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Local Government Commission for England

4 November 1997

Dear Secretary of State
On 25 October 1996, the Commission began a periodic electoral review of the district of South Hams under
the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 28
May 1997 and undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have substantially
confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been made (see paragraph 115) in
the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to electoral
arrangements in South Hams.
We recommend that South Hams District Council should be served by 40 councillors representing 30 wards,
and that some 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 be elected together every
four years.
I would like to thank members and officers of the District 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 South Hams
on 25 October 1996. We published our draft
recommendations for electoral arrangements on 28
May 1997, after which we undertook an eightweek period of consultation.

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

●

This report summarises the representations
we have 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 exceptionally unequal representation of
electors in South Hams because:
●

●

●

in 25 of the 34 wards, the number of
electors represented by each councillor varies
by more than 10 per cent from the average
for the district;
in 15 wards, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by
more than 20 per cent from the average,
two of which vary by 80 per cent or more;
there is unlikely to be any improvement in
electoral equality by 2001.

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

●

●

●

South Hams District Council should be
served by 40 councillors, compared with 44
at present;
there should be 30 wards, four fewer than at
present;
the boundaries of 25 of the existing wards
should be modified, while nine wards should
retain their existing boundaries;
elections should continue to take place every
four years.
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In 25 of the 30 wards, the number of
electors per councillor would vary by no
more than 10 per cent from the district
average.
By 2001, the number of electors per
councillor is projected to vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the average in 26
wards; while one ward would have an
electoral variance over 20 per cent.

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

●

revised warding arrangements for Totnes
and Dartmouth town councils; and
new warding arrangements for Ivybridge
and Kingsbridge town councils and South
Brent and Berry Pomeroy parish councils.
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
16 December 1997:
The Secretary of State
Local Government Review
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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Figure 1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

viii

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

1

Allington and
Loddiswell

1

Avonleigh ward (part – the parishes
of Loddiswell and Woodleigh);
West Dart ward (part – Halwell and
Moreleigh parish); Garabrook ward
(part – East Allington parish)

Map 2

2

Avon and
Harbourne

1

Unchanged (the parishes of North
Huish, Diptford and Harberton)

Map 2

3

Bickleigh and Shaugh

2

Unchanged (the parishes of
Bickleigh and Shaugh Prior)

Map 2

4

Charterlands

1

Unchanged (the parishes of
Kingston, Ringmore, Bigbury
and Aveton Gifford)

Map 2

5

Cornwood and
Sparkwell

1

Sparkwell ward (Sparkwell parish);
Cornwood and Harford ward (the
Sparkwell parishes of Cornwood and
Harford)

Map 2

6

Dartington

1

Unchanged (Dartington parish)

Map 2

7

Dartmouth and
Kingswear

3

Dartmouth Hardness district and
parish ward (part); Dartmouth
Clifton district and parish ward;
Kingswear ward (Kingswear parish)

Large map

8

Dartmouth Townstal

1

Dartmouth Hardness district and
parish ward (part)

Large map

9

East Dart

1

Dart Valley ward (part – Littlehempston parish, Village ward of Berry
Pomeroy parish as proposed); Stoke
Gabriel ward (Stoke Gabriel parish)

Map 2

10

Eastmoor

1

South Brent ward (part – Brentmoor of Maps 2 and
South Brent parish as proposed); East- A7
moor ward (the parishes of Holne, West
Buckfastleigh, Dean Prior and Rattery);
Dart Valley ward (part – Staverton parish)

11

Erme Valley

2

Erme Valley ward (the parishes of
Map 2
Ermington and Holbeton); Modbury
ward (Modbury parish); Ugborough ward
(Ugborough parish)

12

Ivybridge Central

1

Ivybridge district ward and parish (part) Maps 2 and
A5

13

Ivybridge Filham

2

Ivybridge district ward and parish (part) Maps 2 and
A6
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Constituent Areas
14

Ivybridge Woodlands

2

Ivybridge district ward and parish (part) Maps 2 and
A5

15

Kingsbridge East

1

Kingsbridge district ward and parish (part) Maps 2 and
A4

16

Kingsbridge North

1

Kingsbridge district ward and parish (part) Maps 2 and
A4

17

Marldon

1

Unchanged (Marldon parish)

Map 2

18

Newton and Noss

1

Unchanged (Newton and Noss parish)

Map 2

19

Salcombe and
Marlborough

2

Malborough ward (the parishes of
Malborough and South Huish);
Salcombe ward (Salcombe parish)

Map 2

Saltstone

1

Unchanged (Chivelstone, East
Portlemouth, South Pool, Charleton
and Frogmore and Sherford parishes)

Map 2

Skerries ward (the parishes of Stoke
Fleming and Strete); Garabrook ward
(part – Slapton parish)

Map 2

20

21

Skerries

1

22

South Brent

1

South Brent ward (part – Village ward
of South Brent parish as proposed)

Map A7

23

Stokenham

1

Unchanged (Stokenham parish)

Map 2

24

Thurlestone

1

Thurlestone ward (part – the parishes
of Thurlestone and South Milton);
Avonleigh ward (part – the parishes of
Churchstow and Buckland-Tout-Saints)

Map 2

25

Totnes Bridgetown

2

Totnes Bridgetown district ward;
Totnes district ward (part); Dart Valley
ward (part – Bridgetown ward of Berry
Pomeroy parish as proposed)

Maps 2 and
A2

26

Totnes Town

2

Totnes district and parish ward (part)

Map 2

27

Wembury and Brixton

2

Brixton ward (Brixton parish);
Wembury ward (Wembury parish)

Map 2

28

West Dart

1

West Dart ward (part – the parishes of Map 2
Ashprington, Cornworthy and Dittisham
parishes); Garabrook ward (part –
Blackawton parish)

29

Westville and
Alvington

1

Kingsbridge district ward and parish
(part); Thurlestone ward (part – West
Alvington parish)

Maps 2, A3
and A4

30

Yealmpton

1

Unchanged (Yealmpton parish)

Map 2

Note: The whole of South Hams district is parished.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for the district of
South Hams in Devon. We plan to commence the
review of the other districts in Devon later this year
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 28 May 1997 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for South Hams
in Devon and ended on 22 July 1997. 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 in section 13(5) of the
Local Government Act 1992; and
the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral
Arrangements 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 and
supplemented in September 1996), which sets out
our approach to the reviews.

3

This review was in four stages. Stage One began
on 25 October 1996, when we invited proposals
for the future electoral arrangements from South
Hams District Council, and copied the letter to
Devon County Council, Devon and Cornwall
Police Authority, the local authority associations,
Devon Association of Parish Councils, parish and
town councils in the district, Members of
Parliament and the Member of the European
Parliament with constituency interests in the
district, and the headquarters of the main political
parties. At the start of the review and following
publication of our draft recommendations, we
published a notice in the local press, issued a press
release and invited the District Council to publicise
the review more widely. The closing date for receipt
of representations was 20 January 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

South Hams district covers an area of some
90,000 hectares in south-west Devon, stretching
from Plymouth in the west to Torbay in the east.
Its main settlements are the towns of Totnes,
Dartmouth, Ivybridge and Kingsbridge. The
district includes part of Dartmoor National Park
and has some fifty-one miles of coastline. It sits
astride a number of important communication
links including the A38 Plymouth to Exeter trunk
road and the London to Plymouth railway line.
The district is completely parished with a total of
61 parishes.

6

by more than 10 per cent from the district average.
In particular, Bickleigh and Shaugh ward has 139
per cent more electors per councillor than the
average; in other words, the councillor for the ward
represents 3,484 electors compared to the district
average of 1,460. The overall electoral imbalance in
the district is the worst in the country, hence the
exceptional decision of the Commission to bring
forward the review of the district in advance of the
rest of the county.

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

7

The District Council has 44 councillors elected
from 34 wards (Map 1 and Figure 2). Two wards
are represented by three councillors, six wards by
two councillors and 26 wards by a single
councillor. The whole Council is elected together
every four years, with the next elections due in May
1999. The electorate of the district is 64,245
(February 1996) and each councillor represents an
average of 1,460 electors. The District Council
forecasts that the electorate will increase to some
68,000 by the year 2001, which would change the
average number of electors per councillor to 1,545
(Figure 2). The major areas of development are
expected to be Kingsbridge in the south of the
district, and Ivybridge in the west.

8

Since the last electoral review was completed in
1977 by our predecessor, the Local Government
Boundary Commission, changes in population and
electorate have been unevenly spread across the
district. The district has witnessed significant
growth, with its electorate increasing by some 30
per cent. Much of the growth has centred on
Bickleigh (on the fringes of Plymouth) and
Ivybridge (in the west of the district), which have
grown as commuter areas for Plymouth. These
development patterns have resulted in 25 wards
where the number of electors per councillor varies

9
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Map 1:

Existing Wards in South Hams
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Figure 2:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
1996 of electors
from
(2001)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Avon and
Harbourne

1

1,627

1,627

11

1,746

1,746

13

2 Avonleigh

1

1,266

1,266

-13

1,314

1,314

-15

3 Bickleigh and
Shaugh

1

3,484

3,484

139

3,607

3,607

134

4 Brixton

1

1,094

1,094

-25

1,108

11,08

-28

5 Charterlands

1

1,627

1,627

11

1,764

1,764

14

6 Cornwood and
Harford

1

873

873

-40

893

893

-42

7 Dartington

1

1,476

1,476

1

1,590

1,590

3

8 Dartmouth Clifton

2

2,412

1,206

-17

2,475

1,238

-20

9 Dartmouth Hardness

2

2,101

1,051

-28

2,267

1,134

-27

10 Dart Valley

1

1,495

1,495

2

1,531

1,531

-1

11 Eastmoor

1

934

934

-36

945

945

-39

12 Erme Valley

1

1,138

1,138

-22

1,147

1,147

-26

13 Garabrook

1

1,322

1,322

-9

1,386

1,386

-10

14 Ivybridge

3

7,903

2,634

80

8,942

2,981

93

15 Kingsbridge

3

4,276

1,425

-2

4,613

1,538

0

16 Kingswear

1

1,098

1,098

-25

1,165

1,165

-25

17 Malborough

1

1,257

1,257

-14

1,291

1,291

-16

18 Marldon

1

1,556

1,556

7

1,582

1,582

2

19 Modbury

1

1,151

1,151

-21

1,265

1,265

-18

20 Newton and Noss

1

1,547

1,547

6

1,574

1,574

2

21 Salcombe

2

1,961

981

-33

2,063

1,032

-33

22 Saltstone

1

1,255

1,255

-14

1,347

1,347

-13

23 Skerries

1

1,358

1,358

-7

1,385

1,385

-10

Continued overleaf
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Figure 2 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
1996 of electors
from
(2001)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

24 South Brent

1

2,268

2,268

55

2,276

2,276

47

25 Sparkwell

1

927

927

-37

960

960

-38

26 Stoke Gabriel

1

1,091

1,091

-25

1,100

1,100

-29

27 Stokenham

1

1,685

1,685

15

1,758

1,758

14

28 Thurlestone

1

1,603

1,603

10

1,710

1,710

11

29 Totnes

2

3,828

1,914

31

3,916

1,958

27

30 Totnes Bridgetown

2

1,977

989

-32

2,284

1,142

-26

31 Ugborough

1

1,193

1,193

-18

1,380

1,380

-11

32 Wembury

2

2,487

1,244

-15

2,536

1,268

-18

33 West Dart

1

1,317

1,317

-10

1,397

1,397

-10

34 Yealmpton

1

1,658

1,658

14

1,664

1,664

8

44

64,245

-

-

67,981

-

-

-

1,460

-

-

1,545

-

Totals
Averages

Source: Electorate figures are based on South Hams District 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 district. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. For example, electors in
Ugborough ward are relatively over-represented by 18 per cent, while electors in Ivybridge ward are relatively underrepresented by 80 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 South Hams District Council and the
Conservative Group of South Hams District on
electoral arrangements for the whole district.
Representations were also received from South
Hams Constituency Labour Party, Totnes
Constituency Labour Party, South West Devon
Conservative Association, 13 parish and town
councils and one local resident. At Stage Two, we
appointed an independent assessor to conduct a
public meeting in South Hams, and report back to
us on the appropriate electoral arrangements for
the area. As the result of the public meeting held in
the district on 6 March 1997, a further five
submissions were received. In the light of these
representations and evidence available to us, we
reached preliminary conclusions which were set out
in the report, Draft Recommendations on the Future
Electoral Arrangements for South Hams in Devon.
We proposed that:

10

(a)

South Hams District Council should be served
by 40 councillors representing 28 wards;

(b)

the boundaries of 27 of the existing wards
should be modified, while seven wards should
retain their existing boundaries;

(c)

the town councils of Totnes and Dartmouth
should be re-warded, and there should be new
warding arrangements for Ivybridge and
Kingsbridge town councils and Berry Pomeroy
Parish Council;

(d)

there should be an increase in the number of
parish councillors for Sparkwell and Stokenham
parishes.

Our proposals would have resulted in
significant improvements in electoral equality, with
the number of electors per councillor in 24 of the
28 wards varying by no more than 10 per cent
from the district average. This level of electoral
equality was expected to be maintained for the
period to 2001.

11

Our draft recommendations are summarised at
Appendix B.

12

Draft Recommendation
South Hams District Council should
comprise 40 councillors, serving 28 wards.
The whole Council should continue to be
elected together every four years.
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

proposed Dartmout Hardness ward, represented
by a single councillor, covers an area with a
concentration of constituency problems and may
be better included in a larger ward represented
by two councillors. This, it argued, would also
reduce the number of electors in the Dartmouth
part of a new Dartmouth and Kingswear ward,
and would, as a result, reduce the extent to
which Kingswear would be dominated by
Dartmouth in a new ward. Alternatively, it
argued the Commission could consider dividing
the area into four single-member wards;

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, 40 representations were
received. A list of respondents is available on
request from the Commission’s offices.

13

South Hams District Council
In its response to our draft recommendations,
the Council reconsidered a number of the
proposals it had put forward at Stage One of the
review. While it continued to argue that there
should be a reduction in the number of councillors
from 44 to 40 and supported the Commission’s
proposals for 19 wards, it highlighted the concerns
of some of its members in relation to some of the
proposed wards and asked that the Commission
re-examine its proposals for nine wards:

14

(a)

The Council opposed our suggested merger of
Saltstone and Stokenham wards, and reiterated
its support for no change to the existing
electoral arrangements. It contended that the
area is isolated and that communication links are
poor, and that councillors would have difficulty
serving such a large area;

(b)

The Council noted the concern of some
members over the proposed two-member
Salcombe and Malborough and Wembury and
Brixton wards, and asked the Commission to
consider whether these wards could be divided
into single-member wards;

(c)

A member of the Council proposed that the
town of Kingsbridge be combined with West
Alvington parish in a three-member ward,
rather than divided into three single-member
wards as proposed at Stage One. In view
of this, and of some local concern over how
clear the proposed ward’s boundaries would
be, the Council argued that the Commission
should review its draft recommendations;

(d)

(e)

Some members of the Council argued that
the proposed Erme Valley ward would cover
a large area and would be difficult to administer.
The Council therefore requested that we reexamine this proposal;
The Council argued that the Commission should
reconsider its proposals for the Dartmouth and
Kingswear area, In particular, it argued that the

L O C A L
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(f)

The Council supported the proposed inclusion
of part of Berry Pomeroy parish within Totnes
Bridgetown ward, but argued that it would
prefer the River Dart to be retained as
the boundary between Totnes Bridgetown
and Totnes Town wards;

(g)

In Yealm Valley, the Council accepted the
proposed grouping of Sparkwell ward with
Cornwood and Harford ward, and reiterated its
support for the ward name to reflect the names
of the parishes;

(h)

The Council noted that the proposal to create a
new Allington and Loddiswell ward had been
opposed locally, and that there was little
common contact or interest among the
parishes. It argued that a councillor would
have some difficulty representing so many
parishes, but acknowledged also the difficulty of
achieving electoral equality in this area.

Totnes Constituency Labour
Party
Totnes Constituency Labour Party supported
the majority of our draft recommendations, and
fully endorsed our proposals for Dartmouth and
Kingsbridge. It had reservations about some of
our draft recommendations, however, and
submitted alternative warding arrangements for
three areas.

15

In particular, it proposed that the existing
Skerries and Garabrook wards be retained, and that
parts of Avonleigh, Avon and Harbourne and West
Dart wards be merged into a new Avon and
Diptford ward, with only minor modifications to
the current West Dart ward. It argued that the

16
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9

proposed Erme Valley ward should be divided into
two wards, each represented by a single councillor.
In relation to Ivybridge, it reiterated its
proposal for six councillors for the town. In
particular, it argued that as “one of the fastest
growing towns in western Europe”, any overrepresentation in the short term would steadily
reduce over the next two decades. The proposal
would transfer part of the proposed Ivybridge
Woodlands ward to Ivybridge Central ward and
increase the number of councillors for the latter
ward to two. While it supported the Commission’s
proposal to include the Weston area of Berry
Pomeroy parish within a revised Totnes
Bridgetown ward, it argued that the Commission
should reconsider the inclusion of the northeastern part of the town in the revised ward. It
argued that the Commission should examine
whether the current boundary between Totnes and
Totnes Bridgetown wards (the River Dart) could
be retained, or whether only the Borough Park area
should be transferred to Totnes Bridgetown ward.

17

Parish and Town Councils
Representations were received from 25 parish
and town councils during the Stage Three
consultation period. Totnes Town Council
supported the Commission’s draft recommendation
to combine part of Berry Pomeroy parish with
Totnes Bridgetown, although it considered that the
River Dart should continue to form the boundary
between Totnes Town and Totnes Bridgetown
wards. However, it contended that, were part of
Totnes town to be included within the proposed
Bridgetown ward, the new ward should be named
Bridgetown and Totnes ward, with the remainder
of Totnes Town named Totnes Town Central ward.
18

Kingsbridge Town Council argued that
Kingsbridge is a small town with “a welldeveloped and unified community spirit” which is
not divided by natural features into obviously
identifiable segments. It contended that a division
of West Alvington and Kingsbridge into three
wards, each represented by a single councillor,
would be artificial, and that it would be preferable
for the area to be combined to form one ward
represented by three councillors.

19

Kingswear Parish Council welcomed the draft
recommendation to merge the current Kingswear
ward with part of Dartmouth as a recognition of
the close ties between Kingswear and the town. It
did, however, comment that the proposal could be
further improved by merging Kingswear with only
the Warfleet area of Dartmouth. Dartmouth Town

20

10

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

Council accepted the proposed reduction in
councillors for Kingswear and Dartmouth (from
five to four), but was disappointed that the
Commission had not accepted its case for a singlemember ward encompassing the whole of
Dartmouth. Further, it argued that the creation of
a ward for the Townstal area would set one section
of the community apart from the rest and negate
past efforts to unify the town.
Four of the five parish councils in the current
Saltstone ward (East Portlemouth, South Pool,
Charleton and Frogmore and Sherford) opposed
the draft recommendation to combine the ward
with the neighbouring Stokenham ward.
Stokenham Parish Council also expressed its
opposition to the proposed change, but argued
that were the merger to go ahead, the ward should
be named Stokenham ward. Loddiswell, East
Allington, Buckland-Tout-Saints, Churchstow,
Halwell and Moreleigh, Thurlestone, South
Milton, Shaugh Prior and Woodleigh parish
councils all opposed the draft recommendations
for their areas, and considered that there should be
no change to the existing arrangements.

21

Holne, Staverton and Dean Prior parish
councils opposed the draft recommendation to
combine South Brent ward with Eastmoor ward
and Staverton parish to form a new Brent Moor
ward. In particular, concern was expressed that the
Dartmoor parishes which comprise the current
Eastmoor ward would become dominated by the
urban interests of South Brent village, and that
Staverton had no community links with either
area. Holne Parish Council argued that the
proposed Brent Moor ward should be divided into
two so that the rural communities would continue
to be properly represented. Dean Prior Parish
Council argued that it regretted that “numerical
considerations seem to outweigh the importance
of historical boundaries (and) the nature of the
area”, and suggested that South Brent parish could
be divided so that its outlying areas join a revised
Eastmoor ward.

22

Ugborough Parish Council argued that the
proposed Erme Valley ward should be divided into
two, one ward combining the parishes of
Ugborough and Ermington and the other
combining Modbury and Holbeton. Modbury
Parish Council was content with the proposals for
a new Erme Valley ward but argued, as the largest
of the settlements within the ward, that the ward
name should be changed to Modbury and Erme
ward. Wembury Parish Council proposed that the
current Wembury ward remain unchanged, while
Brixton Parish Council expressed a preference to be
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combined with Yealmpton parish rather than
Wembury. It argued that Yealmpton village is just
one mile away from Brixton along the main A379
and that both parishes have similar community
identities.
Malborough and South Huish parish councils
both argued that the proposed Salcombe and
Malborough ward should be divided into two
wards each represented by a single councillor. They
proposed that Salcombe Town should form one
ward, while the more rural parts of Salcombe
parish (the South Sands and North Sands areas) be
combined with Malborough and South Huish
parishes to form the other. Cornwood and
Sparkwell parish councils supported the
Commission’s draft recommendations for their
parishes, although both requested a change to the
proposed ward name. Cornwood Parish Council
requested that the proposed Yealm Valley ward be
named Cornwood, Harford and Sparkwell ward,
while Sparkwell Parish Council requested that the
ward include the historic names of Cornwood and
Sparkwell within its title.

24

Other Representations
The Commission received a further 14
submissions from local groups, local councillors
and residents. Of those, the majority commented
on the most appropriate electoral arrangements for
Dartmouth and Kingswear. Dartmouth Labour
Party, the Kingswear Branch of the Totnes
Conservative Association (‘the Kingswear
Conservatives’) and three residents supported our
draft recommendations for Dartmouth and
Kingswear. The Kingswear Conservatives,
however, contended that a further improvement
could be secured by dividing the proposed
Kingswear and Dartmouth ward into two or three
wards. Dartmouth Labour Party proposed that
Dartmouth Town Council should comprise 20
councillors rather than 16 as at present.

25

Kingsbridge and West Alvington into three wards
would confuse local electors, deter people from
voting and involve greater administrative expense.
Councillor Baldry (County Councillor for
Wembury & Erme division) opposed the merger
of Brixton and Wembury wards, and the merger of
Ermington, Holbeton, Modbury and Ugborough
into a new Erme Valley ward. He argued that the
proposed Erme Valley ward would contain parts of
three County Council electoral divisions, and that
there is no community of interest between
Modbury and the other three parishes. Councillor
Mrs Rosbrugge opposed the merger of Saltstone
and Stokenham wards.
The Chairman of Modbury Tourist
Information Centre Committee argued that the
new Erme Valley ward should be named Modbury
and Erme ward. Councillor Mrs Fairman expressed
support for the proposed Yealm Valley ward but
argued that the name of the ward should include
the names of its constituent parishes.

28

Councillor Rothwell opposed the District
Council’s premise that rural areas should consist
solely of single-member wards, contendeding that
this would result in considerable imbalance in
representation. Finally, a resident expressed
concern about the merger of parishes for district
warding purposes, and argued that Woodleigh
parish should retain its links with Churchstow and
Loddiswell and should not be linked with East
Allington parish.

29

Totnes Branch Labour Party supported the
Commission’s draft recommendation for the
Weston part of Berry Pomeroy parish to be
combined with Totnes Bridgetown ward, but
opposed any change to the ward boundary
between Totnes Bridgetown and Totnes Town
wards. It argued that Bridgetown is recognised as
being the area to the east of the river, while Totnes
is recognised as being the area to the west of the
river. Councillor Date argued that Totnes should
be divided into single-member wards to enable
independent candidates and small political parties
to fight wards.
27 Councillor Thorning argued that dividing
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As indicated previously, the Commission’s
prime objective in considering the most
appropriate electoral arrangements for South
Hams 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 samLA3D
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At the public meeting, the District Council
outlined its approach to the review stating it had used
the statutory criteria as a starting point for its proposal.
It argued that it was difficult to achieve electoral
equality throughout the district due to geographic
features such as estuaries, moorland and urban growth.
In formulating its proposals it had considered three
options: the District Council’s scheme (as submitted
to the Commission); the Conservative Group’s
scheme and an alternative scheme which was
similar to the first – its main differences being that
it proposed that Dartmouth be merged with
Kingswear, and that Erme Valley ward be divided
into two separate wards.
38

The District Council stated that it had taken
into account the following factors: the desire for
minimal change; its preference for retaining the
separation between urban and rural wards; the
dseire to introduce warding in the towns; and that
new district wards should only contain parishes
with similar characteristics. The option submitted
by the District Council provided for a substantial
re-warding of the district reducing the number of
councillors from 44 to 40, and in the number of
district wards from 34 to 28.

39

The Conservative Group proposed 23 wards
represented by 30 councillors. It stated that the
scheme had attracted cross-party support at the
District Council meeting, where it had only
attracted two fewer votes than that of the District
Council’s scheme.
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Conservative Group had consulted widely with
parish and town councils or with the general
public, and that both appeared to have relied
substantially on district councillor contact with
parish and town councils. Nonetheless, it appeared
that there was greater support among parish and
town councils for the District Council’s
submission. In particular, parish councils generally
opposed any reduction in council size. Many parish
councils expected their district councillors to attend
their parish council meetings, and questioned
whether a councillor could represent 2,200 electors
in a rural area. Frequent mention was made at the
public meeting of the special problems for
councillors travelling to rural parishes, giving rise
to one comment on the need for a “mileage to
elector ratio” as a more reliable indicative guide for
rural areas.
The issue of council size has not generally
proved contentious during periodic electoral
reviews. The indicative range bands set out in the
Guidance – 30 to 60 councillors for shire district
councils – appear to have met with general
acceptance. We have indicated that we are prepared
to consider changes to council size, including
innovative proposals intended to facilitate the
implementation of executive models of local
authority management. Generally, however, most
representations have centred on maintaining the
existing number of councillors or proposing a
relatively modest change.

43

Both of the principal submissions proposed a
council size within the indicative range. However,
on the basis of representations made in Stage One,
and opinions expressed at the public meeting, there
appeared to be concern that local government in the
area could become less representative and less
convenient were radical changes made to council
size. As a result, there appeared to be more support
for a council size of around 40 than around 30. We
also noted that although the Council vote was close,
there was majority support for this proposal among
district councillors. Most of those who attended the
public meeting favoured this option, stressing in
particular the representative role of councillors. In
view of this apparent balance of local preferences, we
concluded that we should base our draft
recommendations on the District Council’s proposal
for a small reduction in council size to 40.

44

The Conservative Group considered that an
average of around 2,200 electors per councillor
offered a number of benefits to the district. It
would produce a more efficient system, better
reflecting the changing role of district councillors
as local government enters the 21st century. It
stated that the Council’s role had changed from
provider to purchaser, and that the role of
councillors had switched to monitoring contracts
and ensuring value for money. The Group
recognised that not all parish councils would
welcome the Conservative Group’s proposals, and
acknowledged that no formal consultation had
taken place with parish councils.

41

We recognised that both proposals would
achieve considerably improved levels of electoral
equality, but that there may be a difference in how
far each scheme had met with our statutory criteria.
We noted that neither the District Council nor the

42
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We have not received evidence during Stage
Three to persuade us to move away from this view.
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Electoral Arrangements
Having considered all representations received
during Stage Three of the review, we have further
considered our draft recommendations. The
following areas, based on existing wards, are
considered in turn:

46

(a)

Totnes and Totnes Bridgetown wards;

(b)

Dartmouth Clifton, Dartmouth Hardness and
Kingswear wards;

(c)

Dartington, Dart Valley and Stoke Gabriel
wards;

(d)

Marldon ward;

(e)

West Dart, Avonleigh, Avon and Harbourne,
Garabrook, Skerries and Thurlestone wards;

(f)

Saltstone and Stokenham wards;

(g)

Kingsbridge ward;

(h)

Malborough and Salcombe wards;

(i)

Charterlands ward;

(j)

Erme Valley, Ugborough and Modbury wards;

(k)

Newton and Noss and Yealmpton wards;

(i)

Brixton and Wembury wards;

(m)

Ivybridge ward;

(n)

South Brent and Eastmoor wards;

(o)

Sparkwell, Cornwood and Harford wards;

(p)

Bickleigh and Shaugh ward.

Totnes and Totnes Bridgetown wards
47 Under current arrangements, both wards in Totnes
have electoral variances in excess of 30 per cent from
the district average. At Stage One, the District Council
proposed realigning the ward boundary between the
two wards by transferring the north-east part of the
town (Parklands, Swallowfields, Weirfields and Station
Road) and the waterfront area from Totnes ward to
Totnes Bridgetown ward. It also proposed that Totnes
ward be renamed Totnes Town ward. This proposal
drew the support of Totnes Town Council, who also
argued that part of Berry Pomeroy parish should be
merged with Totnes Bridgetown ward on the grounds
that part of the parish shared a greater affinity with
Totnes. The Conservative Group proposed that Totnes
Bridgetown and Totnes wards be merged to form a
single ward, to be represented by three councillors.

G O V E R N M E N T

During Stage Three, we received four
submissions commenting on our draft
recommendations. The District Council, Totnes
Constituency Labour Party and the Totnes Branch
Labour Party all supported our draft
recommendation to include part of Berry Pomeroy
within a revised Totnes Bridgetown ward. Totnes
Town Council further suggested that at some
future date the boundary between Totnes Town
Council and Berry Pomeroy Parish should be
realigned. All three submissions expressed a
preference for retaining the River Dart as the
boundary between Totnes Town and Totnes
Bridgetown wards which it was argued, forms the
boundary between the two parts of the town. The
District Council and Totnes Constituency Labour
Party both argued that if it is necessary to breach
the river boundary then the Commission should
consider transferring only the Borough Park area
to the east of the London to Plymouth railway line.
to Totnes Bridgetown ward. Totnes Town Council
argued that if the current boundary between the
two Totnes wards is changed as proposed in the
draft recommendations then the new wards should
be called Totnes Town Central and Bridgetown
and Totnes wards. Councillor Date argued that we
should consider recommending the division of the
town into single-member wards as this would
allow independent members or small political
parties to fight such wards.

49

Details of our final recommendations are set out in
Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated in Map 2 and at
Appendix A
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In our draft recommendations report, we noted
that residential development had ??????? the
present boundary between Berry Pomeroy parish
and Totnes Bridgetown ward and agreed with the
Town Council that the Weston area of Berry
Pomeroy parish appeared to relate more closely
with the town of Totnes than the rest of the parish.
We therefore proposed that this area be combined
with Totnes Bridgetown ward. As a result, we
proposed to transfer only the north-eastern part of
Totnes Town ward to Totnes Bridgetown ward.
Our draft recommendation provided for improved
electoral equality, with Totnes Town ward having 1
per cent more electors per councillor than the
district average (2 per cent fewer by 2001), and
Totnes Bridgetown ward having 7 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than average(3 per cent
fewer by 2001).

48

We have considered Councillor Date’s proposal
to divide the area into four wards, each represented
by a single councillor. While such a proposal may
provide greater clarity of accountability, we
consider that, in the absence of any specific
recommendations or demonstrable support for
such proposals, there is no clear case for change.
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We acknowledge that the River Dart would
provide a stronger boundary between the proposed
Totnes Bridgetown and Totnes Town wards.
Nevertheless, if we were to retain this boundary,
there would be a significant deterioration in the
level of electoral equality for the area. Totnes Town
ward would have some 19 per cent more electors
per councillor than average, while Totnes
Bridgetown ward would have some 25 per cent
fewer electors per councillor than average. The
suggestion of transfering only the Borough Park area
to Totnes Bridgetown would also fail to improve the
level of electoral equality in either ward significantly.
We consider that the north-eastern part of Totnes is
distinct from the centre of the town and its transfer
to Totnes Bridgetown ward would strike the best
balance between the need for securing equality of
representation and serving the Commission’s
statutory criteria. As the proposed Totnes
Bridgetown and Totnes Town wards would continue
to primarily include these two areas, we consider that
there is no need to alter the proposed ward name for
either ward. We therefore confirm our draft
recommendations for Totnes.

51

Dartmouth town currently comprises two
wards, Dartmouth Hardness and Dartmouth
Clifton, each represented by two councillors. The
town is relatively over-represented, with
Dartmouth Hardness ward currently having 28 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the district
average, and the neighbouring Dartmouth Clifton
ward having 17 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the average. Kingswear ward,
which is situated across the estuary of the River
Dart adjacent to Dartmouth, currently has 25 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the average.

52

At Stage One, we received a number of
differing proposals for the town of Dartmouth.
While the District Council and Dartmouth Town
Council argued that the town should be served by
one ward, Totnes Constituency Labour Party
considered that it should continue to have two
wards and the Conservative Group proposed a
ward containing the town and its rural hinterland.

53

The District Council proposed at Stage One
that Kingswear be combined with Stoke Gabriel
and Berry Pomeroy parishes to form a new East
Dart ward. This proposal was opposed by
Kingswear Parish Council which argued that
Dartmouth and Kingswear share greater links.
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After due consideration to the evidence
submitted to us, and in the light of issues raised at
the public meeting, our draft recommendation was
that there should be a reduction in the number of
district councillors for Dartmouth and Kingswear
from five to four, and that Dartmouth Clifton ward
be combined with Kingswear ward and part of
Dartmouth Hardness ward to form a new
Dartmouth and Kingswear ward, to be represented
by three councillors. The revised Dartmouth
Hardness ward would contain only the area to the
north of the A379 and would be represented by a
single councillor. This would result in the number
of electors per councillor for the revised Dartmouth
Hardness ward being 9 per cent below the district
average, while Dartmouth and Kingswear ward
would have 14 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the average (5 per cent and 16 per
cent fewer than average respectively by 2001).
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At Stage Three, our proposed warding
arrangements drew the support of the Dartmouth
Labour Party, Totnes Constituency Labour Party
and three local residents. Totnes Constituency
Labour Party argued that the proposed Dartmouth
Hardness area has a distinct nature “more in
common with inner-city Plymouth rather than
rural South Hams”, while the proposed
Dartmouth and Kingswear ward is very
homogeneous both socially and economically.
Kingswear Parish Council and the Kingswear
Conservatives welcomed the draft recommendations
and supported the link between Kingswear and
part of Dartmouth. However, both suggested that
it would be preferable for Kingswear to be linked
with a smaller part of Dartmouth. Kingswear
Parish Council argued that merging Kingswear
with the Warfleet area of Dartmouth would
strengthen Kingswear’s voice in the new ward,
while the Kingswear Conservatives requested that
a smaller unspecified area should be merged with
Kingswear.

56

Dartmouth Clifton, Dartmouth
Hardness and Kingswear wards

54

A resident, Major Parkes, also argued that
Kingswear had greater affinity with Dartmouth than
the parishes to its north.

Opposition was expressed by the District
Council and Dartmouth Town Council. The
District Council argued that Kingswear and
Dartmouth should be divided into two wards each
represented by two councillors, which would
address the difficulty of one councillor representing
the Dartmouth Hardness ward with its
concentration of constituency problems.
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Alternatively, it argued, the town could be divided
into four single-member wards. Dartmouth Town
Council argued that Dartmouth Hardness and
Dartmouth Clifton should be combined to form a
new Dartmouth ward. It considered that creating a
single-member ward would result in one section of
the community being isolated from the rest of the
town, “thus negating past efforts to unify the town
into a cohesive whole”.

boundaries. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendation as final. The proposed
ward boundaries for Dartmouth and Kingswear
are illustrated in the map at the back of the report
and the resulting levels of electoral variance
detailed in Figure 4.

We are once again struck by the lack of
consensus over warding arrangements for the
Dartmouth and Kingswear areas. It is clear,
however, that there is greater support for a link
between Kingswear and Dartmouth than with the
parishes to its north. In addition, most submissions
recognise that there are significant socio-economic
differences between the two parts of Dartmouth
town, although there is no consensus over how each
area would be best represented. We have considered
the proposal by Kingswear Parish Council to merge
Kingswear with the Warfleet part of Dartmouth.
Similarly, we have considered the Kingswear
Conservatives’ proposal that a small unspecified part
of Dartmouth could be merged with Kingswear.
However, neither proposal has specified where any
new ward boundaries should be. We consider that
merging Kingswear and Warfleet, while linking
riverside communities, would not better reflect
community identities. Warfleet is the southernmost
part of Dartmouth and, as such, appears to have
fewer community links with Kingswear than the
centre of the town. In addition, while it is recognised
that Kingswear would be a more equal partner in
such an arrangement, such a proposal would further
divide the town of Dartmouth against the wishes of
the Town Council.

61
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We have also received comments from one
resident regarding the most appropriate ward
name for the proposed Dartmouth Hardness ward.
She pointed out that if the new boundaries were to
be implemented, “it would create a ward based
almost exclusively on the old Norman settlement
of Townstal... (and) it would remove the Sandquay
area from the Dartmouth Hardness ward, which
was the area of the town dating from the middle
ages which was called Hardness”. She therefore
proposed that the ward name be changed to
Townstal ward. We recognise that the proposed
ward would primarily comprise the Townstal estate
and are therefore content to propose the revised
ward name of Dartmouth Townstal.
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Having considered the alternative warding
arrangements submitted, we have not been
persuaded that they would better reflect
community identities and interests or utilise better
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Dartington, Dart Valley and Stoke
Gabriel wards
The current wards of Dartington and Dart
Valley achieve good electoral equality, with the
number of electors per councillor being only 1 per
cent and 2 per cent above the district average
respectively. However, because of the proposed
reduction in council size and the poor level of
electoral equality in the surrounding wards of
Stoke Gabriel and Eastmoor, alternative warding
arrangements were considered.
In our draft recommendations report, we
recommended that Stoke Gabriel ward be merged
with Littlehempston parish and Berry Pomeroy
parish, less that part proposed to be merged with
Totnes Bridgetown ward. This would result in a
new East Dart ward having 1 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the district average (4
per cent by 2001). No change was proposed for
Dartington ward.
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendations for
this area drew the support of the District Council
and Totnes Constituency Labour Party. No other
comments were received. Having given careful
consideration to the warding arrangements for this
area, we remain satisfied that our draft
recommendation would appear to strike the best
balance between securing a level of electoral
equality of representation and the need to reflect
community identities. We have therefore decided
to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Marldon ward
Under current arrangements, Marldon ward has
7 per cent more electors per councillor than the
district average. However, in our draft
recommendations report, we noted that by reducing
the size of the council to 40, this would improve to
3 per cent from the average. Accordingly, we
proposed no change to Marldon ward.
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During Stage Three of the review, the District
Council and the Totnes Constituency Labour Party
supported our draft recommendation. No other
comments were received. We are therefore content
that our draft recommendations would best serve
the statutory criteria, and confirm them as final.

65

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

17

West Dart, Avonleigh, Avon and
Harbourne, Garabrook, Skerries and
Thurlestone wards
The wards of West Dart, Avonleigh, Avon and
Harbourne, Garabrook, Skerries and Thurlestone
cover an area from the River Dart in the east of the
district to the mouth of the River Avon in the
south-west. Under current arrangements, the
number of electors per councillor varies in each
ward by some 10 to 15 per cent from the district
average, and electoral equality is expected to
deteriorate further over the period up to 2001

66

In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the warding arrangements proposed by
the District Council during Stage One of the
review. We proposed a reconfiguration of five of
the six wards, proposing that only Avon and
Harbourne ward remain unchanged. A new
Allington and Loddiswell ward would be created
while Skerries, Thurlestone and West Dart wards
would be modified. Avonleigh and Garabrook
wards would cease to exist. The recommendations
would result in a much improved level of electoral
equality, with the number of electors per councillor
in all the proposed wards varying by less than 10
per cent from the average, with most wards
projected to improve in the period up to 2001.
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During Stage Three, the District Council
supported our recommendation with one
exception; that the Commission look closely again
at the proposed Allington and Loddiswell ward. It
noted that there had been local concern over the
proposal, and argued that one councillor would
have difficulty representing so many parishes. It
did recognise the difficulty of achieving electoral
equality in this area however. Totnes Constituency
Labour Party supported our draft recommendation
for Thurlestone ward, but opposed our draft
recommendations for the rest of the area. It argued
that given the strong geographical and community
links, the area should be reconfigured to form the
following wards:
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Garabrook ward, containing the parishes of
Blackawton, Slapton and East Allington;
Skerries ward, containing the parishes of Stoke
Fleming and Strete;
West Dart ward, containing the parishes of
Dittisham, Cornworthy, Ashprington and
Harberton; and
Avon and Diptford ward, containing the
parishes of Halwell and Moreleigh, Diptford,
North Huish, Loddiswell and Woodleigh.
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Our draft recommendations were opposed by a
number of parish councils. South Milton Parish
Council, currently part of a ward with Thurlestone
and West Alvington parishes, opposed its inclusion
in a modified Thurlestone ward with the primarily
farming orientated inland parishes of Churchstow
and Buckland-Tout-Saints. Similarly, Thurlestone
Parish Council argued that, rather than being
linked with inland parishes, it should join with
another coastal area such as South Huish to its
south. Churchstow Parish Council also expressed
concern over the proposed reduction in district
councillors for rural areas.
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Within the proposed Allington and Loddiswell
ward there was also significant opposition from
parish councils. Loddiswell and East Allington
parish councils and Woodleigh parish meeting all
opposed the draft recommendation. East Allington
Parish Council reiterated its view that it had “no
historical or cultural connections” with Loddiswell.
Similarly, Loddiswell Parish Council argued the new
ward would have “no common contact or interest”
and that it would be difficult for a district councillor
to represent more than four parish council areas.
Halwell and Moreleigh Parish Council argued that it
has existing links with West Dart ward and that it
should remain within that ward. A resident of
Woodleigh parish noted that linking the parish with
Halwell and Moreleigh would recognise historic
links, but that there was no such case for a link with
East Allington parish. In addition, a joint
submission was made by Loddiswell, East
Allington, Churchstow, Buckland-Tout-Saints parish
councils and Woodleigh parish meeting they argued
that the existing electoral ward boundaries are
reasonably compact and contain parishes of similar
interests, and considered that proposals to the
existing ward to break up were “for the sake of the
political numbers game”.
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We recognise the concern expressed about our
proposed Allington and Loddiswell and
Thurlestone wards, but also note that there has
been little opposition to our proposals for
neighbouring wards. We have also considered the
proposals from Totnes Constituency Labour Party
as a possible basis for an alternative scheme in this
area. While we note that such a proposal would
detach East Allington parish from its neighbouring
parishes to its west and may be supported locally,
we also note that it would fail to reflect parish
council wishes either to re-unite Woodleigh and
Loddiswell parishes with Churchstow and
Buckland-Tout-Saints parishes, or to retain Halwell
and Moreleigh parish in West Dart ward. The
proposal would also fail to achieve a good level of
electoral equality. While Avon and Diptford ward
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would have some 8 per cent more electors per
councillor, Garabrook and Skerries wards would
have 17 per cent and 15 per cent fewer electors per
councillor, and West Dart ward would have 25 per
cent more electors per councillor. We are not
content therefore to propose such a change.
Having considered the views expressed at Stage
Three, we note that there is a degree of local
opposition to our proposed warding changes, and
are sympathetic to those views. Clearly there is a
difficulty, particularly in rural areas that are sparsely
populated and comprise numerous individual
settlements with strong local ties, in reconciling the
achievement of electoral equality with the need to
reflect community identity and interests.
Nevertheless, while we accept that a
recommendation for no change may better reflect
community interests and identities, we remain
persuaded that the current high level of electoral
imbalance should be addressed. In addition, we
have not received another proposal which
adequately addresses electoral inequalities in this
area. Accordingly, on balance, we have decided to
confirm our draft recommendation as final. We
consider that this proposed warding would best
serve our statutory criteria.
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Saltstone and Stokenham wards
Assuming a council size of 40, the number of
electors per councillor in Saltstone and Stokenham
wards would be some 22 per cent fewer and 5 per
cent more than the district average respectively. In
our draft recommendations report, we proposed
that, in order to resolve the electoral inequality in
Saltstone ward, the two wards be merged to form
a new two-member ward. This would result in the
proposed Saltstone and Stokenham ward having
some 9 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the district average. We considered that such a
combination of wards would provide the most
appropriate solution to the present electoral
inequality in the area, but invited further views at
Stage Three.
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At Stage Three, six submissions were received
commenting on our draft recommendation. The
District Council reiterated its support for no
change to the existing warding arrangements and
argued that there was serious local concern about
the proposed merger in view of the large
geographical area and number of parish councils
within the proposed ward. Further, it argued that
the area is isolated and bounded by the sea and that
it is predominantly served by a road network of
narrow single-track lanes. Frogmore and Sherford,
Stokenham, Charleton and South Pool parish
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councils and Councillor Mrs Rosbrugge concurred
with the views of the District Council, and
expressed their support for the retention of the
existing wards. Concern was expressed that the
proposed new ward would cover a large
geographical area, covering six parish councils, and
that it would place an unrealistic burden on elected
representatives. Charleton Parish Council argued
that “the relatively large concentration of
population in Stokenham is in marked contrast to
the scattered rural parishes of Saltstone ward”.
However, Totnes Constituency Labour Party
supported our draft recommendations, arguing
that, after considering electoral equality and
community ties, the “difficult compromise
suggested... is the best option”, although it had
had initial reservations over the size of the ward.
During Stage Four, we met Frogmore and
Sherford, East Portlemouth, Stokenham,
Chivelstone and South Pool parish councils, to
seek further evidence on the implications of our
draft recommendations. They argued that there
was limited community affinity between Saltstone
and Stokenham wards, that the proposed ward
could become dominated by the views of
Chillington residents, and that insufficient
consideration had been given to the effect of the
large number of holiday homes in the area which
increase the workload of councillors but are not
reflected in electorate figures.
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We have carefully considered the responses
received during Stage Three, and the views
expressed at the meeting with the parish councils.
We recognise that there is considerable local
opposition to the proposals, and concern that
district councillors would find representing six
parish council areas difficult. In addition, we
recognise that while a number of communities in
both wards are well-linked by the A379 trunk road,
that beyond those areas communication links are
weaker and that this could affect the convenience
and effectiveness of local government in this area.
While we have some sympathy with the argument
that additional workload is incurred by the
existence of a large number of holiday homes
within the area, we do not consider it is
appropriate to give weight to this issue as the
impact is difficult to measure, and because similar
arguments could also apply to other coastal
communities. We have been persuaded, however,
to re-examine our draft recommendations on the
basis that a merged ward would, due to the
particular geography of this area, be difficult to
serve effectively. Initially, we considered that a
viable alternative might be to reduce the size of the
current Stokenham ward and transfer the rural
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southern part of the ward to a revised Saltstone
ward. However, upon examination, we recognised
that this area would transfer too many electors
from the current ward to Saltstone ward, and are
persuaded that the area has greater community ties
and better communication links with the
settlements to its north (Chillington, Stokenham
and Torcross) than those to its west.
We have therefore concluded that we should
recommend no change to the current
arrangements. While retaining the existing
Saltstone ward would mean that a high level of
electoral imbalance would remain, we consider that
a degree of electoral inequality is unavoidable if
sufficient regard is to be had to community ties and
the need for effective and convenient local
government in this area.

In our draft recommendations, we stated that
Kingsbridge and West Alvington could either be
divided into three single-member wards or be
joined in one ward. However, our preference was
for the District Council’s proposal for three
separate wards on the basis that this would afford
separate representation for the different parts of the
town. We are not persuaded to change our draft
recommendations in this area. We consider that
our proposals reflect communities within the town
well, and that the proposed ward boundaries are
readily identifiable. Accordingly, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
These proposals are detailed in Figure 4 and
illustrated in Maps A3 and A4 at Appendix A.

Kingsbridge ward

Malborough and Salcombe wards
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Kingsbridge is currently covered by one district
ward and, on the basis of a council size of 40,
would have 11 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the district average. In our draft
recommendations, we accepted the District
Council’s proposals. These would provide the
town of Kingsbridge, together with the
neighbouring parish of West Alvington, with three
councillors representing three single-member
wards. Kingsbridge East would cover the
Dodbrooke and Southville area; Kingsbridge
North ward, the town centre and areas to its north;
and Westville and Alvington ward, the Westville
part of Kingsbridge and West Alvington parish. All
three wards would have an improved level of
electoral equality, varying by 3 per cent or less than
the district average (and 9 per cent by 2001).
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At Stage Three, Totnes Constituency Labour
Party supported our proposals. It argued that the
town of Kingsbridge has “proven quite
conclusively that multi-member wards do not work
well for voters”. It supported our use of natural
features such as the estuary for ward boundaries,
and considered that the three wards would be
workable and reflect community identities.
However, the District Council, which had initially
proposed the division of Kingsbridge with West
Alvington into three single-member wards at Stage
One, stated that a member of the council had
suggested that there would be no advantage in the
area being divided into three wards. In addition, it
noted local concern that the three wards would not
be readily identifiable. Kingsbridge Town Council
argued that it represented a small and unified
town, and opposed “an artificial division of the
community into three wards”, while Councillor

During Stage Three, we received four
submissions commenting on the area. The District
Council indicated that concern had been expressed
that the interests of Malborough and South Huish
parishes would be dominated by the town of
Salcombe. It stated that the Commission may feel
that the area should be divided between two singlemember wards, as such an arrangement may
provide more balanced, responsive representation.
However, it acknowledged that to achieve a good
level of electoral equality, part of Salcombe town
would have to be merged with a largely rural ward,
and that this may not be acceptable locally. Such a
proposal drew the support of South Huish and
Malborough parish councils, however, and they
argued that the town of Salcombe should have a
separate ward from the rural part of Salcombe
parish which could join with Malborough and
South Huish parishes. Totnes Constituency
Labour Party supported our draft recommendation,
and contended that the area has a number of social
and economic ties. In addition, Councillor
Rothwell argued that he was opposed to separate
wards for Salcombe and Malborough as such a
proposal would fail to improve electoral equality.
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Thorning argued that the proposals appear “to be
making change for the sake of it”.
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Assuming a council size of 40, Malborough and
Salcombe wards would have 23 per cent and 39
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
district average. In our draft recommendations
report, we sought to resolve the existing levels of
electoral imbalance in the area by combining the
two wards and reducing the number of councillors
from three to two, as proposed by the District
Council. The number of electors per councillor in
the resultant Salcombe and Malborough ward
would be equal to the average for the district.
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We have carefully considered the responses
received during Stage Three. While we
acknowledge the concerns expressed about the
merger of Salcombe and Malborough, we consider
that there are good communication links between
the three parishes and are hesitant to divide
Salcombe parish without local support from that
area. All three parishes are bounded by the coast
and inland are predominantly rural in nature. On
balance, therefore, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations as final.
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Charterlands ward
The current Charterlands ward comprises the
parishes of Kingston, Ringmore, Bigbury and
Aveton Gifford. Assuming a council size of 40, this
ward would have only 1 per cent more electors per
councillor than the district average. Accordingly,
our draft recommendation was that there should
be no change to the existing arrangements.
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Our draft recommendations drew the support
of the District Council and Totnes Constituency
Labour Party. No other comments were received.
Accordingly, having given further consideration to
the warding arrangements for the area, we remain
satisfied that retaining the existing arrangements
appears to strike the best balance between securing
electoral equality and the need to reflect
community identities. We have therefore decided
to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Erme Valley, Ugborough and Modbury
wards
Currently, Erme Valley, Ugborough and
Modbury wards are significantly over-represented,
with the number of electors per councillor in each
of those wards being 22 per cent, 18 per cent and
21 per cent below the district average respectively.
In our draft recommendations report, we endorsed
the District Council’s proposal that the three wards
be combined to form a new Erme Valley ward,
represented by two councillors. While it was noted
that the proposed Erme Valley ward would cover a
large area, it would provide for improved electoral
equality with some 8 per cent more electors per
councillor than the district average.
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that two wards should be established, one ward
covering Modbury and Holbeton parishes and the
other Ermington and Ugborough parishes. This
proposal was supported by Ugborough Parish
Council. Councillor Baldry (County Councillor for
Wembury and Erme division) argued that
Modbury had no community of interest with the
neighbouring parishes. Modbury Parish Council
was content with the proposed boundary changes.
It argued, however, as did the Chairman of
Modbury Tourist Information Centre Committee,
that the proposed ward should be renamed
Modbury and Erme ward.
We
acknowledge
that
our
draft
recommendation would create a large ward,
comprising a number of centres, and that division
of the ward may better reflect community
identities. However, such a proposal would not
provide a good level of electoral equality. While a
new ward based on Modbury and Holbeton
parishes would have equal to the average number
of electors per councillor, a ward for Ugborough
and Ermington parishes would have 15 per cent
more electors per counciller than average, a level of
equality projected to decline over the period to
2001. In relation to the proposed ward name,we
have decided to make no change. We note that
while Modbury is the largest settlement in the
ward, Ugborough is the largest parish, and that its
name is not reflected in the ward title either.
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Having given careful consideration to the
warding arrangements for this area, we remain
satisfied that our draft recommendation would
achieve the best balance between electoral equality
and the need to reflect community identities. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations as final.
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Newton and Noss and Yealmpton wards
Assuming a council size of 40, the number of
electors per councillor in the Yealmpton and Newton
and Noss wards would be 3 per cent above and 4 per
cent below the district average, respectively. In our
draft recommendations report, we proposed that
these two wards should remain unchanged.
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During Stage Three, the District Council, Totnes
Constituency Labour Party and Councillor Baldry
supported our draft recommendations. No other
comments were received and we remain satisfied that
our draft recommendations strike the best balance
between electoral equality and the need to reflect
community identities. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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At Stage Three, the District Council stated that
some members of the Council believed that the
proposed Erme Valley ward would be difficult to
administer as it covers such a large geographical
area, and requested that the Commission
re-examine the proposal. Totnes Constituency
Labour Party also had reservations about the
community links and size of the ward. It argued
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Brixton and Wembury wards
On the basis of a council size of 40, Brixton and
Wembury wards would have 32 per cent and 23
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
district average, respectively. In our draft
recommendations report, we proposed that these
two wards should be combined to form a new
Wembury and Brixton ward represented by two
councillors. This resultant ward would have 11 per
cent more electors per councillor than the district
average, projected to improve to 7 per cent more
than average by 2001.
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At Stage Three, the District Council
commented that it had reflected on its initial
proposal to combine Wembury and Brixton wards,
and noted the concern of some members that this
proposal would reduce accountability, particularly
as it was conceivable that both councillors could
come from Wembury. It requested that we reexamine this area to see if it is possible to subdivide
it into two wards, each represented by a single
councillor. However, it recognised that such a
change would prove difficult to achieve. Our draft
recommendation was also opposed by Wembury
Parish Council, who contended that the proposed
merger would result in a ward in where the main
settlements were some five miles apart with poor
communication links. Similarly, Councillor Baldry
(County Councillor for Wembury and Erme
Division) opposed the merger of Wembury and
Brixton on the grounds that the two areas are
distinct and have no community of interest. Totnes
Constituency Labour Party prefered that the two
parishes continue to be separately represented but
recognised that the level of electoral inequality
would make such an option unworkable, while
Councillor Rothwell opposed single-member
wards for this area as this would fail to achieve
electoral equality.
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During Stage Four, we met with Brixton and
Wembury parish councils to obtain further
evidence on the implications of our proposals.
Wembury Parish Council argued that the two areas
are not well-linked and that, while Brixton is
inland, Wembury is coastal. Brixton Parish Council
agreed there were few links and suggested that it
had greater links with Yealmpton parish to its east
than Wembury parish to its south.
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While recognising the arguments of local
communities, the Commission is concerned to
achieve a good level of electoral equality in its
reviews. In particular, we note that retaining an
unchanged Wembury ward would fail to provide a
good level of electoral equality. Brixton and
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Wembury are both predominantly rural
communities on the fringes of Plymouth, and
while direct road links are poor, we are not
convinced that a councillor elected for the area
would face significant difficulty in representing the
interests of electors in both parishes.
While we recognise that any proposal to change
the warding arrangements in the area is likely to
prove contentious, we remain persuaded that new
arrangements would achieve a better balance
between our statutory criteria and the need to
secure electoral equality. We have examined a
number of alternative warding proposals, and are
not persuaded that there is an overwhelming
community argument to justify retaining high
electoral imbalances in this area. Accordingly, we
confirm our draft recommendation for a new
Wembury and Brixton ward represented by two
councillors, as final.

96

Ivybridge ward
The town of Ivybridge is currently contained
within one ward, and is served by three councillors.
It has undergone significant growth since the last
electoral review, and this has resulted in the ward
having some 80 per cent more electors per
councillor than the district average. At Stage One,
the District Council sought to address the existing
level of electoral inequality by dividing Ivybridge
into three new wards to be represented by five
district councillors. The Conservative Group
proposed that there should be four wards, each
represented by a single councillor (on the basis of a
council size of 30).
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Of the two schemes, we considered that the
District Council’s scheme appeared to secure the
better level of electoral equality while also
reflecting community identities. However, we
considered that the proposed boundary between
Ivybridge Central and Ivybridge Woodlands wards
could be improved. We noted that Ivybridge
Central ward has a relatively stable electorate,
while Ivybridge Woodlands ward was expected to
continue to grow. We therefore proposed that
Erme Drive and part of Ivydene Road should be
included in the new Ivybridge Central ward.
Accordingly, our draft recommendation was that
Ivybridge should be split into three wards, two
wards to be represented by two councillors and one
ward represented by a single councillor.
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At Stage Three, the Commission’s draft
recommendation drew support from the District
Council. Totnes Constituency Labour Party argued
that Ivybridge should be represented by six
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Having considered the representations received,
we remain of the view that our draft
recommendation offers the best warding structure
for the town. While we recognise that the town is
expected to continue to grow at a faster rate than
the rest of the district in the period up to 2001,
growth is not expected to be significant enough to
entitle it to six councillors. In addition, we are
unable to consider changes beyond this five-year
period. We note that the District Council has
accepted the minor modifications we made to their
proposals in our draft recommendations we are
content that our draft recommendations would
best serve the statutory criteria, and confirm them
as final. These recommendations are detailed in
Figure 4 and illustrated in Maps A5 and A6 at
Appendix A.

During Stage Three, we received six
submissions in response to our draft
recommendation. The District Council expressed
concern that the interests of the more rural
Eastmoor ward would be dominated by the more
urban South Brent parish. It proposed that the area
be split into two single-member wards as indicated
in our suggested alternative warding arrangement
for the area. Our draft recommendation also drew
opposition from Holne, Dean Prior and Staverton
parish councils. Dean Prior Parish Council argued
that the Dartmoor National Park area should be
represented by its own ward which would utilise
natural boundaries and provide for a ward based
on similar interests. It acknowledged that such a
ward would overlap current district boundaries.
Alternatively, it considered that the proposed ward
could be divided in two as suggested in our
alternative warding arrangement. Staverton Parish
Council argued that its community ties lie with
Littlehempston and Dartington to its south rather
than the Dartmoor parishes to the west across the
River Dart. Totnes Constituency Labour Party,
however, supported our draft recommendation
although it admitted to having initial reservations
about the size of the ward and the level of electoral
inequality.

South Brent and Eastmoor wards
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councillors, with two councillors for each ward, on
the basis that it is one of the fastest growing towns
in western Europe and will continue to grow over
the next two decades. It suggested that as most
growth will be within the proposed Ivybridge
Woodlands ward, part of the current ward should
be transferred to Ivybridge Central ward and that
this ward should be represented by two councillors
instead of one.
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The current Eastmoor ward consists of the
parishes of Rattery, Dean Prior, West Buckfastleigh
and Holne. The majority of the area lies within the
Dartmoor National Park, and the ward contains a
large number of small villages and hamlets. South
Brent ward comprises South Brent parish, which,
together with Buckfastleigh in Teignbridge district,
acts as a focus for the area. Eastmoor ward, with
934 electors, is one of the smallest wards in the
district, while neighbouring South Brent ward,
with 2,268 electors, is one of the largest. Both are
currently subject to high levels of electoral
inequality.

101

In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that the two wards of Eastmoor and
South Brent be merged with Staverton parish
(from the current Dart Valley ward) to form a new
Brent Moor ward represented by two councillors.
This combined ward would have some 17 per cent
more electors per councillor than average (and 12
per cent more by 2001). However, we also
considered that this ward could be divided into
two single-member wards, one combining the
rural part of South Brent parish with Eastmoor
ward and Staverton parish, and the other
consisting solely of South Brent village.
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During Stage Four, we met with parish councils
to seek further evidence on the most appropriate
electoral arrangements in the area. Staverton,
Rattery, Holne, Dean Prior, West Buckfastleigh
and South Brent were represented at the meeting.
The moorland parishes reiterated the view that a
merger with South Brent would mean combining
a relatively large urban settlement with sparse rural
settlements. They argued that residents of the area
looked north to Teignbridge district for shopping,
and to the other areas of Dartmoor National Park.
Staverton Parish Council reiterated its belief that
the parish, lying to the east of the River Dart, had
few associations with the rest of the area. There
was, however, some support among parish councils
for dividing the ward into two single-member
wards, as suggested in our alternative warding
arrangement.
We have considered the responses received and
evidence provided by parish councils, and
recognise that any proposal to change the warding
arrangements in the area is likely to prove
contentious. We also recognise that the proposed
Brent Moor ward would be very diverse,
containing the relatively large village of South
Brent, a number of moorland parishes within
Dartmoor National Park area, and two parishes
(Rattery and Staverton) to the south of the A38
trunk road, one of which is divided from the rest of
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the ward by the River Dart. However, while
creating a ward based solely on the communities
within the Dartmoor National Park may best
reflect community identities in that area, with only
around 600 electors, it would achieve a poor level
of electoral equality. As a result, in our view, any
ward for this area must include parishes outside the
national park – and indeed the current Eastmoor
ward already includes Rattery parish. We recognise
that Staverton parish probably has better links with
Dartington and Littlehempston, but consider that
it would also appear to share some similarities with
Rattery parish to its west, being of a similarly rural
nature and sitting astride the River Dart. In
addition, we note that including Staverton parish
in either of the other neighbouring wards in the
district would lead to worse levels of electoral
inequality. We have therefore decided that it should
in future be linked with the Dartmoor parishes and
Rattery parish in a revised Eastmoor ward.
We do consider, however, that there is scope for
re-examining the position of South Brent. South
Brent is a substantial parish comprising the large
village itself which sits astride the A38 (with some
1,700 electors), and a number of smaller primarily
moorland communities (with some 500 electors).
The village is similar in character to a market town,
while the remainder of the parish resembles to the
sparse moorland communities to the north. We
consider that there is a case for dividing the two
areas between separate wards, with the moorland
areas of the parish being combined with the current
Eastmoor ward and Staverton parish, and the village
itself retaining a separate ward. Such a proposal
would reduce some of the concerns of the rural
communities, who consider that a ward for the
whole area would mean domination by South Brent.
In addition, such a proposal would recognise the
different communities within the parish and afford
them separate representation. Such a proposal would
lead to some deterioration in the level of electoral
equality with the proposed Eastmoor ward having
some 26 per cent more electors per councillor than
average. However, this area is not subject to any
significant development due to its national park
status and the level of electoral equality is expected
to improve over time (to 19 per cent by 2001).
106

107 Accordingly, we are persuaded that there is
sufficient evidence to warrant modifying our draft
recommendation and to endorse the proposals
suggested by both the District Council and Dean
Prior Parish Council for the area to be split into two
single-member wards. Further, in order to retain
coterminousity between parish and district wards,
we propose to create two new parish wards for
South Brent parish. Details of our final
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recommendation are detailed in Figure 4 and
illustrated in Map 2 and Map A7 at Appendix A.

Sparkwell and Cornwood and Harford
wards
Sparkwell ward currently has 37 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the district average,
while the adjacent ward of Cornwood and Harford
has 40 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
average. In our draft recommendations report, we
considered that a better level of electoral equality
would be achieved through a merger of the two
wards into a new Yealm Valley ward, represented
by a single councillor. The proposed ward would
have 12 per cent more electors per councillor than
the district average currently, and is projected to
improve to 9 per cent by 2001.
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At Stage Three, the District Council, Totnes
Constituency Labour Party, Cornwood Parish
Council, Sparkwell Parish Council, Councillor
Baldry and Councillor Mrs Fairman all expressed
support for our draft recommendation. However, a
number of submissions requested that the
proposed ward name be changed. Cornwood
Parish Council requested that the new ward be
called Cornwood, Harford and Sparkwell ward;
Councillor Mrs Fairman requested that the present
names of parishes be retained within the ward
name; and the District Council and Sparkwell
Parish Council argued that the names of
Cornwood and Sparkwell parishes should be
included in any title for the ward. Totnes
Constituency Labour Party considered that
Cornwood, Harford and Sparkwell ward would be
too cumbersome a ward name and considered that
Yealm Valley ward is suitably descriptive.
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Having considered the responses received, we
are satisfied that our draft recommendations
should be confirmed as final. However, we
consider that there is a case for altering the
proposed ward name to reflect the constituent
parishes. While respecting the desire for all three
parishes’ names to be included within the title for
the proposed ward, we agree with Totnes
Constituency Labour Party that such a ward name
would be long and unwieldy. We therefore
recommended that the proposed ward should be
called Cornwood and Sparkwell ward.
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Bickleigh and Shaugh wards
Bickleigh and Shaugh ward borders the city of
Plymouth. As a consequence of significant
development, particularly in the Woolwell area, the
ward suffers from the highest level of electoral
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inequality in the district (at 139 per cent). In our
draft recommendations report, we endorsed the
proposals put forward by the District Council and
South Hams Constituency Labour Party, which
increased the number of councillors representing
the ward from one to two. On the basis of our
proposed council size of 40, the number of electors
per councillor would be some 8 per cent above the
district average (and 6 per cent by 2001).
At Stage Three, we received three submissions
on this area. Our draft recommendations were
supported by the District Council and, reluctantly,
by Totnes Constituency Labour Party which stated
that it would have preferred two single-member
wards for this area, but was unable logically to
divide the area. Shaugh Prior Parish Council
supported the proposed increase in district
representation, but was concerned that with the
majority of the electorate residing in the Woolwell
area of Bickleigh parish, the views of the rural
communities could become overshadowed in a
two member-ward.

amendments indicated in the following areas:
(a) the current
single-member Saltstone and
Stokenham wards should be retained, rather than
merged into a new two-member ward;and
(b)
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Having given further consideration to the
warding arrangements for the area and in the light
of the views expressed at Stage Three, we remain
satisfied that our draft recommendations would
represent the best balance between securing
equality of representation and reflecting the
interests and identity of the community.
Accordingly, we are content to confirm our draft
recommendations as final.
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Electoral Cycle
In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that the present system of whole-council
elections in South Hams be retained. At Stage
Three, the District Council and Totnes
Constituency Labour Party supported this
proposal. No other representations were received
on this issue, and we have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendation as final.
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The proposed Brent Moor ward should be
modified, with the urban part of the present
South Brent ward forming one ward, and the
rural part of South Brent ward joining with the
current Eastmoor ward and Staverton parish to
form a revised Eastmoor ward. Both wards
would be represented by a single councillor.

Figure 3 shows the impact of our final
recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on
1996 and 2001 electorate figures.
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As Figure 3 shows, our recommendations
would reduce the number of wards with electoral
variances of more than 10 per cent from the district
average from 25 to five, which would reduce
further to four by 2001. Under these proposals,
the average number of electors per councillor
would increase from 1,460 to 1,606. We conclude
that our recommendations would best meet the
need for electoral equality, having regard to the
statutory criteria.
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Final Recommendation
South Hams District Council should
comprise 40 councillors serving 30 wards,
as detailed and named in Figures 1 and 4,
and illustrated in Map 2 and Appendix A to
this report. The Council should continue to
be elected together every four years.

Conclusions
Having considered carefully all the evidence
and representations received in response to our
consultation report, we have concluded that there
should be a reduction in council size from 44 to
40; that there should be 30 wards, four fewer than
at present; that the boundaries of 25 of the existing
wards should be modified; and that whole-council
elections should continue to be held every four
years. We have decided substantially to endorse our
draft recommendations, subject to the
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Parish and Town Council
electoral arrangements

Final Recommendation
Totnes Town Council should continue to
comprise 16 councillors. The town council
wards of Totnes Town and Totnes
Bridgetown should be coterminous with
the district wards, and should be
represented by 10 and six councillors
respectively. This proposal is illustrated in
Map A2 at Appendix A.

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 district wards, it must also be divided into
parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly
within a single ward of the district. Accordingly, we
propose a number of consequential parish ward
changes, as detailed below.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that Berry Pomeroy parish be warded
with the area adjacent to the town of Totnes
joining a revised Totnes Bridgetown ward. At
Stage Three, we received no comments on our
proposals. We have decided to confirm our draft
recommendations as final.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that the parish wards of Totnes Town
Council should be modified to reflect the proposed
district ward boundary changes, and that the
number of councillors for each ward should be
modified accordingly. Totnes Constituency Labour
Party proposed that the number of town
councillors should be increased to 20 in order to
widen and broaden the membership of the council.
It proposed that Bridgetown ward should be
represented by eight members, and that town ward
should be represented by 12 members. We note
that no other comments have been received on this
issue and that such a change would be a significant
increase in the numbers of councillors for the
town. We have decided that such a change would
be better considered as part of a future parishing
review, and that we should confirm our draft
recommendations as final.
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Final Recommendation
Berry Pomeroy Parish Council should
continue to comprise seven councillors.
Two parish wards should be created in
order to reflect the proposed district wards.
Bridgetown ward (the area merged with
Totnes Bridgetown ward for District
Council purposes) should in future be
represented by three councillors, and
Village ward by four councillors. This
proposal is illustrated in Map A2 at
Appendix A.

Figure 3:

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1996 electorate
Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

44

40

44

40

Number of wards

34

30

34

30

1,460

1,606

1,545

1,700

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

25

5

25

4

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

15

2

12

1

Average number of electors
per councillor

26

2001 projected electorate
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As a result of our final recommendation to
divide South Brent parish between two wards, we
are also recommending that there should be new
warding arrangements for South Brent Parish
Council to reflect these changes.
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Final Recommendation
South Brent Parish Council should
continue to comprise 12 councillors. Two
parish wards should be created in order to
reflect the proposed district wards. Brent
Moor ward (the area merged with the
current Eastmoor ward and Staverton
parish for District Council purposes)
should in future be represented by three
councillors, and Village ward by nine
councillors. This proposal is illustrated in
Map A7 at Appendix A.

electors while the other two wards would have
1,500 each. However, the Town Council failed to
comment on how many town councillors it would
wish to have if our draft recommendations were to
be confirmed. We also note that the proposal by
Totnes Constituency Labour Party would lead to a
significant increase in the number of town
councillors for Kingsbridge and fails to state how
many councillors should be allocated to each of the
Kingsbridge Westville and Kingsbridge North
parish wards.
We acknowledge the comments by Kingsbridge
Town Council that our draft recommendations fail
to treat each parish ward equitably, and that
Kingsbridge Westville ward would be overrepresented comparatively. We have therefore
decided to modify our draft recommendations,
increasing the number of town councillors for
Kingsbridge East and Kingsbridge North wards to
five each (instead of four) and reducing the
number for Westville and Alvington ward to three
(from four).
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In our draft recommendations, we also
recommended that there should be new warding
arrangements for Ivybridge Town Council to
reflect changes at district warding level. We
received no submissions in relation to this issue at
Stage Three, and therefore confirm our draft
recommendations as final.
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Final Recommendation
Kingsbridge Town Council should be divided
into three wards, Kingsbridge East,
Kingsbridge North and Kingsbridge
Westville, to reflect the proposed district wards
to be represented by five, five and three
councillors. The proposed boundaries are
illustrated in Maps A3 and A4 at Appendix A.

Final Recommendation
Ivybridge Town Council should continue
to comprise 15 town councillors. The
Town Council should be divided into three
new wards of Ivybridge Filham, Ivybridge
Woodlands and Ivybridge Central, to make
them coterminous with the district wards,
and should be represented by six, six and
three councillors respectively. These
proposals are illustrated in Maps A5 and
A6 at Appendix A.
In our draft recommendations, we proposed
that there should be new warding arrangements for
Kingsbridge Town Council to reflect changes at
district warding level. At Stage Three, Totnes
Constituency Labour Party proposed that the
number of town councillors be increased to 20. It
proposed that Kingsbridge East ward be
represented by nine members and that Kingsbridge
North and Westville be represented by 11
councillors. Kingsbridge Town Council argued
that mathematical equality would not be served by
creating three parish wards each represented by
four councillors. In particular, it stated that
Kingsbridge Westville would have some 1,000
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As a consequence of changes to ward
boundaries in Dartmouth, we are also
recommending that the town council ward
boundaries be revised. Totnes Constituency
Labour Party requested that the number of town
councillors be increased from 16 to 20, while one
resident stated “that there is a good need to reform
the composition and size of the town council in
order to make it more representative”.We consider
that increasing the number of councillers from 16
to 20 would constitute a significant change, and
condider that such a proposal would be better
condidered as part of a future parishing review.
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Final Recommendation
Dartmouth Town Council should continue
to comprise 16 councillors. The ward
boundaries should be modified to reflect
proposed district council wards. Dartmouth
Townstal ward should be represented by six
councillors, while a revised Dartmouth Clifton
ward should be represented by 10 councillors.
The revised ward boundaries are illustrated in
the large map at the back of the report.
Following requests from Sparkwell and
Stokenham parish councils, as part of our draft
recommendations, we proposed that the two
councils should in future be represented by an
additional two councillors and one councillor
respectively. At Stage Three, Sparkwell Parish
Council argued that because of large projects such
as the introduction of a parish magazine, Agenda
21 and the Millennium, and with the effective
reduction in district councillor representation, an
increase of two councillors was justified. No
representations were received in relation to the
proposed increase in the number of councillors for
Stokenham parish. We are content, however, to
confirm both of these draft recommendations as final.
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Final Recommendation
Sparkwell Parish Council should comprise
11 councillors, instead of nine as at present.
Stokenham Parish Council should comprise
13 councillors, instead of 12 as at present.
In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that there should be no change to the
electoral cycle of parish and town councils in the
district. We have not received any evidence to
persuade us to move away from this proposal.
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Final Recommendation
For parish and town councils, wholecouncil elections should continue to take
place every four years, on the same cycle as
that for the District Council.
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Map 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for South Hams

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

29

Figure 4:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for South Hams
Ward name

30

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1996) of electors
from
(2001)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Allington and
Loddiswell

1

1,481

1,481

-8

1,595

1,595

-6

2 Avon and Harbourne

1

1,627

1,627

1

1,746

1,746

3

3 Bickleigh and Shaugh

2

3,484

1,742

8

3,607

1,804

6

4 Charterlands

1

1,627

1,627

1

1,764

1,764

4

5 Cornwood and
Sparkwell

1

1,800

1,800

12

1,853

1,853

9

6 Dartington

1

1,476

1,476

-8

1,595

1,595

-6

7 Dartmouth and
Kingswear

3

4,156

1,385

-14

4,286

1,429

-16

8 Dartmouth Townstal

1

1,455

1,455

-9

1,621

1,621

-5

9 East Dart

1

1,594

1,594

-1

1,630

1,630

-4

10 Eastmoor

1

2,028

2,028

26

2,028

2,028

19

11 Erme Valley

2

3,482

1,741

8

3,792

1,896

12

12 Ivybridge Central

1

1,686

1,686

5

1,735

1,735

2

13 Ivybridge Filham

2

2,971

1,486

-8

3,560

1,780

5

14 Ivybridge Woodlands

2

3,246

1,623

1

3,647

1,824

7

15 Kingsbridge East

1

1,569

1,569

-2

1,569

1,569

-8

16 Kingsbridge North

1

1,551

1,551

-3

1,628

1,628

-4

17 Marldon

1

1,556

1,556

-3

1,582

1,582

-7

18 Newton and Noss

1

1,547

1,547

-4

1,574

1,574

-7

19 Salcombe and
Malborough

2

3,218

1,609

0

3,354

1,677

-1

20 Saltstone

1

1,255

1,255

-22

1,347

1,347

-21

21 Skerries

1

1,741

1,741

8

1,778

1,778

5

22 South Brent

1

1,740

1,740

8

1,763

1,763

4

23 Stokenham

1

1,685

1,685

5

1,758

1,758

3

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

Figure 4 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for South Hams
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1996) of electors
from
(2001)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

24 Thurlestone

1

1,636

1,636

2

1,750

1,750

3

25 Totnes Bridgetown

2

2,975

1,488

-7

3,282

1,641

-3

26 Totnes Town

2

3,256

1,628

1

3,344

1,672

-2

27 Wembury and Brixton

2

3,581

1,791

11

3,644

1,822

7

28 West Dart

1

1,570

1,570

-2

1,625

1,625

-4

29 Westville and Alvington 1

1,594

1,594

-1

1,860

1,860

9

30 Yealmpton

1

1,658

1,658

3

1,664

1,664

-2

Totals

40

64,245

-

67,981

-

-

Averages

-

-

-

-

1,700

-

1,606

Source: Electorate figures are based on South Hams District 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 district. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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6. NEXT STEPS
Having completed our review of electoral
arrangements in South Hams and submitted our
final recommendations to the Secretary of State, we
have fulfilled our statutory obligation under the
Local Government Act 1992.
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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.
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All further correspondence concerning our
recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to:
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The Secretary of State
Local Government Review
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for South Hams:
Detailed Mapping
The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for the South Hams
area.
Map A1 illustrates, in outline form, the proposed
ward boundaries for South Hams and indicates the
areas shown in more detail in Maps A2, A3, A4,
A5, A6, A7 and the large map inserted at the back
of the report.
Map A2 illustrates the revised wards of Totnes
Bridgetown and Totnes Town, and shows the part
of Berry Pomeroy parish to be merged with Totnes
Bridgetown ward.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed new ward of
Westville and Alvington.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed new wards of
Kingsbridge East and Kingsbridge North.
Map A5 illustrates the proposed new wards of
Ivybridge Woodlands and Ivybridge Central.
Map A6 illustrates the proposed new ward of
Ivybridge Filham.
Map A7 illustrates the proposed new ward of
South Brent.
The large map inserted at the rear of the report
illustrates the proposed ward boundaries in the
Dartmouth and Kingswear areas.
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Map A1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for South Hams: Key Map
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Map A2:

Proposed wards of Totnes Bridgetown and Totnes Town
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Map A3:

Proposed new ward of Westville and Alvington
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Map A4:

Proposed new wards of Kingsbridge East and Kingsbridge North
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Map A5:

Proposed new wards of Ivybridge Woodlands and Ivybridge Central
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Map A6:

Proposed new ward of Ivybridge Filham
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Map A7:

Proposed new ward of South Brent

42

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

APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for South Hams
Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

1

Allington and
Loddiswell

1

Avonleigh ward (part – Loddiswell and Woodleigh
parishes); West Dart ward (part – Halwell and Moreleigh
parish); Garabrook ward (part – East Allington parish)

2

Avon and Harbourne

1

Unchanged (North Huish, Diptford and Harberton
parishes)

3

Bickleigh and Shaugh

2

Unchanged (Bickleigh and Shaugh Prior parishes)

4

Brent Moor

2

South Brent ward (South Brent parish); Eastmoor ward
(Holne, West Buckfastleigh, Dean Prior and Rattery
parishes); Dart Valley ward (part – Staverton parish)

5

Charterlands

1

Unchanged (Kingston, Ringmore, Bigbury and Aveton
Gifford parishes)

6

Dartington

1

Unchanged (Dartington parish)

7

Dartmouth and
Kingswear

3

Dartmouth Hardness district and parish ward (part);
Dartmouth Clifton district and parish ward; Kingswear
ward (Kingswear parish)

8

Dartmouth Hardness

1

Dartmouth Hardness district and parish ward (part)

9

East Dart

1

Dart Valley ward (part – Littlehempston parish, Village
ward of Berry Pomeroy parish as proposed); Stoke
Gabriel ward (Stoke Gabriel parish)

10

Erme Valley

2

Erme Valley ward (Ermington and Holbeton parishes);
Modbury ward (Modbury parish); Ugborough ward
(Ugborough parish)

11

Ivybridge Central

1

Ivybridge district ward and parish (part)

12

Ivybridge Filham

2

Ivybridge district ward and parish (part)

13

Ivybridge Woodlands

2

Ivybridge district ward and parish (part)

14

Kingsbridge East

1

Kingsbridge district ward and parish (part)

15

Kingsbridge North

1

Kingsbridge district ward and parish (part)

16

Marldon

1

Unchanged (Marldon parish)
continued overleaf
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

17

Newton and Noss

1

Unchanged (Newton and Noss parish)

18

Salcombe and
Malborough

2

Malborough ward (Malborough and South Huish
parishes); Salcombe ward (Salcombe parish)

19

Saltstone and
Stokenham

2

Saltstone ward (Chivelstone, East Portlemouth, South
Pool, Charleton and Frogmore and Sherford parishes);
Stokenham ward (Stokenham parish)

20

Skerries

1

Skerries ward (Stoke Fleming and Strete parishes);
Garabrook ward (part – Slapton parish)

21

Thurlestone

1

Thurlestone ward (part – Thurlestone and South Milton
parishes); Avonleigh ward (part – Churchstow and
Buckland-Tout-Saints parishes)

22

Totnes Bridgetown

2

Totnes Bridgetown district ward, Totnes district ward
(part); Dart Valley ward (part – Bridgetown ward of
Berry Pomeroy parish as proposed)

23

Totnes Town

2

Totnes district and parish ward (part)

24

Wembury and
Brixton

2

Brixton ward (Brixton parish); Wembury ward
(Wembury parish)

25

West Dart

1

West Dart ward (part – Ashprington, Cornworthy and
Dittisham parishes); Garabrook ward (part – Blackawton
parish)

26

Westville and
Alvington

1

Kingsbridge district ward and parish (part); Thurlestone
ward (part – West Alvington parish)

27

Yealm Valley

1

Sparkwell ward (Sparkwell parish); Cornwood and
Harford ward (Cornwood and Harford parishes)

28

Yealmpton

1

Unchanged (Yealmpton parish)

Note: The whole of South Hams District is parished.
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Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for South Hams
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1996) of electors
from
(2001)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Allington and
Loddiswell

1

1,481

1,481

-8

1,595

1,595

-6

2 Avon and Harbourne

1

1,627

1,627

1

1,746

1,746

3

3 Bickleigh and Shaugh

2

3,484

1,742

8

3,607

1,804

6

4 Brent Moor

2

3,768

1,884

17

3,791

1,896

12

5 Charterlands

1

1,627

1,627

1

1,764

1,764

4

6 Dartington

1

1,476

1,476

-8

1,595

1,595

-6

7 Dartmouth and
Kingswear

3

4,156

1,385

-14

4,286

1,429

-16

8 Dartmouth Hardness

1

1,455

1,455

-9

1,621

1,621

-5

9 East Dart

1

1,594

1,594

-1

1,630

1,630

-4

10 Erme Valley

2

3,482

1,741

8

3,792

1,896

12

11 Ivybridge Central

1

1,686

1,686

5

1,735

1,735

2

12 Ivybridge Filham

2

2,971

1,486

-8

3,560

1,780

5

13 Ivybridge Woodlands

2

3,246

1,623

1

3,647

1,824

7

14 Kingsbridge East

1

1,569

1,569

-2

1,569

1,569

-8

15 Kingsbridge North

1

1,551

1,551

-3

1,628

1,628

-4

16 Marldon

1

1,556

1,556

-3

1,582

1,582

-7

17 Newton and Noss

1

1,547

1,547

-4

1,574

1,574

-7

18 Salcombe and
Malborough

2

3,218

1,609

0

3,354

1,677

-1

19

2

2,940

1,470

-9

3,105

1,553

-9

20 Skerries

1

1,741

1,741

8

1,778

1,778

5

21 Thurlestone

1

1,636

1,636

2

1,750

1,750

3

Saltstone and
Stokenham

continued overleaf
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Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for South Hams
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1996) of electors
from
(2001)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

22 Totnes Bridgetown

2

2,975

1,488

-7

3,282

1,641

-3

23 Totnes Town

2

3,256

1,628

1

3,344

1,672

-2

24 Wembury and Brixton

2

3,581

1,791

11

3,644

1,822

7

25 West Dart

1

1,570

1,570

-2

1,625

1,625

-4

26 Westville and Alvington

1

1,594

1,594

-1

1,860

1,860

9

27 Yealm Valley

1

1,800

1,800

12

1,853

1,853

9

28

1

1,658

1,658

3

1,664

1,664

-2

Totals

40

64,245

-

-

67,981

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,606

-

-

1,700

-

Yealmpton

Source: Electorate figures are based on South Hams District 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 district. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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