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From: Birchwood Town Council
Sent: 23 September 2015 13:25
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral and Boundary Review ‐ Consultation ‐ Warrington, Cheshire
Dear Sir/Madam
I have been requested by Members to write to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England to confirm
that they support the Commission’s proposal of no change to Birchwood’s current ward boundary.
With many thanks

Clerk to the Council
Birchwood Town Council

From: Croft Council
Sent: 16 September 2015 11:29
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral review of Warrington: Draft recommendations
Dear Mr Morrison,
Croft Parish Councillors have considered your recommendations for the Culcheth, Glazebury and Croft
ward of Warrington Borough Council and would like you to record their support for them.
Kind Regards,

Mr. M.Pope
Clerk & Responsible Financial Officer
Croft Parish Council
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Electoral Equality
Currently, WBC figures show that Lymm has an electorate of 10434, which elects 3 Borough
Councillors. Thus Lymm has 3478 voters per Councillor, which is a variance of +19% from the
borough norm. The Parish Council recognises that this is not acceptable and recognises that
action has to be taken, but is deeply concerned at the disruption that will be caused if the current
proposal of the Boundaries Commission is implemented (see below for details). It considers,
however, that there is a simple way of improving electoral equality that is less disruptive than
that proposed by the Boundaries Commission. If Lymm had 4 Borough Councillors (in two 2member wards) instead of 3, it would have 2608 voters per Councillor and a variance of about 10%. This is a marked improvement on +19%. The creation of two two-member wards in
Lymm is consistent with the guidance given by the Boundaries Commission for Borough
Councils holding whole-council elections, as will be the case in Warrington from 2016. Lymm
Parish Council has provided detail of a firm proposal along the lines outlined above in its
document of October 12, which delivers an even smaller variance, and the Grappenhall and
Thelwall Parish Council supports Lymm’s proposal. Under this proposal, the borough ward of
Grappenhall and Thelwall would be unaffected, and its electoral equality would remain very
good, with its current variance of -3% being unchanged.
We urge the Boundaries Commission to accept Lymm’s proposal as the least disruptive way of
improving electoral equality in Lymm.
Community Identity
Lymm is a village in its own right, with its own community identity, and Lymm Parish Council
has provided a great deal of evidence to support this assertion and demonstrate that the present
proposals of the Boundaries Commission will damage community identity in Lymm.
Grappenhall and Thelwall Parish Council wholly supports Lymm’s argument and will not
reiterate it. Similar comments can be made with respect to the impact of the proposals on
community identity in Appletion. In this submission, therefore, the Grappenhall and Thelwall
Parish Council comments only on the issue of community identity in its own ward.
Thelwall is a suburb of Warrington that merges into Grappenhall, the adjacent suburb, so closely
that many residents believe they live in Thelwall but actually live in Grappenhall. There are no
obvious boundaries that separate Grappenhall from Thelwall and there are innumerable crossingpoints; the communities are genuinely intertwined. The existing Grappenhall and Thelwall Parish
Council is the most obvious entity expressing the identity of the community – it works well and
the turnout at local elections is very high.
Transport links within Grappenhall and Thelwall are good; better and more reliable than any
links with Lymm. The parish is, furthermore, of a convenient shape: it is compact and more or
less circular. It is not difficult to get from one end of the ward to the other by foot or bicycle. The
proposed ward of Lymm North and Thelwall, however, presents serious problems of
communication because the proposed ward measures at least 4 miles from end to end and is more
or less linear. Even though the road (the A56) is good, as the Boundaries Commission’s proposal
states, it is the only road that links Lymm to Thelwall; there is no opportunity for the close
intertwining of the communities of Lymm and Thelwall in the way that has developed between
Grappenhall and Thelwall. This is a great obstacle to community identity in the proposed new
borough ward. It would be very hard for a Councillor living in Lymm, for example, to represent
residents in Grappenhall because of the lack of local knowledge.
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Community Groups. The Grappenhall and Thelwall Parish Council is very active in the
community. It is well-run, with a qualified Clerk and RFO. We believe that the Council is as
strong and active as it is because the existing parishing arrangements genuinely reflect
community identity. Turnout at Borough Council and Parish Council elections is high. Only last
week the Chairman of the Parish Council, who lives in Grappenhall, could be seen attending to
trees planted by the Council in Thelwall. He recently carried our clearance work with residents
and the Community Payback team in a local park. Likewise, the Parish Warden has organised a
litter-picking day in November for the whole parish. These may be small points in their own
right, but they are among many which illustrate the cohesive nature of Grappenhall and Thelwall.
They may be separate villages, but they share a common identity. By the same token, the Council
does not believe that the proposed ward of Lymm North and Thelwall would be able to achieve
community cohesion. Local people would not believe in it and without support from a Parish
Council on the ground it would be nothing but a paper entity. Aside from the Parish Council, the
churches are active, there are Scouts, Guides and Cubs, a number of sports clubs, a Probus club, a
youth club, a film club and the Friends of the Grappenhall Heys Walled Garden. All of these are
open to residents of both Grappenhall and Thelwall no matter whether they are Grappenhall
groups or Thelwall groups.
Facilities are good in Grappenhall and Thelwall. Within the ward there are shops, a doctor’s
surgery and a vet, a community-run library, three parks/playing fields, a community-owned
historic walled garden and two community centres operated by community groups. There are
post offices, hairdressers, cafes and hot food takeaways and a Chinese restaurant. These facilities
are easily accessible to residents of both villages, and people do not need to go to Lymm for
them. For entertainment, people generally look to Warrington or to the Manchester and Liverpool
conurbations. They do not go to Lymm. Thus there are few facilities in Lymm that would compel
people from Grappenhall or Thelwall to go there and thus no likelihood of developing a
community identity for ‘Lymm North and Thelwall’.
Interests
Many residents of Grappenhall and Thelwall are passionate supporters of Warrington’s Rugby
League team and in this sense identify with Warrington. In Lymm, however, sentiment differs
from the rest of Warrington – there, support for Rugby Union is strong and there is a successful
nationally-known team based in the village. Most people care about the Green Belt and this is
one reason why Thelwall is distinct from Lymm (see below). The churches in both Grappenhall
and Thelwall are well-supported. There are numerous leisure groups based on either Grappenhall
or Thelwall (Grappenhall, has a strong and well-supported cricket team; there is fishing,WI,
British Legion) but, significantly, the Council is not aware of any group based on ‘Lymm and
Thelwall’.
Identifiable Boundaries
The parish boundaries that stand out most clearly on the map are the Manchester Ship Canal to
the north, and to the east, the strip of green belt that separates Lymm from Thelwall and through
which the M6 motorway runs. It is, of course, possible to cross the Manchester Ship Canal or to
take the A56 which passes under the M6 - the only road which links Lymm to Thelwall; neither
boundary is impassable. But in both cases the number of crossing-points is limited and
effectively prevents the intertwining of communities which ought to be the prerequisite for a new
Borough Ward. Thus, Thelwall associates well with Grappenhall by its geography, not with
Lymm or with the wards north of the Ship Canal.
It will be clear from the above information that the proposed Borough ward of ‘Lymm North and
Thelwall’ would not be likely to have any community identity.
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Effective Local Government
In Grappenhall and Thelwall, the borough ward and the parish wards are at present co-terminous.
This makes it easy for parish issues to be aired at Borough level because the Borough councillors
represent the parish wards exclusively. If ‘Lymm North and Thelwall’ were created as a borough
ward it would not be co-terminous with the parish wards either in Lymm or Thelwall. Thus, for
example, Borough Councillors who might live in Lymm and have little knowledge of Thelwall
would find themselves having to deal with detailed issues in Thelwall. This point is well-made in
a different local context in Appleton Parish Council’s submission of 16th September but the
argument is the same. It is highly undesirable for parish and borough wards not to be coterminous and it will undoubtedly cause confusion in the minds of voters when borough and
parish elections fall on the same day, as they will in 2016. In this Council’s opinion such on
option should only be adopted if no other option is available. It is difficult to overstress this point.
If ‘effective local government’ is truly the Boundary Commission’s desire, then the concept of
‘Lymm North and Thelwall’ should be abandoned.
Parish Wards in Grappenhall and Thelwall
The Boundaries Commission draft recommendations includes a proposal to replace the existing 4
parish wards by two 8-seat wards. No rationale for the change is provided. The Parish Council
does not understand what advantage the proposed arrangements have over the current ones. It
considers that the current arrangements reflect the feelings of residents about their own areas.
Thus the existing wards of Thelwall and Grappenhall South are based on the two conservation
areas in the parish and reflect a very local but real identity. The more populous central part of the
parish is divided in two by the A50 and justifies the two other parish wards of Grappenhall
Central and Grappenhall North. The Parish Council is opposed to the proposed change in the
parish wards.
Conclusion
In Grappenhall and Thelwall, the current electoral arrangements for the Borough Council are
completely satisfactory. The above information shows that they deliver electoral equality and
effective local government and they respect local identity. On the other hand, the Council can
find no evidence to support ‘Lymm North and Thelwall’ as an entity in any meaningful sense and
considers that the proposal would actually be damaging for effective local government and
community identity, as demonstrated above. Electoral equality in Lymm can be achieved without
the need for the proposed new borough ward, as Lymm Parish Council’s document of October 12
shows.
The Council again urges the Boundaries Commission not to change the electoral arrangements
for Grappenhall and Thelwall either at borough level or at parish level and to accept the proposal
for borough wards that Lymm Parish Council has made.
Yours faithfully,

Susan Brooks
Clerk to the Council
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Parish Office

Mr W. Morrison
Review Officer (Warrington)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
16th October 2015
Dear Mr Morrison
I am writing on behalf of Great Sankey Parish Council regarding the draft recommendations
on the future electoral arrangements for Warrington Borough Council. The Parish Council
does not have sufficient resources or knowledge to make comments on the Borough-wide
proposals and has therefore restricted its comments to the area of Great Sankey. The
submission is based upon the following:
a) the changes to the southern boundaries of the Borough wards Great Sankey North
and Great Sankey South.
b) the northern boundary of the Borough ward of Great Sankey North
c) the recommendations to alter the internal structure of the Parish wards of Great
Sankey
Point (a) will result in considerable confusion for residents in those areas where the Borough
ward boundaries have moved but the Parish boundary remains as it currently is. These
residents (approximately 1000 households) who have always voted for Great Sankey North
or South for both Borough and Parish Councillors will now be voting for Penketh and
Cuerdley in the Borough elections. These residents have an affinity with Great Sankey and it
is the Parish Council’s view that the confusion resulting from a ballot paper for Penketh &
Cuerdley for Borough Council positions and Great Sankey for Parish Council positions will be
reflected in the voting. The Parish Council suggests that the easiest, most cost-effective and
common-sense way to avoid this confusion at election time is to rename the Borough ward of
Penketh and Cuerdley to Penketh, Great Sankey and Cuerdley.
Point (b), the northern boundary of Great Sankey North is unchanged in the draft proposals
from the Boundary Commission. This boundary cuts through a section of land, Omega South,
which is undergoing huge redevelopment with housing, retail units, restaurants and green
space planned and approved. The boundary line will run through the development dividing it
in half ending with a scenario where houses on one side of a street are in one ward and
those on the other in a completely different ward. Warrington Borough Council submitted that
the boundary should be redrawn to be in alignment with the M62. This is a clear and logical
boundary. The Parish Council supports this proposal by Warrington Borough Council. It is

also suggested that the Parish boundary is aligned with this in the future to avoid the type of
confusion at elections mentioned above.
Point (c), the recommendations to change the internal structure of the Parish from 3 wards to
5 wards will also cause considerable confusion for residents and having two very small wards
is neither logical nor advantageous. The Parish Council would further like to point out that it
has been extremely difficult to ascertain whether the internal boundary structure of the Parish
is the remit of the Boundary Commission or Warrington Borough Council. The Boundary
Commission, in their presentation to Parish Councils in July, stated categorically that it was
not interested in Parish boundaries and Warrington Borough Council confirmed that any
changes to Parish boundaries would have to undergo a full consultation exercise with
electors. The recommendation to move to a 5-ward Parish without full consultation would be
extremely disadvantageous to both the Council and our community.
Additionally the parish and borough wards of Great Sankey are scheduled for considerable
re-development in the next 5 years. This includes the likely addition of an estimated minimum
of 1600 new homes. There will also be development in the form of the building of additional
multi-use workplaces as part of the Omega development. The Parish Council believes that
any re-organisation of the internal ward parish boundaries should await the completion of this
development. The Council is of the view that to delay the review of internal boundaries will
avoid confusion to our residents and more importantly allow more evidenced based decisions
to be made in respect of our internal structure. Great Sankey Parish Council therefore
proposes that the Parish remains as its current 3-ward Parish until the completion of the
development outlined, at which time the situation can be reviewed.
Great Sankey Parish Council would appreciate the above comments being given due
consideration as it believes that the above solutions would best serve the residents of Great
Sankey.
Yours sincerely

Karen Carter
Parish Clerk
Great Sankey Parish Council

14.10.2015
Ward Boundary Review Response for Hatton, Stretton and Walton
Joint Response from Hatton, Stretton and Walton Parish Councils.

Hatton , Stretton and Walton Parish Council have each submitted their
individual responses to the proposal to amalgamate the Ward of Hatton ,
Stretton and Walton with Appleton. However the strength of feeling against
the proposals meant we took unprecedented measures to ensure our
voices could be heard. All 3 Parish Councils met and it became clear a
common view was held.
All three villages felt that we each have a distinct and individual rural
identity and as such being amalgamated with the suburban Appleton Ward
would be to the detriment of our community interests and identities. Our
historic rural communities will disappear and be lost at Borough Council
level and we cannot accept that being part of a much larger Ward will
benefit us.
The existing community links will be diluted and the detailed
understanding of the needs of our rural villages will completely disappear
and as a result the voice of our communities will no longer get heard.
Whilst we retain our rural characters the towns around us are growing
year on year and it is our concern that the voice of large growing Wards
will always overshadow us.
We would expect to have clear , distinctive representation for the
contribution to the level of council tax that is secured from our residents.
We require our own Borough Councillor who is in a position of equality to
represent our needs strongly, and to have a clear understanding that we
are significantly different from the Wards that we are being linked with in
this review.
It is our understanding that the Ward of Hatton, Stretton and Walton was
created in recognition of the distinctiveness of the three villages. For us, in
our Ward, nothing has changed – geographically we cover a large area
however we do have a relatively small electorate.

According to the Strategic Housing Land Available Assessment for the Ward
149 sites are listed as being deliverable and the HCA are pressing ahead
with plans for further development in the area meaning that it is entirely
reasonable to assume by 2020 the electorate will be increased by 200 ,
resulting in a 2020 electorate of 2739,resulting in a variance to the 2020
average of 2912, of -5.9% and well within the 10% criteria.
It seems short sighted not to take this projection into account and on that
basis there is no reason for the existing Hatton , Stretton and Walton Ward
to be subject to any change at all.
The LGBCE Guidance states that “A good pattern of Wards should reflect
community interests and identities and include evidence of community
links” . The review actually has totally the opposite effect in our opinion.
All 3 Parish Councils hope you will consider our comments on the review
and hope that your recommendation will be amended accordingly.
We would like to be furnished with details of any Appeal process and the
contact details of any Ombudsman that can hear our objections if this
proposal is implemented.
Yours Sincerely
Margaret Winstanley – Chair of Hatton Parish Council
Linda Jones – Chair of Stretton Parish Council
Robert Hardie – Chair of Walton Parish Council

ELECTORAL REVIEW OF WARRINGTON BOROUGH COUNCIL 2015
SUBMISSION BY LYMM PARISH COUNCIL IN RESPONSE TO DRAFT
PROPOSALS PUBLISHED 25 AUGUST 2015
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
1 Summary
Lymm Parish Council has already submitted its comments to the proposals for
Warrington published in August by the Boundary Commission. However it has
now become apparent that the Commission will only agree to variances greater
than 10% in extremely exceptional circumstances. Although our original
submission remains our favoured choice, we are putting forward an alternative
which we believe satisfies the three criteria of electoral equality, community
identity and effective and convenient governance.
2 Alternative proposal
 Transfer of one councillor from Poulton North / Poulton South / Rixton &
Woolston to the south
 All other wards to the north of the Ship Canal to be left unchanged as in the
Boundary Commission proposal
 Lymm to be given an extra councillor and the two Lymm seats to be coterminous with the Parish boundary
 All other seats south of the Ship Canal to be on the same boundaries as
now.
3 Transfer of Councillor from Poulton N & S and Rixton & Woolston
The variances for the wards proposed by the Commission are –9%, -7% and
–9%. If the total number of councillors for these three wards is reduced from 8
to 7 then the overall variance is +5%. No attempt has been made to redefine
the boundaries but it is notable that the Boundary Commission has already
proposed changes to the boundaries between these wards. We do not believe
that community identity is an issue here.
4 Lymm
The need to achieve electoral equality in Lymm is seen as the driving force for
major changes in the south, which has caused considerable dissatisfaction
amongst residents. If an extra councillor is allocated to Lymm, then greater
electoral equality can be achieved within the 10% limits.
183 electors need to be transferred from Lymm South to Lymm North to achieve
no more than a 10% variance in each ward. This means that the Bridgewater
Canal is no longer the boundary for its whole length through the Parish but the
transfer of electors makes sense on the ground. The area ‘transferred’ is
Brookfield Road, Eagle Brow and the roads off them.
5 All other wards in the south
Community and village identity is very important to residents in the south of the
town. With the Lymm adjustment, we do not believe it is necessary to make any
changes to the existing wards. Co-terminous borough and parish wards make
much more sense than the proposed wards. We are aware that Grappenhall &
Thelwall Parish Council value their own community identity and do not wish to
be joined up with Lymm.
12 October 2015

ELECTORAL REVIEW OF WARRINGTON BOROUGH COUNCIL - SUBMISSION BY LYMM PARISH COUNCIL
Note that the total electorate for the Revised Proposal differs from that for the Boundary Commission by 259 total due to the calculation method used

The Lymm transfer
Maltmans Road
Brookfield Close
Davies Way
Henry Street
Brookfield Road
Bridgewater Street
Eagle Brow(south of jn.
with Brookfield Road)
The Dingle
Total

20
5
2
4
66
12
72
2
183

NB Dingle Bank Close is excluded
from this list because the number
of electors would cause
the variance to exceed 10%

28/10/2015

ELECTORAL REVIEW OF WARRINGTON BOROUGH COUNCIL 2015
SUBMISSION BY STOCKTON HEATH PARISH COUNCIL IN RESPONSE
TO DRAFT PROPOSALS PUBLISHED 25 AUGUST 2015
1 Summary
Stockton Heath Parish Council opposes the proposal put forward by the
Boundary Commission which would mean that the Stockton Heath Borough
ward is no longer coterminous with boundary of Stockton Heath Parish
Council. It very firmly supports either of the proposals below which keeps the
existing links between parish and borough wards.
The Parish Council strongly believes that community interests and retaining
the identity of the borough ward are as important as ensuring electoral
equality. We believe there is a very strong case to be made to allow the
borough ward boundary to remain coterminous with the parish boundary,
which the proposals below would allow.

2 Statutory Criteria
The Parish Council understands that any decision on ward boundaries is a
balance between three statutory criteria:




Delivering electoral equality for local voters
Interests and identities of local communities
Effective and convenient local government

The Council contends that, while the Commission may have delivered better
electoral equality, it has failed on both the other two criteria. The Council
contends that there are better ways to deliver electoral equality (within the
accepted limits) without loss of community interest and identity while still
retaining effective and convenient local government.

3 Electoral Equality
On 2 October 2014 a meeting was held between senior officers and
councillors from Warrington Council and the Chairman and Chief Executive of
the Boundary Commission. At this meeting it was stated that the base year
for the Review was 2021. However the exercise has been carried out using
forecasts for 2020.
As a result of a High Court judgement on Warrington’s Core Strategy, the
Council is obliged to build more homes than originally proposed. There is
huge uncertainty over where these homes will be built. This is an important
reason why the Council proposed minimal changes in this Review and maybe
the reason that the base year for forecasts has been changed. The Parish
Council agrees with Warrington Council that a major review of boundaries
should be delayed until there is clarity over the location of new properties.
It cannot be denied, in the Boundary Commission proposal, that +8% for a
new Lymm North and Thelwall ward and –7% for a new Lymm South ward is

more equal than +19% for an unchanged Lymm with three councillors.
However, because Lymm has had a substantial amount of new building in
recent years, it is highly likely that by 2021 it will have proportionately less
new building than other parts of the town, so reducing the variance to less
than +19%. The desire to make Lymm more equal has had a knock on effect
on all the other wards south of the Manchester Ship Canal, leading to the
proposal for Stockton Heath about which we have strong reservations.
Moreover, by our calculation, the 500 houses which could now be scheduled
to be built in Appleton Thorn (to be included in your new Grappenhall ward)
within the next 5 years, would give a variance of +16% in that ward by 2020.
Should Appleton Thorn remain in the existing Appleton ward the variance
would be only +10%.

4 Community Interests and Identities
The natural southern boundary for Stockton Heath borough ward is the
Bridgewater canal. The inclusion of an arbitrary area from Appleton Parish
Council to the south of the canal, which firmly considers itself to be part of
Appleton, in the proposed borough ward, cuts across the resident’s interests
and identity. Similarly, residents in the area to the east of Stockton Heath
parish would be represented, at borough level, by councillors from the new
Grappenhall ward, but by Stockton Heath parish councillors.
5 Effective and Convenient Local Government
Borough Councillors representing the proposed Stockton Heath ward will
need to liaise with Appleton and Walton Parish councils as well as Stockton
Heath
This loss of consistency between borough and parish representation applies
to other parts of South Warrington as well, with the situation being worse in
Appleton, where borough councillors would have to liaise with five different
parish councils and with seven Borough Councillors representing different
parts.
The Parish Council believes that the situation described above will be less
convenient. Effective representation and advocacy will be more difficult.
The Parish Council values the current arrangement in which the Borough
ward boundary is coterminous with the Parish boundary. This has been so for
many decades and the Council believes this is the best way for local people to
be represented.
We now know the Commission is very unlikely to agree to a proposal with
more than a 10% variation which would rule out the original proposition from
Warrington Borough Council. If the Commission is determined to remain with
its decision (taken before the detail was decided) to have a total of 58
members for Warrington, it would be less disruptive to have one extra
member in Lymm which would give Lymm and all the other wards south of the
ship canal variation of less than 10%. It would also resolve the problem of
extra development in Appleton Thorn within the next 5 years. There would be
an issue north of the ship canal which would lose one member, but the
disruption here, where in some areas the number of voters is at the lower end

of the accepted limits, would be significantly less than that caused in the south
by the Commission’s current proposal.
Alternatively, should the Commission agree to increase the total number of
members to 59, disruption would be minimal, with most borough wards
coterminous with their parishes.
The Commission is asked to accept either of these counter proposals which
would leave Stockton Heath Borough ward boundary coterminous with that of
Stockton Heath parish.

6 Conclusion
Stockton Heath Parish Council strongly believes the Commission proposal for
the new Stockton Heath borough ward does not have a coherent community
identity and will deliver significantly less effective and convenient local
government.
It urges the Commission to consider the counter proposals above which will
deliver electoral equality for local voters (within the variance acceptable to the
Commission) and allow parishes to be coterminous with borough wards which
they value so very highly.

Mr Richard Buck
Review Manager
LGBCE
(sent by email)
12 October 2015

Dear Sir,
We refer to the Draft Boundary review published on 25 August 2015 and wish to advise you
that Stretton Parish Council is dismayed to note that the Boundary review has
recommended that the Ward of Hatton, Stretton and Walton should be amalgamated with
Appleton.
At a single stroke, the current representation and identity of these historic rural
communities will disappear and be lost at Borough Council level. This would create exactly
the opposite effect stipulated in the LGBCE Guidance which states that “A good pattern of
Wards should reflect community interests and identities and include evidence of community
links”.
Our community has little in common with the suburban issues that relate to the parish of
Appleton and Stretton Parish Council cannot accept that being part of a much larger Ward
will benefit Stretton as the existing community links will be diluted. In addition, the detailed
understanding of the needs of rural communities that is delivered by the existing single
Member Ward will completely disappear and the voice of our community will no longer be
heard.
Stretton currently benefits from good quality representation and accountability and erasing
Stretton from the Borough Wards will not give residents an adequate level of representation
for the area in which they live.
The Parish Council accepts that the Hatton, Stretton & Walton Ward, whilst geographically
large, does have a relatively small electorate; however it is projected that by 2020 the Ward
will come within the 10% variance to average that the LGBCE sets as an important criteria
when deciding on Ward patterns.
According to the Strategic Housing Land Available Assessment (SHLAA) for the Ward, 149
sites are listed as being deliverable and we are aware that the HCA are currently pressing
ahead with their plans for their further development in Pewterspear Green that will come
within the Stretton Parish boundary.

It would therefore be entirely reasonable to assume that those 149 sites would increase the
electorate for the Ward by 200, resulting in a 2020 electorate of 2,739. That would result in
a variance to the 2020 average of 2,912, of ‐5.9%, and well within the 10% criteria.
This being the case it seems short sighted not to take this projection into account and on
that basis, there is no reason for the existing Hatton, Stretton & Walton Ward to be subject
to any change at all.
Thank you for your time in considering the Parish Council’s comments on the review and the
Council hopes that your recommendations will be amended accordingly.

Yours faithfully

L.M. CREWE (on behalf of Stretton Parish Council)
Clerk to the Parish Council
Sent by email

Review Officer (Warrington),
Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP
Sent by email to: reviews@lgbce.org.uk

15 October 2015

Dear Sir,
Re: Electorol Review of Warrington: Draft Recommendations dated 25 August 2015
On behalf of all the councillors of Walton Parish Council, listed here under, I am writing to you
to make the following comments and representation on the part of the Draft Recommendations
relating to South Warrington generally and to Hatton, Stretton & Walton ward in particular.
Walton Parish lies wholly within Hatton, Stretton & Walton ward. The proposal is to align one of
the parish wards to Appleton ward and the other to Stockton Heath ward. The impact of this
change is to split the parish which we submit is unnecessary and unpopular.
The electoral review is duty bound to consider:
 Electoral equality
 Community identity
 Effective and convenient local government
We feel that in the pursuit of electoral equality (i.e. 159,262W electors numerically represented
equally between 57 borough councillors) insufficient consideration has been given to community
identity and effective local government. For South Warrington generally and Walton Parish in
which we are particularly concerned, it will have a disproportionately negative effect on
community identity and effective local government.
Although the electoral review has no powers to make changes to the external boundaries of
parishes, the de-facto effect of the Draft Recommendations is to split the parish. We submit that
the division of a parish, such as proposed, should be an occurrence only for exceptional
circumstances, which do not exist in this instance
Electoral Equality
Walton Parish consists of 2 parish wards, No 1 and No 2 with electorates of 612 W and 729 W
respectively, totalling 1339 W. Walton Parish comprises just over half of the electorate of Hatton,
Stretton & Walton ward which currently has an electorate of 2572 W and is represented by one
borough councillor. This representation is within 8% of the average of 2794 W electors per
borough councillor for Warrington. The projections forward to the year 2020 show only a
marginal shift in electoral percentages which is about 3% W increase for Hatton, Stretton &
Walton compared to 5 % W for Warrington. We believe, as would most ordinary people, that
these figures are not so distorting to electoral inequality to justify the sweeping changes proposed
in the Draft Recommendations.
Data indicated by superscript

W

is from Warrington Borough Council electorate information submitted to the Boundary Commission.

Community identity
At a local level there is goodwill between the parishes but this is from a perspective of one’s own
identity: Walton parishioners identify with ‘Walton’. We believe that were the Draft
recommendations to be implemented, there will be an erosion of community identity. As an
example: the parishioners in No 1 parish ward are well aware that they are not in Stockton Heath
Parish but yet, as proposed, are to be represented by a Stockton Heath ward councillor. Local
Walton events such as the Civic Service and wreath laying at the memorial will have less
significance. Local newsletters from both Stockton Heath and Walton will have less interest and
significance. These may appear small details in today’s busy and bureaucratic world but it is these
details we believe that encourage community cohesion and participation.
Walton West
There has been considerable indignation at the suggestion of ‘Walton West’ as the name for one
of the parish wards. This has regrettably given the impression that the Boundary Commission has
limited regard for community identity. Walton as it exists now was formed in 1946 consisting in
large part, the three old parishes of Action Grange, Higher Walton and Lower Walton. There are
other local names that parishioners could identify with; Walton West would not be among them.
Effective and convenient local government
Walton Parish Council actively works for and represents its parishioners at the lowest
administrative level of local government. To achieve this it works independently but in close cooperation with the borough councillor. It has done so successfully for many years, irrespective of
the political party the borough councillor represents. Such work and representation ranges from
roads, transport, planning applications, flooding, trees, and a myriad of other local issues. With
the proposed changes, Walton Parish Council would potentially have to work with five borough
councillors, instead of the current one councillor, each of who will only have a partial interest in
the Parish Council. Therefore with the best will in the world we cannot but foresee a marked
reduction in effectiveness of the Parish Council and, importantly, the interest and involvement of
residents in local government.
Conclusion
In conclusion, we would earnestly request that the recommendation to split Walton Parish is
removed on the grounds of a disproportionate negative effect on community identity and on local
government effectiveness and convenience. The retention of Hatton, Stretton & Walton would
achieve this objective. We appreciate that such a change in the Draft Recommendations may
require a review on other related recommendations affecting South Warrington. Such a review is
worth doing and will be applauded.
Yours faithfully,

Yousuf Shaikh
On behalf of all the councillors of Walton Parish:
Councillor Robert Hardie
Councillor Christopher Chadwick
Councillor Richard Hewitt
Councillor David Meacock
Councillor Ann Hardie
Councillor Barbara Price
Councillor Jolyn Ward
Councillor Malcolm Eldridge
Councillor Richard Bennett
Councillor Yousuf Shaikh
(There being one councillor vacancy in the process of being filled)

Dear Sirs
I am responding to the consultation on behalf of Winwick Parish Council, Winwick is in Warrington, Cheshire
and, wish to submit the following comments.
Winwick Parish Council is not in favour of the draft recommendations as set out in your booklet.
The Members believe that the Parish areas and representation should remain the same.
Currently the Parish area is split into two wards separated with a defined border.
St Oswalds Ward with 1899 electors represented by 5 Members
Houghton Ward with 1897 electors represented by 5 Members
The current two Parish areas are quite distinct areas and their needs are quite different, if your recommendations
were to be implemented it was felt that the new ‘Winwick’ area would be unfairly under represented and that your
two new areas of Houghton Green and Peel Hall would be over represented.
Within your newly recommended area of Peel Hall, there are great areas of greenbelt that is not likely to be built on.
Having closely looked at the map and considered the options the Parish Council recommends that the current
effective representation remains for the Parish area.
I’d be grateful if this response / comments were included within the consultation responses.
Many thanks
Julie Pickles
Clerk to Winwick Parish Council
********************************************************************************
DISCLAIMER
The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of Warrington Borough Council. Warrington
Borough Council employees and Elected Members are expressly requested, to not make any defamatory, threatening or obscene
statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright) by e-mail communication.
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WOOLSTON PARISH COUNCIL
16 October 2015

Dear Sir
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF WARRINGTON BOROUGH COUNCIL: DRAFT
RECOMMENDATIONS
I refer to your email dated 25 August 2015 regarding the above.
The Parish Council gave consideration to the draft recommendations at meetings
held on 2 September and 14 October 2015. In particular consideration was given to
the arrangements for the Rixton and Woolston Borough Ward.
The Parish Council agreed to reaffirm support for no change ie the retention of three
Borough Ward Councillors for Rixton and Woolston with no change in the ward
boundary.
Yours faithfully
Clerk to the Council
Review Officer (Warrington)
Local Government Boundary Commission
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG

