellens Green (the southern part of Ewhurst
parish containing 240 electors) and rural parts in
the south and west of the existing Cranleigh West
ward should form a new single-member ward. The
affected parts of Cranleigh West ward would
comprise 315 electors from the area around the
junction of Elmbridge Road and Horsham Road,
including the Elmbridge village retirement homes,
(which would form a new Elmbridge parish ward
of Cranleigh parish) and 15 electors around the
southern end of Alfold Road.
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South West Surrey Liberal Democrats proposed
a two-member Chiddingfold, Dunsfold &
Hascombe ward, comprising the three parishes of
the same names, and a two-member Cranleigh
North & Ewhurst ward, comprising Ewhurst
parish and the northern part of Cranleigh parish.
They further proposed that Alfold parish should be
combined with Cranleigh West ward to form a new
two-member ward, stating that the “residents of
Alfold relate more closely with Cranleigh than any
other part of Waverley”.
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The Conservatives proposed no change to the
three wards of Alfold & Dunsfold, Chiddingfold
and Ewhurst which would result in continuing
imbalances in the area, including a substantial
variance of 36 per cent in Chiddingfold ward.
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Alfold & Dunsfold parish councils supported
no change to the current Alfold & Dunsfold ward
which they considered reflects local identities. Both
parish councils noted that the ward currently has a
good level of electoral equality, and since the
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parishes share the same clerk, it is convenient
administratively. Councillor Newnham, member
for Alfold & Dunsfold ward, also objected to
placing the two parishes in separate borough wards
stating that “both villages are of a similar character,
nature and size”. British Aerospace (Operations)
Ltd, based at Dunsfold Aerodrome, supported no
change to the ward, stating that its operations in
the area affect both parishes and it values being able
to deal with one borough councillor which ensures
“a common message is delivered to both
communities”.
Ewhurst Parish Council and Councillor Dixon
Henry, member for Ewhurst ward, proposed no
change to Ewhurst ward.

114

In our draft recommendations report, we
concluded that good electoral equality could be
achieved in the area. While Alfold & Dunsfold
ward currently has good electoral equality, the
surrounding area does not, and we cannot consider
one area in isolation from neighbouring wards. The
Borough Council’s proposals considered this area
as a whole in trying to reduce the electoral
imbalance, particularly in Chiddingfold and
Ewhurst wards, by combining similar rural areas to
form new wards. All of the other proposals would
result in significant electoral inequality in at least
one of the wards. We therefore adopted the
Borough Council’s proposals for the area, subject
to one minor modification. We proposed that the
15 electors around the southern end of Alfold
Road should not form part of Alfold, Cranleigh
Rural & Ellens Green ward, instead remaining part
of Cranleigh West ward. Overall, these proposals
would achieve considerably improved equality of
representation than the current arrangements.
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The number of electors per councillor would
be 6 per cent below the borough average in the
new Chiddingfold & Dunsfold ward, and 6 per
cent below the average in the new Alfold,
Cranleigh P u(one of the waod e7 aitdi Alfold & D002)ation0 0 10 65.4723 295.617.6(oved equality of[(wbyion. W)109.rk
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Blackheath & Wonersh, Bramley,
Busbridge, Hambledon & Hascombe,
Shamley Green and Witley wards
The number of electors represented by the
councillor for Shamley Green ward, comprising
Shamley Green parish ward of Wonersh parish, is
25 per cent below the borough average (27 per
cent in 2002). In Blackheath & Wonersh ward,
which comprises Blackheath and Wonersh parish
wards of Wonersh parish, it is 5 per cent below the
borough average (6 per cent in 2002).
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The Conservatives proposed to include Shamley
Green parish ward of Wonersh parish and Bramley
parish in a three-member ward, where the number
of electors per councillor would be 7 per cent
above the average. They proposed no change to
Busbridge, Hambledon & Hascombe ward, which
under their proposals would be over-represented by
12 per cent. A two-member Witley & Thursley
ward would cover the existing Witley ward
together with Thursley parish, where the electoral
variance would be 1 per cent from the average.
In our draft recommendations report, we
recognised that the Borough Council’s scheme
would produce good electoral equality through the
reconfiguration of wards in this area. Accordingly,
we decided to endorse the Council’s proposals,
including no change to Blackheath & Wonersh
ward, which would retain good electoral equality
with 5 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the borough average. Shamley Green would form
part of the new Cranleigh North & Shamley Green
ward, detailed earlier. Under our draft
recommendations the number of electors per
councillor in the proposed Bramley, Busbridge &
Hascombe ward and Witley & Hambledon ward
would be 7 per cent above and 9 per cent below the
average respectively (6 per cent and 9 per cent in
2002). The rest of the existing Witley ward (which
would form a new Witley West parish ward) would
form part of the new Elstead & Thursley ward,
detailed earlier.

128

In the single-member Busbridge, Hambledon
& Hascombe ward (covering three parishes of the
same names) the number of electors per councillor
is 10 per cent below the borough average (9 per
cent in 2002). In Bramley ward (and parish) each
of the two councillors represents 21 per cent fewer
electors than the average (23 per cent in 2002), and
in the two-member Witley ward (comprising
Witley parish ward of Witley parish) each
councillor represents 14 per cent fewer electors
than the average (unchanged in 2002).
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In its Stage One submission the Borough
Council proposed no change to Blackheath &
Wonersh ward together and a reconfiguration of
the parishes in the rest of the area to achieve better
electoral equality. It proposed that the parishes of
Bramley, Busbridge and Hascombe should form a
new Bramley, Busbridge & Hascombe ward
represented by two councillors. The Council
argued that, although the proposed ward would
cover a large geographical area, there is “a
community between these three parish areas”, and
the number of electors per councillor would be
7 per cent above the borough average.
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The Borough Council also proposed to
combine part of Witley parish ward of Witley
parish (that part not including Brook) with
Hambledon parish to form a new two-member
Witley & Hambledon ward. It considered that the
two villages of Witley and Hambledon are closely
linked and that this proposal would provide better
electoral equality, with 9 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the borough average.
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South West Surrey Liberal Democrats proposed
that Shamley Green should be included in a ward
with Blackheath and Wonersh parishes, where the
electoral variance would be 15 per cent below the
average. They also proposed the combination of
Bramley and Busbridge parishes to form a twomember ward where the number of electors per
councillor would be equal to the borough average.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council and the
Liberal Democrats supported our draft
recommendations. The Conservatives continued to
support their Stage One proposals. Witley Parish
Council also supported our draft recommendations
but, in doing so, commented that the inclusion of
Witley West polling district in Elstead & Thursley
ward would not best reflect community identity.
Councillor Ellis, member for Cranleigh West ward,
proposed a three-member Milford, Elstead and
Peper Harow ward and a two-member Witley and
Thursley ward as part of a reconfiguration of rural
wards. The number of electors per councillor
would be 7 per cent above and 3 per cent above the
average respectively.
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In light of the representations received, and in
the absence of any new evidence, we consider that
our draft recommendations for Bramley, Busbridge
& Hascombe and Witley & Hambledon wards
would provide good electoral equality in this area
and facilitate good electoral equality in the wider
area, having regard to the statutory criteria, and
therefore confirm them as final.
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Electoral Cycle

renaming two wards – Shamley Green & Cranleigh
North and Hindhead and correcting some
electorate figures in response to representations
received. We have concluded that:

In its submission, the Borough Council
considered that the present system of whole-council
elections held at the same time as parish and town
council elections, “allows for continuity and are a
more economical” system. It therefore proposed no
change to the electoral cycle. South West Surrey
Liberal Democrats also supported the retention of
whole-council elections every four years. We
received no representations to the contrary.
Accordingly, in our draft recommendations report,
we proposed that the present system of wholecouncil elections in Waverley borough be retained.
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(a)

the council size should remain the same at 57;

(b)

there should be 29 wards, one more than at
present;

(c)

the boundaries of 25 of the existing wards
should be modified; and

(d)

elections should continue to be held for the
whole council.

Figure 3 shows the impact of our final
recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on
1997 and 2002 electorate figures.
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At Stage Three the Borough Council and
South West Surrey Liberal Democrats reiterated
their support for this proposal. No further
representations were received on this issue, and
we therefore confirm our draft recommendation
as final.
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As Figure 3 shows, our recommendations
would result in a reduction in the number of
wards with electoral variances of more than
10 per cent from 18 to zero. By 2002 only one
ward, Shamley Green & Cranleigh North, is
forecast to vary by more than 10 per cent from the
average. We conclude that our recommendations
would best meet the need for electoral equality,
having regard to the statutory criteria.
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Conclusions
Having considered carefully all the evidence and
representations we have received in response to our
consultation report, we have decided substantially
to endorse our draft recommendations, subject to
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Figure 3:

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1997 electorate
Current
arrangements

2002 forecast electorate

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

57

57

57

57

Number of wards

28

29

28

29

1,594

1,592

1,569

1,568

Number of wards with a
variance more than 10 per
cent from the average

18

0

19

1

Number of wards with a
variance more than 20 per
cent from the average

7

0

5

0

Average number of electors
per councillor

Note: The average number of electors per councillor in Figure 4 (final recommendations) differs marginally from Figure 3
(existing arrangements), due to a difference in the total numbers of electors provided by the Borough Council. Therefore
the numbers in the above table are marginally different.
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councillors, in opposition to the proposed increase
in the number of councillors on the
Town Council.

Final Recommendation
Waverley Borough Council should comprise
57 councillors serving 29 wards, as detailed
and named in Figures 1 and 4, and
illustrated on Map 2 and Appendix A to this
report. The Council should continue to be
elected together every four years.

Councillor Mrs Fawkes, member for Farnham
Waverley borough ward and a Farnham town
councillor, argued that the proposal would
“duplicate work currently carried out by both
Waverley Borough Council and Surrey County
Council” and cause “unnecessary expense”.
Councillor Fawkes added that she objected “on
behalf of the electorate who had not been
consulted”. She considered that it would be
difficult to find candidates at the elections.
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Parish and Town Council
Electoral Arrangements
In
undertaking
reviews
of
electoral
arrangements, we are required to comply as far as is
reasonably practicable with the provisions set out in
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule provides
that if a parish is to be divided between different
borough wards, it must also be divided into parish
wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a
single ward of the borough. Accordingly, in our draft
recommendations report we proposed re-warding
the parishes of Farnham, Godalming, Haslemere
and Cranleigh, and new warding arrangements
would be required for the parishes of Ewhurst and
Witley as a consequence of our proposals for
borough warding in the respective areas.
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At Stage One, Farnham Town Council
proposed an increase in the number of councillors
on the Town Council from 18 to 27. Under the
current arrangements, the parish wards are
coterminous with the borough wards, with four
wards each represented by three councillors and
three wards each represented by two councillors.
The Town Council proposed that the parish wards
should be coterminous with the nine proposed
borough wards, and where each ward would be
represented by two borough councillors, it should
be represented by three town councillors, thereby
increasing council size to 27.
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The Borough Council and South West Surrey
Liberal Democrats supported the Town Council’s
proposal to increase the number of councillors to
27. In order to gauge local opinion, we put forward
the Town Council’s proposals, recommending that
the parish wards in Farnham should be modified to
reflect the proposed borough wards in the town
with a consequential increase in councillors, from
18 to 27, with each of the nine wards returning
three councillors.
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At Stage Three, both the Borough Council and
South West Surrey Liberal Democrats supported
our draft recommendation. However, we also
received 14 representations, from residents and
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Councillor Munro, member of Farnham Town
Council, also opposed the proposed increase in
representation, arguing that the present number
“has worked well since the Town Council was set
up in 1984”. He did not consider that the
arguments relating to volume of work or the new
legislation giving parish councils extra powers
justifies an increase in the number of councillors.
His arguments against an increase focused on
inefficiency, cost and quality, and he stated that
increasing the number of councillors would be
“more expensive, lead to greater bureaucracy and
would make the task of finding suitable candidates
almost insuperable”. He supported retaining the
current number of 18 councillors.
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Five members on Farnham Town Council,
including Councillors Fawkes and Munro who
also wrote separately, opposed the proposed
increase in town councillors stating that it would
increase administration costs and it would be even
more difficult to find sufficient candidates. They
added that the proposal which originated from the
Liberal Democrats did not have cross-party
support, and is opposed by the other political
parties. Eleven local residents also opposed the
proposed increase in councillors.
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We recognise that under the Local Government
and Rating Act 1997 the Borough Council can
undertake a review of parish and town council
electoral arrangements. We consider that, before an
increase in the number of councillors on the Town
Council is recommended, there should be
widespread local consultation to assess whether there
is local support. Having consulted on this proposal,
we have received local opposition to it and, in the
circumstances, do not consider that the evidence
provided to the Commission justifies an increase in
council size0841 Tw[(W)109.9(eto the Cothe Concr)17e aopo
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Haslemere Town Council is currently
represented by 18 councillors serving four wards
which are coterminous with the borough wards in
the town. At Stage One the Town Council
proposed that there should be five parish wards, if
a pattern of three borough wards should be
recommended, to be represented by a total of 18
councillors. Critchmere and Shottermill parish
wards would together form Haslemere Critchmere
& Shottermill borough ward; Haslemere North &
Grayswood and Haslemere South parish wards
would together form Haslemere North &
Grayswood borough ward; and Hindhead parish
ward would be coterminous with Haslemere
Hindhead borough ward.
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Final Recommendation
Farnham Town Council should have a total
of 18 councillors, as at present, serving nine
wards. The parish wards should reflect the
proposed borough wards in the town, with
each ward represented by two town
councillors. The proposed wards are
illustrated and named on the large map at
the back of the report.

At Stage One Godalming Town Council
proposed a reduction in the total number of
councillors on the Town Council from 24 to 20. In
order to reflect the Borough Council’s proposed
borough warding, the Town Council proposed that
four town councillors should represent each of the
four proposed two-member borough wards, and
two town councillors should represent each of the
two proposed single-member borough wards.
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The proposal to reduce the number of
councillors on the Town Council to 20 was
supported by South West Surrey Liberal
Democrats, who proposed that the parish wards
should be coterminous with each of their five
proposed two-member borough wards and
represented by four town councillors each. In the
light of our draft recommendation for five twomember borough wards in Godalming, we
consulted on the proposal for five parish wards,
each represented by four councillors.
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South West Surrey Liberal Democrats also
supported five parish wards represented by a total
of 18 councillors. Accordingly, we consulted on a
pattern of five parish wards represented by a total
of 18 councillors, as proposed by the Town
Council.
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At Stage Three, the Town Council supported
our draft recommendations. One local resident
supported our draft recommendation for a separate
parish ward for Shottermill. No other
representations specifically commenting on the
parish wards were received. We are therefore
confirming our draft recommendation for parish
wards in Haslemere as final. The proposed
boundaries are illustrated on the large map in the
back of the report.
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At Stage Three, South West Surrey Liberal
Democrats supported our proposals for
Godalming, while the South West Surrey Labour
Party, Godalming & District Labour Party and the
Town Council continued to favour two singlemember wards in the Central and Ockford areas.
However, in view of our final recommendation for
five two-member borough wards in Godalming,
we are confirming our draft recommendation for
parish wards in Godalming as final.

Final Recommendation
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Final Recommendation
Godalming Town Council should have a total
of 20 councillors serving five wards. The
parish wards should reflect the proposed
borough wards in the town, with each
represented by four town councillors. The
proposed wards are illustrated and named on
the large map at the back of the report.
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Haslemere Town Council should have a total
of 18 councillors serving five parish wards:
Hindhead (represented by five councillors);
Critchmere (three); Shottermill (three);
Haslemere North & Grayswood (three); and
Haslemere South (four). The proposed
boundaries are illustrated on the large map at
the back of the report.
The parish of Cranleigh currently has two
wards: Cranleigh East and Cranleigh West, which
are coterminous with the borough wards of the
same names, and are represented by a total of 12
parish councillors. In the Stage One submissions
from Cranleigh Parish Council and the five
borough councillors representing the Cranleigh
area, the only change they proposed was a minor
modification to the boundary between Cranleigh
East and Cranleigh West wards. However, as a
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consequence of our draft recommendation for the
borough warding arrangements in Cranleigh and
the surrounding area, we proposed that Cranleigh
parish should have five wards - Cranleigh East,
Cranleigh North, Cranleigh Rural, Cranleigh West
and Elmbridge. Cranleigh East and Cranleigh
West parish wards would reflect the borough
wards of the same names; Cranleigh North parish
ward would form part of Cranleigh North &
Shamley Green borough ward; and Cranleigh
Rural and Elmbridge parish wards would form
part of Alfold, Cranleigh Rural & Ellens Green
borough ward.
At Stage Three, Cranleigh Parish Council and
the five Cranleigh councillors objected to our draft
recommendations for the parish wards for
Cranleigh, stating that, at parish level, the number
of electors per councillor should also have some
parity. We do not, however, have to take into
account electoral equality at parish level.

In view of our confirmation of the proposed
borough warding in the east of the borough, we are
confirming our draft recommendation for the
warding of Ewhurst parish as final.
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Final Recommendation
Ewhurst Parish Council should have nine
councillors, serving two parish wards:
Ewhurst (represented by eight councillors)
and Ellens Green (represented by one
councillor). The proposed ward boundary is
illustrated on Map A3 in Appendix A.
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However, in view of our confirmation of
the proposed borough warding in the east of
the borough, we are confirming our draft
recommendation for the warding of Cranleigh
parish as final.

152

Final Recommendation
Cranleigh Parish Council should have 12
councillors, serving five parish wards:
Cranleigh East (represented by five
councillors); Cranleigh North (one);
Cranleigh Rural (one); Cranleigh West
(four); and Elmbridge (one). The proposed
ward boundaries are illustrated on Map A2
in Appendix A.

At Stage One, Witley Parish Council supported
no change to Milford ward and opposed the
Borough Council’s proposal to include the Brook
area in a modified Elstead & Thursley ward on
community identity grounds. However, as a
consequence of our proposal to include the Brook
area in Elstead & Thursley borough ward, a new
Witley West parish ward would have to be created.
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At Stage Three, Witley Parish Council accepted
the proposal to include Witley West polling district
in Elstead & Thursley borough ward and proposed
a redistribution of parish councillors with Milford
ward represented by eight parish councillors,
Witley East parish ward by seven councillors and
Witley West by one councillor. We are including
this as part of our final recommendations.
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Final Recommendation

At Stage One, Ewhurst Parish Council
proposed no change to the parish warding
arrangements. However, as a consequence of our
proposal to include the Ellens Green area in a new
Alfold, Cranleigh Rural and Ellens Green ward, in
our draft recommendations report we proposed
that the parish of Ewhurst should be warded into
two parish wards: Ewhurst, including the Ewhurst
village area; and Ellens Green, covering the
southern part of the parish.

Witley Parish Council should have nine
councillors, as at present, serving three
parish wards: Milford (represented by eight
councillors), Witley East (seven councillors)
and Witley West (one councillor). The
proposed ward boundary between Witley
East and Witley West parish wards is
illustrated on Map A4 in Appendix A.
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At Stage Three, Ewhurst Parish Council objected
to our draft recommendation to include Ellens
Green in Alfold, Cranleigh Rural & Ellens Green
ward and consequently opposed our proposal for
two parish wards of Ewhurst and Ellens Green.
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We are not proposing any change to the electoral
cycle of parish and town councils in the borough.
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Final Recommendation
For parish and town councils, whole-council
elections should continue to take place every
four years, on the same cycle as that for the
Borough Council.
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Figure 4:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Waverley
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Alfold,
Cranleigh Rural
& Ellens Green

1

1,500

1,500

-6

1,450

1,450

-8

2 Blackheath
& Wonersh

1

1,522

1,522

-4

1,472

1,472

-6

3 Bramley,
Busbridge
& Hascombe

2

3,417

1,709

7

3,317

1,659

6

4 Chiddingfold
& Dunsfold

2

2,999

1,500

-6

2,999

1,500

-4

5 Cranleigh East

3

5,213

1,738

9

5,153

1,718

10

6 Cranleigh West

2

3,285

1,643

3

3,135

1,568

0

7 Elstead & Thursley

2

2,973

1,487

-7

2,923

1,462

-7

8 Ewhurst

1

1,641

1,641

3

1,601

1,601

2

9 Farnham Bourne

2

3,157

1,579

-1

3,075

1,538

-2

10 Farnham Castle

2

3,169

1,585

0

3,119

1,560

-1

11 Farnham College

2

3,226

1,613

1

3,176

1,588

1

12 Farnham Hale
& Heath End

2

3,340

1,670

5

3,359

1,680

7

13 Farnham Monks

2

3,319

1,660

4

3,295

1,648

5

14 Farnham
Upper Hale

2

3,358

1,679

5

3,379

1,690

8

15 Farnham
Weybourne
& Badshot Lea

2

3,415

1,708

7

3,365

1,683

7

16 Farnham
Wrecclesham East
& Boundstone

2

3,158

1,579

-1

3,208

1,604

2

17 Farnham
Wrecclesham West
& Rowledge

2

3,260

1,630

2

3,205

1,603

2

continued overleaf

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

27

Figure 4 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Waverley
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

18 Frensham,
Dockenfield
& Tilford

2

3,068

1,534

-4

2,918

1,459

-7

19 Godalming
Binscombe

2

3,187

1,594

0

3,187

1,594

2

20 Godalming
Central & Ockford

2

3,346

1,673

5

3,289

1,645

5

21 Godalming
Charterhouse

2

3,048

1,524

-4

2,948

1,474

-6

22 Godalming
Farncombe
& Catteshall

2

3,472

1,736

9

3,372

1,686

7

23 Godalming
Holloway

2

3,234

1,617

2

3,334

1,667

6

24 Haslemere
Critchmere
& Shottermill

3

4,419

1,473

-7

4,319

1,440

-8

25 Haslemere East
& Grayswood

3

4,645

1,548

-3

4,595

1,532

-2

26 Hindhead

2

2,987

1,494

-6

2,987

1,494

-5

27 Milford

2

3,027

1,514

-5

2,977

1,489

-5

28 Shamley Green
& Cranleigh North

1

1,435

1,435

-10

1,385

1,385

-12

29 Witley
& Hambledon

2

2,910

1,455

-9

2,860

1,430

-9

Totals

57

90,730

-

-

89,402

-

-

Averages

-

-

-

-

1,592

1,568

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Waverley Borough Council’s submission.
Notes: 1 The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor
varies from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures
have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
2 The total electorate figures differ marginally from Figure 2; however, this has a negligible effect on electoral variances.
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Map 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Waverley
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6. NEXT STEPS

Having completed our review of electoral
arrangements in Waverley and submitted our final
recommendations to the Secretary of State, we
have fulfilled our statutory obligation under the
Local Government Act 1992.

159

It now falls to the Secretary of State to decide
whether to give effect to our recommendations,
with or without modification, and to implement
them by means of an order. Such an order will not
be made earlier than six weeks from the date that
our recommendations are submitted to the
Secretary of State.

160

All further correspondence concerning our
recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to:

161

The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Review
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for Waverley:
Detailed Mapping
The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for the Waverley area.
Map A1 illustrates, in outline form, the proposed
ward boundaries within the borough and indicates
the areas which are shown in more detail on Maps
A2 to A4 and the large map inserted at the back of
the report.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed boundaries
between Alfold, Cranleigh Rural & Ellens Green,
Cranleigh West, Cranleigh East and Shamley Green
& Cranleigh North wards.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed warding for the
parish of Ewhurst.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Witley East and Witley West parish wards
of Witley parish.
The large map inserted in the back of the report
illustrates the Commission’s proposed warding
arrangements for Farnham, Godalming and
Haslemere, including Haslemere parish.
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Map A1:

Final Recommendations for Waverley: Key Map
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Map A2:

Proposed Boundaries between Alfold, Cranleigh Rural & Ellens Green, Cranleigh West,
Cranleigh East and Shamley Green & Cranleigh North Wards.
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Map A2 (continued)
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Map A3:

Proposed Warding of Ewhurst Parish
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Map A4:

Proposed Boundary between Witley East and Witley West parish wards of Witley Parish
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