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Local Government Commission for England

31 March 1998

Dear Secretary of State
On 3 June 1997, the Commission began a periodic electoral review of the borough of Vale Royal under the
Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 4
November 1997 and undertook a nine-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 84) in
the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to electoral
arrangements in Vale Royal Borough.
We recommend that Vale Royal Borough Council should be served by 57 councillors representing 28 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 elections should continue to take place every four years.
I would like to thank members and officers of the Borough Council and other local people who have
contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much appreciated by
Commissioners and staff.
Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of Vale Royal
on 3 June 1997. We published our draft
recommendations for electoral arrangements on 4
November 1997, after which we undertook a nineweek period of consultation.
●

●

●

in 20 of the 36 wards, the number of
electors represented by each councillor varies
by more than 10 per cent from the average
for the borough;
in eight wards, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by
more than 20 per cent from the average;
this level of electoral equality is not expected
to improve over the next five years.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figure 1 and paragraphs
84 to 85) are that:
●

●

●

●

●

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

We found that the existing electoral arrangements
provide unequal representation of electors in Vale
Royal because:
●

●

Vale Royal Borough Council should be
served by 57 councillors, three fewer than at
present;
there should be 28 wards, compared with 36
at present;
the boundaries of 33 wards should be
modified, while three wards should retain
their existing boundaries;

In 23 of the 28 wards, the number of
electors per councillor would vary by no
more than 10 per cent from the borough
average.
This improved level of electoral equality is
projected to continue, with the number of
electors per councillor in 24 wards expected
to vary by no more than 10 per cent from
the average for the borough by 2002.

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

●

revised warding arrangements for Helsby
Parish Council and Frodsham, Northwich
and Winsford town councils;
new warding arrangements for Davenham
and Lostock Gralam 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
12 May 1998:
The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Review
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

elections should continue to take place every
four years.

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

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Constituent areas
Ward name

viii

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

1

Barnton

3

Unchanged (Barnton parish)

Map 2

2

Cogshall

1

Unchanged (the parishes of Little Leigh,
Comberbach and Anderton and Marbury)

Map 2

3

Cuddington &
Oakmere

3

Cuddington & Marton ward (part –
Cuddington parish); Mara ward (part –
Oakmere parish)

Map 2

4

Davenham &
Moulton

3

Davenham & Moulton ward (part –
the parishes of Wimboldsley, Stanthorne,
Bostock and Moulton; and Village ward
of Davenham parish as proposed)

Map 2 and
large map

5

Forest

1

Forest ward (the parishes of Manley and
Map 2
Norley); Helsby South and Alvanley ward
(part – Alvanley parish)

6

Frodsham North

3

Frodsham North West borough and parish
ward (part); Frodsham East borough and
parish ward (part)

Map A6

7

Frodsham South

1

Frodsham South borough and parish ward;
Frodsham East borough and parish ward
(part)

Map A6

8

Hartford &
Whitegate

3

Hartford ward (Hartford parish);
Cuddington & Marton ward (part –
Whitegate and Marton parish)

Map 2

9

Helsby

2

Helsby
Helsby
Helsby
Helsby

Maps 2 and A5

10

Kingsley

1

Unchanged (Kingsley parish)

Map 2

11

Leftwich &
Kingsmead

3

Davenham & Moulton ward (part –
Kingsmead ward of Davenham parish as
proposed); Northwich borough and
parish ward (part)

Map A8 and
large map

12

Lostock &
Wincham

2

Lostock Gralam ward (part – Lostock
Gralam Village ward of Lostock Gralam
parish as proposed); Marston &
Wincham ward (part – Wincham parish)

Map A7 and
large map

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

North borough and parish ward;
Central borough and parish ward;
South and Alvanley ward (part –
South parish ward)
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Constituent areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

13

Mara

1

Mara ward (part – Delamere parish);
Oulton ward (part – Utkinton parish)

Map 2

14

Milton Weaver

1

Milton ward (the parishes of Acton Bridge
and Crowton); Weaver ward (the parishes
of Sutton, Aston and Dutton)

Map 2

15

Northwich Castle

3

Castle borough and parish ward (part)

Map A8 and
large map

16

Northwich
Winnington

1

Winnington borough and parish ward;
Castle borough and parish ward (part);
Witton North borough and parish ward
(part)

Large map

17

Northwich Witton

3

Witton North borough and parish ward
Large map
(part); Witton South borough and parish
ward (part); Northwich borough and parish
ward (part)

18

Rudheath &
South Witton

2

Rudheath & Whatcroft ward (Rudheath
parish); Witton South borough and parish
ward (part)

Map A9 and
large map

19

Seven Oaks &
Marston

1

Seven Oaks ward (the parishes of Whitley
and Antrobus); Marston & Wincham
ward (part – Marston parish)

Map 2

20

Shakerley

1

Shakerley ward (the parishes of Nether
Map 2
Peover, Lach Dennis, Byley and Sproston);
Lostock Gralam ward (part – Lostock
Green ward of Lostock Gralam parish
as proposed)

21

Tarporley &
Oulton

2

Tarporley ward (Tarporley parish); Oulton
ward (part – the parishes of Rushton,
Little Budworth and Darnhall)

22

Weaverham

3

Church ward (Church ward of Weaverham Map 2
parish); Gorst Wood ward (Gorstage and
Owley Wood wards of Weaverham parish)

23

Winsford Dene

2

Swanlow borough and parish ward (part);
Over One borough and parish ward (part)

Map A3

24

Winsford Gravel

2

Gravel borough and parish ward (part);
Wharton borough and parish ward (part)

Map A2

Map 2

continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Constituent areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference
Map A3

25

Winsford Over

2

Swanlow borough and parish ward (part);
Over One borough and parish ward (part);
Over Two borough and parish ward (part)

26

Winsford Swanlow

2

Swanlow borough and parish ward (part);
Map A3
Over One borough and parish ward (part);
Over Two borough and parish ward (part)

27

Winsford Verdin

3

Vale Royal borough and parish ward (part)

Map A4

28

Winsford Wharton

2

Wharton borough and parish ward (part);
Gravel borough and parish ward (part)

Map A2

Notes: 1 The whole of Vale Royal borough is parished.
2 Maps in Appendix A and at the back of the report illustrate the proposed wards outlined above.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for the borough of
Vale Royal.

1

In undertaking these reviews, we have had
regard to:

2

●

●

the statutory criteria in section 13(5) of the
Local Government Act 1992; and

Stage Three began on 4 November 1997 with
the publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for
Vale Royal in Cheshire and ended on 5 January
1998. Comments were sought on our preliminary
conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four we
reconsidered our draft recommendations in the
light of the Stage Three consultation and now
publish our final recommendations.

5

the 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 3 June 1997, when we invited proposals for the
future electoral arrangements from Vale Royal
Borough Council, and copied the letter to Cheshire
County Council, Cheshire Police Authority, the
local authority associations, the County Palatine of
Chester Associations of Parish Councils, parish and
town councils in the borough, Members of
Parliament and the Member of the European
Parliament with constituency interests in the
borough, and the headquarters of the main political
parties. At the start of the review and following
publication of our draft recommendations, we
published a notice in the local press, issued a press
release and invited the Borough Council to
publicise the review more widely. The closing date
for receipt of representations was 1 September
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

Vale Royal borough covers an area of almost
38,500 hectares and is situated in the heart of
Cheshire. The borough includes part of the flat
Cheshire Plain, central Cheshire Hills and
Delamere Forest. Its main settlements are the
towns of Northwich, Winsford and Frodsham. The
three towns are linked by the River Weaver which
flows into the borough at its southern boundary
and joins the Mersey estuary at Frodsham in the
north. The borough is served by a number of
important communication links, including the M6
and M56. It is entirely parished.

6

eight of which vary by more than 20 per cent. The
highest electoral imbalances are in Weaver, Marston
& Wincham, Milton and Tarporley wards (with
some 49 per cent fewer, 42 per cent more, 42 per
cent fewer and 39 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average). In other
words, the councillor for Marston & Wincham
ward represents 2,126 electors, compared to the
borough average of 1,493.

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

7

The Borough Council has 60 councillors
elected from 36 wards (Map 1 and Figure 2). Of
these, six wards are represented by three
councillors, 12 wards by two councillors and 18
wards by a single councillor. Vale Royal currently
holds whole-council elections every four years,
with the next election due to take place in May
1999. The current electorate of the borough is
89,607 and each councillor represents an average
of 1,493 electors. The Borough Council forecasts
that the electorate will increase to some 92,300 by
the year 2002, providing an average number of
electors per councillor of 1,538. Over half of the
projected increase in electors is accounted for by
the Kingsmead development on the southern
fringe of Northwich (currently part of Davenham
& Moulton ward).

8

9
Since the last electoral review was completed in
1975, changes in population and electorate have
not been evenly spread across the borough. As a
result, the number of electors per councillor varies
by more than 10 per cent in 20 of the 36 wards,
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Map 1:

Existing Wards in Vale Royal

4

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 2:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

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

1 Barnton

3

4,325

1,442

-3

4,310

1,437

-7

2 Castle
(in Northwich)

3

4,748

1,583

6

4,890

1,630

6

3 Church
(in Weaverham)

1

1,745

1,745

17

1,740

1,740

13

4 Cogshall

1

1,704

1,704

14

1,690

1,690

10

5 Cuddington &
Marton

3

5,007

1,669

12

5,120

1,707

11

6 Davenham &
Moulton

3

4,839

1,613

8

6,470

2,157

40

7 Forest

1

1,329

1,329

-11

1,350

1,350

-12

8 Frodsham East

2

2,661

1,331

-11

2,650

1,325

-14

9 Frodsham
North West

2

2,719

1,360

-9

2,880

1,440

-6

10 Frodsham South

1

1,574

1,574

5

1,570

1,570

2

11 Gorst Wood
(in Weaverham)

3

3,314

1,105

-26

3,340

1,113

-28

12 Gravel
(in Winsford)

2

3,175

1,588

6

3,160

1,580

3

13 Hartford

2

4,102

2,051

37

4,170

2,085

36

14 Helsby Central

1

1,287

1,287

-14

1,280

1,280

-17

15 Helsby North

1

1,380

1,380

-8

1,380

1,380

-10

16 Helsby South &
Alvanley

1

1,467

1,467

-2

1,460

1,460

-5

17 Kingsley

1

1,689

1,689

13

1,690

1,690

10

18 Lostock Gralam

1

1,767

1,767

18

1,760

1,760

14

19 Mara

1

1,278

1,278

-14

1,280

1,280

-17

20 Marston &
Wincham

1

2,126

2,126

42

2,150

2,150

40
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Figure 2 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

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

21 Milton

1

871

871

-42

870

870

-43

22 Northwich

2

3,276

1,638

10

3,280

1,640

7

23 Oulton

1

1,590

1,590

6

1,590

1,590

3

24 Over One
(in Winsford)

2

2,955

1,478

-1

2,940

1,470

-4

25 Over Two
(in Winsford)

2

3,470

1,735

16

3,660

1,830

19

26 Rudheath &
Whatcroft

2

2,837

1,419

-5

2,870

1,435

-7

27 Seven Oaks

1

1,335

1,335

-11

1,330

1,330

-14

28 Shakerley

1

1,433

1,433

-4

1,430

1,430

-7

29 Swanlow
(in Winsford)

2

3,013

1,507

1

3,020

1,510

-2

30 Tarporley

1

2,074

2,074

39

2,100

2,100

37

31 Vale Royal
(in Winsford)

3

4,931

1,644

10

4,970

1,657

8

32 Weaver

1

756

756

-49

760

760

-51

33 Wharton
(in Winsford)

2

2,735

1,368

-8

2,940

1,470

-4

34 Winnington
(in Northwich)

1

1,185

1,185

-21

1,200

1,200

-22

35 Witton North
(in Northwich)

2

2,289

1,145

-23

2,280

1,140

-26

36 Witton South
(in Northwich)

2

2,621

1,311

-12

2,720

1,360

-12

Totals

60

89,607

-

-

92,300

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,493

-

-

1,538

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Vale Royal Borough Council’s submission.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. For example,
electors in Tarporley ward are relatively under-represented by 39 per cent, while electors in Weaver ward are relatively
over-represented by 49 per cent. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

During Stage One, we received a representation
from Vale Royal Borough Council on electoral
arrangements
for
the
whole
borough.
Representations were also received from 15 parish
and town councils, and 39 other representations
(in addition to 95 pro-forma letters). 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 Vale Royal in
Cheshire. We proposed that:

10

(a)

Vale Royal Borough Council should be served
by 57 councillors, representing 28 wards;

(b)

the boundaries of 33 of the existing wards
should be modified, while three wards should
retain their existing boundaries;

(c)

there should be modifications to the warding
arrangements of Frodsham, Northwich and
Winsford town councils;

(d)

there should be new warding arrangements for
Davenham and Lostock Gralam parish councils.

Draft Recommendation
Vale Royal Borough Council should
comprise 57 councillors, serving 28 wards.
Elections should continue to take place
every four years.
Our proposals would have resulted in
significant improvements in electoral equality, with
the number of electors per councillor varying by no
more than 10 per cent from the borough average in
23 of the 28 wards. This level of electoral equality
was expected to improve over the next five years,
with 24 of the 28 wards varying by no more than
10 per cent from the average number of electors
per councillor, none of which would exceed 20 per
cent from the average.

11

Our draft recommendations are summarised in
Appendix B.

12

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

7

8

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

4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, 16 representations were
received. A list of respondents is available on
request from the Commission’s offices.

13

Vale Royal Borough Council
The Borough Council commented on all our
draft recommendations. It did not oppose our
draft recommendation for a decrease in council
size from 60 to 57 and in the number of wards
from 36 to 28.

14

However, the Council expressed reservations
over some of the Commission’s proposals. The
Council objected to our proposal to combine the
Kingsmead area of Davenham parish with the part
of the current Northwich ward south of the
Chester to Manchester railway line and the River
Dane, to form a new Leftwich & Kingsmead ward.
It reiterated its Stage One proposal that the part of
Davenham parish lying to the north of the A556
should form a new single-member ward. The
Council recognised that initially the ward would
have a relatively high electoral variance, but argued
that “whatever electoral arrangements are devised
in the course of the present review, further
adjustments will be required before the next
periodic electoral review”.

15

The Council expressed reservations about our
draft recommendation to transfer Oakmere parish
from Mara ward to a new Cuddington & Oakmere
ward. It argued that Oakmere “is, in terms of
demographic characteristics, settlement, land use
and landscape much more similar to Delamere and
Utkinton than it is to Cuddington”. It argued that
Oakmere parish should be retained in a revised
Mara ward, and that a new three-member
Cuddington ward be formed, comprising only
Cuddington parish. While it accepted that better
electoral equality would be achieved by the
Commission’s proposal, it considered that with
much of a revised Mara ward consisting of green
belt there was little prospect of further
development in the ward and the level of inequality
would decline over time.

The Council proposed a minor amendment
between the new Rudheath & South Witton and
Northwich Witton wards. It recommended
realigning the boundary so that Marlowe Road,
Shakespeare Close and Tennyson Close would be
included in the new Rudheath & South Witton
ward. It argued that access to the development is
from Porter Drive, which is already contained in
the new ward.

17

In relation to Helsby and Frodsham, the
Council supported the revisions to parish warding
arrangements proposed by Frodsham Town
Council and Helsby Parish Council. The Council
also suggested a number of minor alterations to
ward boundaries in Winsford and Northwich,
which would affect no electors.

18

Parish and Town Councils
Representations were received from 13 parish
and town councils during Stage Three. Of these,
six (Winsford Town Council, Anderton with
Marbury, Dutton, Comberbach and Little Leigh
parish councils and Aston parish meeting)
supported our draft recommendations for their
own areas. Cuddington Parish Council commented
that it approved of our decision to retain Delamere
Park in a revised ward and raised “no objection” to
the transfer of Oakmere parish from Mara ward.

19

16
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Frodsham Town Council supported our draft
recommendations but proposed that the
boundaries of the existing town council wards
(Frodsham North, Frodsham South, Frodsham
East and Frodsham West) be amended where
necessary to reflect recommended changes to
borough wards. It supported our proposal to retain
16 councillors for the town. Helsby Parish Council
supported our draft recommendations, but
proposed a minor amendment to the boundary
between South and Central parish wards.

20

Delamere and Oakmere parish councils both
opposed our draft recommendations to combine
Oakmere and Cuddington parishes in a new
Cuddington & Oakmere ward. Oakmere Parish

21
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9

Council argued that Delamere and Oakmere
parishes share a school, church, burial ground and
community centre as well as traffic problems
caused by the same three trunk roads (A49, A556
and A54) which run through both parishes.
Northwich Town Council expressed support for
the Borough Council’s proposal to create a singlemember ward for the new Kingsmead development.
It argued that our draft recommendation to create a
three-member Leftwich & Kingsmead ward would
cause unnecessary confusion, as the new ward
“crossed two parishes, parts of two parliamentary
constituencies, two County Council Divisions and
two Euro constituencies”. Lostock Gralam Parish
Council opposed our draft recommendations, and
argued that the whole parish should remain in one
borough ward as the two settlements of “Lostock
Gralam Village and Lostock Green have the same
problems”. It preferred that the whole of Lostock
Gralam parish be linked with Wincham parish for
borough ward purposes, rather than just Lostock
Gralam Village.

22

Other Representations
We received two further submissions.
Councillor Burton supported our draft
recommendation to combine Oakmere parish with
the adjacent Cuddington parish to form a new
three-member Cuddington & Oakmere ward.
However, a local resident opposed the proposal to
divide the current Mara ward. He argued that the
current ward “is really one community sharing a
Church, school, station, community centre – and
most of Delamere Forest”. He further argued that
the combination of Delamere and Utkinton parishes
would create a very small ward comprising only
1,393 electors, and that the level of electoral
inequality is likely to increase in the future. On a
general point, he noted that the number of singlemember wards under our draft recommendations
would be reduced from 18 to nine.

23
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

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

24

However, our function is not merely
arithmetical for three reasons. First, our
recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on existing electorate figures, but also on
assumptions as to changes in the number and
distribution of local government electors likely to
take place within the ensuing five years. Second, we
must have regard to the desirability of fixing
identifiable boundaries, and to maintaining local
ties which might otherwise be broken. Third, we
must consider the need to secure effective and
convenient local government, and reflect the
interests and identities of local communities.
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It is therefore impractical to design an electoral
scheme which provides for exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every ward of
an authority. There must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the
statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum.
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In our March 1996 Guidance, we expressed the
view that “proposals for changes in electoral
arrangements should therefore be based on
variations in each ward of no more than plus or
minus 10 per cent from the average councillor:
elector ratio for the authority, having regard to fiveyear forecasts of changes in electorates. Imbalances
in excess of plus or minus 20 per cent may be
acceptable, but only in highly exceptional
circumstances ... and will have to be justified in
full.” However, as emphasised in our September
1996 supplement to the Guidance, while we accept
that absolute equality of representation is likely to
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be unattainable, we consider that, if electoral
imbalances are to be kept to the minimum, such
equality should be the starting point in any
electoral review.

Electorate Projections
During Stage One, the Borough Council
submitted electorate forecasts for the period 1997
to 2002, projecting an increase in the electorate of
almost 2,700 (around 3 per cent) over the five-year
period from 89,607 to 92,300. The Council
estimated rates and locations of housing
development with regard to structure and local
plans, and the expected rate of building over the
five-year period. Advice from the Borough Council
on the likely effect on electorates of ward boundary
changes has been obtained. In our draft
recommendations report, we accepted that this is
an inexact science and, having given consideration
to projected electorates, were content that they
represented the best estimates that could
reasonably be made at the time.

28

We did not receive any further comments on
electorate projections during Stage Three and
remain satisfied that they provide the best estimates
currently available.
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Council Size
30 We indicated in our March 1996 Guidance that
we would normally expect the number of
councillors serving a borough council to be in the
range of 30 to 60.

At present, Vale Royal Borough is represented
by 60 councillors. At Stage One, the Borough
Council proposed a reduction in the number
of councillors from 60 to 55. It argued that
in comparison to other shire districts of its size, it
had fewer electors per councillor than the
average, and therefore a reduction in five councillors
was warranted.
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When considering the most appropriate council
size, we state in our Guidance that each case should
be considered on its own merits. Taking into
account the overall level of electoral representation,
we accept that, given the changing distribution and
size of electorate in the borough, a reduction in
council size is justified. However, in our draft
recommendations we were not persuaded to
recommend a council size of 55. In our judgement,
some changes can be made to existing ward
boundaries to accommodate a more appropriate
level of electoral representation, without having a
significant impact on community identities.
Consequently, we recommended that Vale Royal
Borough Council be represented by 57 councillors,
three fewer than at present. At Stage Three, the
Borough Council did not oppose our draft
recommendation. We received no other views. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendation as final.
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Electoral Arrangements
Having considered all representations received
during Stage Three of the review, we have further
considered our draft recommendations. We are
encouraged that the majority of our draft
recommendations have a degree of local support,
and as a result we are largely confirming them. The
following areas, based on existing wards, are
considered in turn:
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Details of our final recommendations are
summarised in Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on
Map 2, at Appendix A, and in the large map
inserted at the back of this report.
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Tarporley and Oulton wards
Tarporley ward consists solely of the parish of
Tarporley, while Oulton ward covers the more
rural area based on three or four villages stretching
from Tarporley to Winsford. On the basis of the
proposed council size of 57, the current Tarporley
and Oulton wards would have 32 per cent and 1
per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average respectively.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposal for
a new Tarporley & Oulton ward comprising
Tarporley, Rushton, Little Budworth and Darnhall
parishes. While we recognised that the new
ward would encompass a large area, we noted
that communication links are relatively good.
If represented by two councillors, the new
ward would have 2 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the borough average
(4 per cent fewer by 2002). We also put
forward the Borough Council’s proposal that
Utkinton parish should form part of a
revised Mara ward.

36

At Stage Three, the Borough Council
supported our draft recommendations. No other
representations were received. Having given
further consideration to the warding arrangements
for the area, we remain satisfied that our draft
recommendations would strike the best balance
between securing electoral equality and the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations as final. These
proposals are detailed in Figures 1 and 4 and
illustrated on Map 2.
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(a)

Tarporley and Oulton wards;

(b)

the six wards of Winsford town;

(c)

Davenham & Moulton ward;

(d)

Shakerley, Lostock Gralam and Marston &
Wincham wards;

(e)

Seven Oaks, Milton and Weaver wards;

(f)

Cogshall and Barnton wards;

(g)

Mara, Cuddington & Marton and Hartford
wards;

(h)

Gorst Wood and Church wards;

(i)

the five wards of Northwich town and
Rudheath & Whatcroft ward;

(j)

Kingsley ward;

(k)

Helsby North, Helsby Central, Helsby South
& Alvanley and Forest wards;

(l)

the three wards of Frodsham town.
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The six wards of Winsford town
The town of Winsford is the administrative
centre of the borough. It currently comprises six
wards – Vale Royal, Wharton, Gravel, Swanlow,
Over One and Over Two – and is represented by 13
councillors. With a council size of 57, the number
of electors per councillor would vary by more than
10 per cent from the borough average in only one
of the six wards.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council argued that
the town of Winsford is divided into two distinct
areas by the River Weaver and proposed that the
two halves should be treated separately. In the east
of the town, the Council proposed that the current
Wharton and Gravel wards, both represented by
two councillors, should remain unchanged. In the
west, it proposed a total reconfiguration of existing
ward boundaries and a reduction in the number of
councillors from nine to eight. The current Over
One and Over Two wards would cease to exist and
two new wards, Winsford Over and Winsford Dene
would be created. Winsford Town Council,
however, argued that 13 borough councillors should
be retained for the town. It supported the retention
of Wharton and Gravel wards, but proposed a
different configuration of the wards in the west of
the town. It suggested that Winsford Vale Royal
ward be represented by three councillors and include
the whole area to the east of the properties on
Delamere Street, and that Winsford Dene, Winsford
Over and Winsford Swanlow wards should have
slightly differing boundaries.
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In our draft recommendations, we adopted the
warding arrangements proposed by Winsford Town
Council subject to some minor modifications. To
secure a better level of electoral equality, we
proposed that the area west of the sports ground be
transferred from Winsford Gravel ward to Winsford
Wharton ward, and that Bolinger Avenue and
Bolinger Close be transferred from Winsford
Wharton ward to Winsford Gravel ward. We further
proposed that the boundary between the two wards
be realigned to follow a more identifiable boundary
through the industrial estate. In the west of the
town, we proposed that Handley Hill should form
part of Winsford Dene ward, as proposed by the
Borough Council, and that Winsford Vale Royal
ward should be renamed Winsford Verdin ward after
Verdin School and the Verdin Exchange, which
would form part of the new ward.

we should confirm our draft recommendations for
Winsford as final subject to the minor alterations
suggested by the Council, our final recommendations
would provide all six Winsford wards with variances
of no more than 11 per cent from the borough
average (10 per cent by 2002). These proposals are
detailed in Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on Maps
A2, A3 and A4 at Appendix A.

Davenham & Moulton ward
Davenham & Moulton ward is a long, narrow
ward stretching from the fringes of the towns
of Winsford and Middlewich in the south, to
the outskirts of Northwich in the north. It comprises
the parishes of Wimboldsley, Stanthorne, Bostock,
Moulton and Davenham. With a council size of
57, the current Davenham & Moulton ward would
have 3 per cent more electors per councillor than
the borough average. However, due to the
Kingsmead development in the part of Davenham
parish north of the A556, it is projected that this will
increase to 33 per cent more than the borough
average by 2002.
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendations drew
the support of Winsford Town Council. The
Borough Council did not oppose our
recommendations but suggested a few minor
boundary alterations to provide clearer ward
boundaries in the town. These changes would have
only a marginal effect on ward electorates. Having
given careful consideration to the warding
arrangements for this area, we have concluded that
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At Stage One, the Borough Council argued that
Davenham parish has two distinct areas: Davenham
village which lies to the south of the Northwich
bypass (A556); and the large area of land under
development north of the bypass (the Kingsmead
development). It added that the development is
projected to yield 1,800 houses and progress
northwards until, in due course, it will obscure the
boundary between Davenham parish and
Northwich town. The Council proposed retaining
the current ward boundaries except for the
Kingsmead area.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposals for a
revised Davenham & Moulton ward, as we
considered that it would largely retain the current
arrangements, achieves a reasonable level of electoral
equality and reflects communities identities well. At
Stage Three, the Borough Council reiterated its
support for this proposal. No other representations
were received. We therefore propose to confirm our
draft recommendations as final. The revised
Davenham & Moulton ward would have 8 per cent
fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average currently, and 7 per cent fewer than average
by 2002.
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Shakerley, Lostock Gralam and
Marston & Wincham wards
Shakerley, Lostock Gralam and Marston &
Wincham wards cover much of the east of the
borough adjoining Macclesfield and Congleton
boroughs. On the basis of a council size of 57,
Shakerley ward would have 9 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the borough average, while
Lostock Gralam and Marston & Wincham wards
would have 12 per cent and 35 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposals to
expand Shakerley ward to include the Lostock
Green area of Lostock Gralam parish, which would
extend the ward’s northern boundary to the
Chester to Manchester railway line. The revised
Shakerley ward would have some 9 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average
currently, improving to 6 per cent more by 2002. We
decided to combine Marston parish with Seven Oaks
ward, and Wincham parish with the northern area of
Lostock Gralam parish to form a new two-member
Lostock & Wincham ward.
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councillor than the borough average, while a
revised Shakerley ward would have 9 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average
(12 per cent fewer by 2002). Under our draft
recommendations, Lostock & Wincham and
Shakerley wards would have 2 per cent and 9 per
cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average respectively improving to 1 per cent
fewer and 6 per cent more by 2002. While
inevitably, Lostock Gralam and Lostock Green
share many community ties, we continue to agree
with the Borough Council’s assessment at Stage
One “that local issues arising in the Lostock Green
area are similar to those which arise throughout
Shakerley ward”.
Having given further consideration to the
warding arrangements for the area, we remain
satisfied that our draft recommendations appear to
strike the best balance between securing electoral
equality and the statutory criteria. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations as final.
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Seven Oaks, Milton and Weaver wards
The three wards of Seven Oaks, Milton and
Weaver cover the large rural area north of
Northwich and east of Frodsham. The existing
Seven Oaks ward comprises Whitley, Antrobus and
Great Budworth parishes. Milton ward comprises
Crowton and Acton Bridge parishes, and Weaver
ward comprises Sutton, Aston and Dutton
parishes. All three wards are significantly overrepresented: Seven Oaks has 11 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average;
Milton has 42 per cent fewer; and Weaver has 49
per cent fewer than the average.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council
supported our draft recommendations for a new
Lostock & Wincham ward and for a revised Sharkley
ward. In addition, it did not oppose our draft
recommendation for a new Seven Oaks & Marston
ward. However, Lostock Gralam parish opposed
our draft recommendations for its area. It argued
that the parish should not be divided between two
borough wards because “Lostock Gralam Village
and Lostock Green have similar problems. The most
recent having involved the County Structure Plan
and Vale Royal Borough Local Plan development
proposals and also road safety on the A556 trunk
road”. Lostock Gralam Parish Council proposed that
the whole of Lostock Gralam parish be combined
with Wincham parish to form a new two-member
Lostock & Wincham ward.
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We note the concern expressed over our draft
recommendation to divide Lostock Gralam parish
between two borough wards. However, we note
that a new two-member Lostock & Wincham ward
comprising both Lostock Gralam and Wincham
parishes would have a poor level of electoral
equality with 11 per cent more electors per
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
change to all three wards. It proposed that Weaver
ward be combined with Seven Oaks ward
excluding Great Budworth parish to form a new
single-member Weaver ward and that Milton ward
be combined with the Delamere Park area of
Cuddington parish. We received four other
submissions, all of which opposed the merger of
Milton ward with Delamere Park. Weaver Vale
Conservative Association supported the merger of
Weaver and Milton wards, while Councillors Bailey
and Burton and one resident opposed the merger
of Delamere Park with Milton ward.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
concluded that a merger of Milton ward with
Weaver ward, and Seven Oaks ward with Marston
parish, would provide a more appropriate ward
structure for this area. We considered that
communication links in the area tend to run north
to south rather than east to west, and that the
Delamere Park area has a greater affinity with the
settlements of Cuddington and Sandiway than
Crowton and Acton Bridge. Although we noted
that merging Milton and Weaver wards would
unite areas divided by the River Weaver,
we considered that they are similar rural areas
based on small villages. At Stage Three, the
Borough Council did not oppose our draft
recommendations, and Dutton Parish Council and
Aston Parish Meeting supported the proposed
Milton Weaver ward.
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Marbury would be linked with the more urban area
of Barnton which has different problems and
interests. Councillor Wright argued that no change
to Cogshall ward was justified. We recognised that
Barnton would be by far the largest settlement in
the Borough Council’s proposed ward, and
concluded that such a merger may not best reflect
community identities and interests. We also noted
the considerable opposition to change locally, and
concluded that we should put forward the current
arrangements for Cogshall and Barnton wards as
our draft recommendation.
At Stage Three, our draft recommendations
were not opposed by the Borough Council,
and also gained the support of Comberbach,
Little Leigh and Anderton with Marbury parish
councils. Accordingly, we have decided to confirm
our draft recommendations as final. Our final
recommendations would provide Cogshall and
Barnton wards with 8 per cent more and 8 per cent
fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average respectively (11 per cent fewer and 5 per
cent more than average by 2002).
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Having given careful consideration to the
warding arrangements for this area, we have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as
final. Under these proposals, Milton Weaver and
Seven Oaks & Marston wards would have 4 per
cent and 11 per cent more electors per councillor
than the borough average respectively (1 per cent
more and 8 per cent more than average by 2002).

Mara, Cuddington & Marton and
Hartford wards

Cogshall and Barnton wards
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Cogshall and Barnton wards cover four parishes
north of Northwich, three of which neighbour the
Weaver Navigation. Assuming a council size of 57,
the current Cogshall and Barnton wards would
have some 8 per cent more and 8 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average
respectively (5 per cent more and 11 per cent fewer
than average by 2002).
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
combining Barnton parish with Little Leigh and
Anderton with Marbury parishes from Cogshall
ward. In addition, it proposed combining
Comberbach parish with the adjacent Great
Budworth and Marston parishes in a revised
Cogshall ward. Comberbach, Little Leigh and
Anderton with Marbury parish councils all
opposed the Borough Council’s proposals. We also
received 115 other submissions opposing the
Borough Council’s proposal to divide the current
Cogshall ward, including 95 pro-formas from local
residents. Many of the submissions argued that the
rural parishes of Little Leigh and Anderton with
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On the basis of a council size of 57, the current
Mara ward would have 18 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the borough average (21 per cent
fewer than average by 2002), while Cuddington &
Marton and Hartford wards would have 6 per cent
and 31 per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average respectively (5 per cent and 29 per
cent more than average by 2002).
At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
combining Hartford ward with Whitegate &
Marton parish in a new Hartford & Whitegate
ward, represented by three councillors; and that
the Delamere Park area of Cuddington parish be
combined with Milton ward. It further proposed
that the Gorstage area of Weaverham parish be
transferred from the current Gorst Wood
ward to a revised Cuddington ward; and that Mara
ward be extended to include Utkinton parish
from Oulton ward. Eddisbury Constituency
Conservative Association supported the Borough
Council’s recommendations as far as they affected
the constituency’s area. We noted, however, that
Weaver Vale Conservative Association opposed
separating Gorstage from the rest of Weaverham
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parish and supported the merger of Milton and
Weaver wards. Councillors Bailey and Burton and
a local resident opposed the detachment of
Delamere Park from the rest of Cuddington parish
for borough warding purposes, while 12 residents
opposed separating the Gorstage area from the rest
of Weaverham. Whitegate & Marton Parish
Council stated that it would prefer to be linked
with Cuddington rather than Hartford, but that
this was not a strong preference.
In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposal for a new
Hartford & Whitegate ward. We concluded that
such a proposal would significantly reduce the level
of inequality in Hartford, and would maintain the
whole of Whitegate & Marton parish within one
ward. As outlined above, we concluded that
Delamere Park should not be combined with
Milton ward. Instead, we proposed that the whole
of Cuddington parish remain within one ward. We
were not persuaded that the Gorstage area should
be linked with Cuddington, as such a change
would have a limited impact on electoral equality
and was not supported locally. In our draft
recommendations, we supported the Borough
Council’s proposal that Utkinton parish should
form part of a revised Mara ward. However, we
noted that a ward consisting solely of Cuddington
parish would contain some 9 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average,
while a revised Mara ward consisting of Utkinton,
Oakmere and Delamere parishes would contain 18
per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average. To improve electoral equality in
both areas, in our draft recommendations report
we proposed transferring Oakmere parish from
Mara ward and merging it with Cuddington parish
to form a new Cuddington & Oakmere ward.
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendation for a
new Hartford & Whitegate ward and the inclusion
of Utkinton parish in a revised Mara ward were
supported by the Borough Council. However, the
Borough Council, Delamere and Oakmere parish
councils and a local resident opposed our draft
recommendation for Oakmere parish to be
transferred from Mara ward to a new Cuddington
& Oakmere ward. All three submissions argued
that Oakmere parish should be retained within
Mara ward. The Borough Council argued that “the
difference between the Council and the
Commission on this matter can be centred on
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whether Oakmere should be aligned with
Cuddington or with Utkinton and Delamere”.
While it accepted that our proposals provide better
electoral equality, it argued that as our proposed
Mara ward is essentially rural and consists mainly
of Green Belt, minimal development can be
expected over time. As a result, electoral inequality
could be expected to increase over time. In
addition, it maintained that “Oakmere is in terms
of demographic, land use and landscape much
more similar to Delamere and Utkinton than it is
to Cuddington.”
Oakmere and Delamere parish councils and one
resident argued that the two parishes should
remain linked for warding purposes and that they
share an affinity with each other. Oakmere Parish
Council argued that the two parishes share a
school, church, burial ground and community
centre and both have traffic problems related to the
A49, A336 and A54 trunk roads. Delamere Parish
Council also argued that links with Utkinton parish
to the south are tenuous. Our proposal for a new
Cuddington & Oakmere ward was supported by
Councillor Burton. He stated “I consider the draft
(recommendations) to be more sensible as far as
Cuddington, Oakmere and Delamere Park are
concerned and I support them.” Cuddington Parish
Council agreed that Delamere Park should
remain with the rest of Cuddington in a new ward
and that the Gorstage area should not be combined
with Cuddington. It raised “no objection” to
Oakmere being combined with the parish in a new
borough ward.
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We consider that there is some merit in the
arguments put forward by the Borough Council. We
recognise that the degree of electoral equality in our
revised Mara ward is less than ideal. However, under
the Council’s alternative, the level of electoral equality
in Mara ward is no better than our draft
recommendations. In addition, a new Cuddington
ward based solely on the parish itself would have 9
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
borough average (12 per cent fewer than average by
2002) as compared to equal to the borough average
(and 2 per cent fewer than average by 2002) for our
proposed Cuddington & Oakmere ward. In addition,
while reservations have been expressed by Delamere
and Utkinton parish councils, we note that
Cuddington Parish Council raises “no objection” to
our proposal. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations as final.
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Gorst Wood and Church wards
Gorst Wood and Church borough wards
together encompass the whole of Weaverham
parish. Assuming a council size of 57, the current
Gorst Wood and Church wards would have 30 per
cent fewer and 11 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average respectively.

The five wards of Northwich town
and Rudheath & Whatcroft ward
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
combining Church ward with that part of Gorst
Wood ward north of the west coast main railway
line (Owley Wood parish ward), to create a new
three-member Weaverham ward. The Council
argued that most of the residents of Weaverham
parish live to the north of the west coast main
railway line, and that the area to the south is so
different from the northern part that it should be
linked with Cuddington for borough warding
purposes. However, at Stage One, we received
responses from 12 local residents opposing the
Borough Council’s proposals. Councillors Burton
and Bailey and the Weaver Vale Conservative
Association also opposed combining the Gorstage
area with Cuddington parish.
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In our draft recommendations, we considered
that our statutory criteria would best be met by
combining the current Gorst Wood and Church
wards in their entirety to form a new Weaverham
ward represented by three councillors. This
recommendation would have the advantage of
uniting the whole of Weaverham parish within one
borough ward, and would recognise the
community identities and interests of Gorstage
residents as expressed to us. Assuming a council
size of 57, the new Weaverham ward would have 7
per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average (5 per cent by 2002).
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council did not
oppose our draft recommendation. No other
comments were received. Accordingly, having
given careful consideration to the warding
arrangements for this area, we have decided to
confirm our draft recommendation as final. This
proposal is detailed in Figures 1 and 4 and
illustrated on Map 2.
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Northwich town currently comprises the wards
of Castle, Northwich, Winnington, Witton North
and Witton South, and has an electorate of 14,119
represented by 10 borough councillors. Therefore,
the average number of electors per councillor in the
town is 1,412 compared to the borough average of
1,493. Three of the five wards have electoral
variances in excess of 10 per cent from the borough
average. The parish of Rudheath adjoining the
town currently forms a two-member Rudheath &
Whatcroft ward, with 5 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the borough average (7 per cent
fewer than average by 2002).
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed a
number of ward boundary changes. It proposed
that the southern part of the current Witton South
ward be combined with Rudheath parish to form a
new Rudheath & South Witton ward represented
by two councillors, and that the remainder be
combined with Witton North ward to form a new
three-member Witton ward. It proposed that
Winnington ward be extended southwards to
include that part of Castle ward to the north of
Penrhyn Road. It argued that the current
Northwich ward should largely be retained, and
that a new single- member Leftwich Grange ward,
should be formed for the Kingsmead development
on the southern fringe of the town.
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In our draft recommendations we adopted the
Borough Council’s proposals subject to three
amendments. Firstly, we agreed that the northern
area of Witton South ward be combined with
Witton North ward to form a new Northwich
Witton ward represented by three councillors.
However, we recommended that the proposed
Northwich Witton ward be extended to include the
northern part of Northwich ward. Secondly, we
agreed that the ward boundary between Castle and
Winnington wards should be realigned to follow a
more readily identifiable boundary, and that
Winnington and Castle wards should be renamed
Northwich Winnington and Northwich Castle
wards. However, to improve the level of electoral
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equality between the two wards and create a
stronger boundary, we recommended that the
centre of Alderley Road should form the new
boundary between the two wards. Finally, we
considered the Borough Council’s proposal for a
new Leftwich Grange ward, represented by a single
councillor. We decided not to put it forward as part
of our draft recommendations as the proposed
ward would fail to achieve a good level of electoral
equality either currently or in 2002. While we
consider that a degree of over-representation may
be acceptable now, its proposed ward would have
17 per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average by 2002, and this underrepresentation would be expected to increase
beyond that date. We therefore proposed
combining the Kingsmead area of Davenham
parish with the part of Northwich ward south of
the Chester to Manchester railway line and the
River Dane, to form a new Leftwich & Kingsmead
ward represented by three councillors.
At Stage Three, the Borough Council did not
oppose our draft recommendations for Northwich
Castle, Northwich Winnington and Rudheath &
South Witton wards but suggested some minor
amendments to ward boundaries. In relation to the
proposed Rudheath & South Witton ward, it
argued that the only access to the new housing
development (of Marlowe Road, Shakespeare
Close and Tennyson Close) and Bleakhouse Farm is
from Porter Drive, and that therefore they should
form part of the revised Rudheath & South Witton
ward rather than Northwich Witton ward. This
change would transfer 56 electors to Rudheath &
South Witton ward. The Borough Council also
submitted detailed amendments to the proposed
boundary between Northwich Castle and
Northwich Winnington wards. These changes
would effect no electors, but would ensure that the
whole of the industrial development to the east of
Burrows Hill would form part of the proposed
Northwich Winnington ward.
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The Borough Council reiterated its Stage
One proposal to create a new single-member
Leftwich Grange ward and a largely unchanged
Northwich ward. It argued that “the Kingsmead
development ... [represents] not only an exceptional
circumstance but also one which will continue to
change in the period immediately following 2002”.
It further argued that whatever electoral
arrangements are devised now will need to be
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adjusted before the next periodic electoral review,
and that therefore change should be minimised at
this time. Northwich Town Council also preferred
the Borough Council’s proposals. In particular,
they argued that “the Commission’s proposals
would cause unnecessary confusion with a ward
which crossed two parishes, parts of two
parliamentary constituencies, two County Council
Divisions and two Euro constituencies”.
We consider that there is considerable merit in
the boundary changes proposed by the Borough
Council for Rudheath & South Witton and
Northwich Witton wards, and the detailed
amendments proposed between Northwich
Winnington and Northwich Castle wards. The new
housing estate and Bleakhouse Farm are accessed
from Porter Drive, which is currently the proposed
northern boundary for the new Rudheath & South
Witton ward, and are relatively isolated from the
rest of the proposed Northwich Witton ward.
While it would lead to a small deterioration in
electoral equality, we consider that it would better
reflect community ties. We have therefore decided
to put forward all the Council’s proposed
amendments in these areas.
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We remain persuaded that we should put
forward a three-member Leftwich & Kingsmead
ward, rather than create a separate single-member
ward for the Kingsmead development. As stated in
our draft recommendations, we note that the
Kingsmead development is expected to obscure the
current boundary between Davenham and
Northwich parishes, and we consider that the
Borough Council’s scheme fails to adequately
address the need for electoral equality. While we
accept that continuing development in this area
may necessitate a further review at an early stage,
we consider it would not be advisable to put
forward a new warding arrangement which by
2002 would be expected to have a high level of
under-representation. We note the Town Council’s
concerns, but consider that alterations to the
County Council and parliamentary boundaries can
follow our recommendations in this area.

73

Having given careful consideration to
representations received at Stage Three, we have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as
final, subject to the minor modifications outlined
above. Under these proposals, Northwich Castle
and Northwich Winnington wards would have 7
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per cent and 2 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the borough average (7 per cent
and 5 per cent fewer than average by 2002), while
Northwich Witton and Rudheath & South Witton
wards would have 1 per cent and 9 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average (2
per cent fewer and 9 per cent more than average by
2002). We consider that these proposals strike the
best balance between electoral equality and
the statutory criteria in this area. Our final
recommendations are detailed in Figures 1 and 4 and
illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Kingsley ward
With a council size of 57, the number of
electors per councillor in Kingsley ward would
be 7 per cent above the borough average (4
per cent by 2002). At Stage One, the Borough
Council proposed no change for this ward.
We noted that community identities are reflected
well, and that an acceptable level of electoral
equality is achieved. Accordingly, our draft
recommendation was that there should be no
change to the existing arrangements.
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Our draft recommendation drew the support of
the Borough Council. No other comments were
received. We remain satisfied that the existing
arrangements appear to strike the best balance
between securing electoral equality and the need to
reflect community identities. We therefore confirm
our draft recommendation as final.
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Helsby North, Helsby Central, Helsby
South & Alvanley and Forest wards
Helsby parish is currently divided between
three district wards – Helsby Central, Helsby
North and Helsby South & Alvanley – each
represented by a single councillor. On the basis of
the revised council size of 57, the town would be
relatively over-represented, with Helsby Central,
Helsby North and Helsby South & Alvanley
having some 18 per cent, 12 per cent and 7 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average (deteriorating further to 21 per cent, 15
per cent and 10 per cent fewer than average by
2002). The adjacent Forest ward, consisting of
Manley and Norley parishes, would also be
significantly over-represented, with some 16 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average (17 per cent by 2002).
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In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposals for
Helsby. We recommended a new Helsby ward
consisting only of Helsby parish, represented by two
councillors. Alvanley parish would join with the
adjacent parishes of Norley and Manley in a revised
Forest ward. In our draft recommendations report,
we noted that the proposed Helsby ward would
retain a high level of electoral inequality, with some
19 per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average. However, we noted the Borough
Council’s arguments that Helsby is tightly
constrained by Green Belt boundaries and is not
expected to experience any growth and that
therefore electoral inequality could be expected to
decline over time. Forest ward would contain 9 per
cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average (7 per cent more by 2002)
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendations drew
the support of the Borough Council and Helsby
Parish Council. The Borough Council and Helsby
Parish Council also proposed amendments to wards
within the parish. Bearing in mind the degree of local
support for our proposals, and the lack of viable
options for this area, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations as final. We have also
accepted the proposed alterations to parish ward
boundaries, and these are outlined in detail below.
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The three wards of Frodsham town
The town of Frodsham lies to the north-west of
the borough and is currently divided into three
wards: Frodsham East, Frodsham North West and
Frodsham South. The town’s electorate of 6,954 is
currently represented by five borough councillors.
The average number of electors per councillor for the
town is therefore 1,391, while the borough average,
on the basis of the revised council size of 57, is 1,572.
The town is therefore currently over-represented, and
is entitled to four borough councillors.
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We adopted the Borough Council’s proposals as
our draft recommendations. Our proposals would
divide the town between two new wards: Frodsham
North ward, represented by three councillors, and
Frodsham South ward, represented by one
councillor. Under this recommendation, Frodsham
North and Frodsham South wards would have 10
per cent and 11 per cent more electors per councillor
than the borough average respectively (10 per cent
and 7 per cent by 2002).
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During Stage Three, our draft recommendations
were supported by the Borough Council and
Frodsham Town Council. Both proposed
modifications to the Town Council’s warding
arrangements. In view of the local support for our
proposals, we have decided to confirm our draft
recommendations as final, subject to detailed
amendments to ward boundaries. We have also
accepted the proposed alterations to parish ward
boundaries, and these are outlined in detail below.
The proposed borough and town council warding
arrangements are illustrated on Map A6 at
Appendix A.
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(b)

there should be 28 wards, eight fewer than at
present;

(c)

the boundaries of 33 of the existing wards
should be modified;

(d)

elections should continue to take place every
four years.

We have decided substantially to endorse our
draft recommendations, subject to the amendments
indicated in the following areas:
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(a)

the boundary between Rudheath & South
Witton and Northwich Witton should be
realigned to include Bleakhouse Farm, Marlowe
Road, Shakespeare Close and Tennyson Close
in Northwich Witton ward;

(b)

Frodsham Town Council should be divided
between four parish wards rather than two as
proposed;

(c)

modifications should be made to two of the
current parish wards in Helsby.

Electoral Cycle
In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that the present system of elections every
four years in Vale Royal be retained. At Stage
Three, the Borough Council and Winsford Town
Council 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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Figure 3 shows the impact of our final
recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on
1997 and 2002 electorate figures.
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Conclusions
Having considered carefully all the evidence and
representations received in response to our
consultation report, we have concluded that:
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(a)

As Figure 3 shows, our recommendations would
reduce the number of wards with electoral variances
of more than 10 per cent from the borough average
from 20 to five, with a further reduction to four by
2002. Under these proposals, the average number of

87

there should be a reduction in council size from
60 to 57;

Figure 3:

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1997 electorate
Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

60

57

60

57

Number of wards

36

28

36

28

1,493

1,572

1,538

1,619

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

20

6

19

3

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

8

1

9

0

Average number of electors
per councillor

20

2002 projected electorate
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electors per councillor would increase from 1,493 to
1,572. We conclude that our recommendations
would best meet the need for electoral equality,
having regard to the statutory criteria.

Final Recommendation

residents of some elderly persons’ accommodation
(erected since the boundary was drawn) to have
improved access to polling station facilities. We are
content to put forward such a change and therefore
propose to make a recommendation to alter parish
warding in this area.

Vale Royal Borough Council should
comprise 57 councillors serving 28 wards, as
detailed and named in Figures 1 and 4, and
illustrated on Map 2 and at Appendix A to
this report. The Council should continue to
hold whole-council elections.

Final Recommendation
Helsby Parish Council should continue to
comprise 15 councillors, representing three
wards. Helsby North parish ward should
remain unchanged, while Helsby Central
and Helsby South parish wards should be
modified to follow a new boundary as
illustrated on Map A5 at Appendix A. All
three wards should continue to be
represented by five councillors each.

Parish and Town Council
Electoral Arrangements
In undertaking reviews of electoral
arrangements, we are required to comply as far as
is reasonably practicable with the provisions set out
in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule
provides that if a parish is to be divided between
different borough wards, it must also be divided
into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies
wholly within a single ward of the borough.
Accordingly, we propose a number of consequential
parish ward changes, as detailed below.

88

In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that new parish wards be created for
Lostock Gralam Village and Lostock Green in
Lostock Gralam parish, and for Kingsmead and
Village in Davenham parish, to reflect the proposed
borough ward boundary changes; and that separate
representation be created for each ward on their
respective parish councils. We also proposed that the
warding arrangements of Frodsham, Northwich and
Winsford town councils be modified to reflect the
proposed borough ward boundary changes, and that
the number of councillors for each ward should be
modified accordingly.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that Helsby Parish Council’s warding
arrangements should remain unchanged. We were
aware that the parish council wished to propose
some modifications, but as we had not received any
specific proposals, we made no recommendation.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council and
Helsby Parish Council requested a minor boundary
alteration between Helsby Central and Helsby
South parish wards. Helsby Parish Council argued
that the proposed change would enable the
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In our draft recommendations report, in the
absence of a detailed alternative proposal, we
proposed that Frodsham Town Council’s warding
arrangements should follow the proposed Borough
Council wards. However, at Stage Three, the
Borough Council and Frodsham Town Council
proposed retaining four town council wards for
the area, with modified boundaries to reflect the new
wards and better reflect ground detail. Frodsham
Town Council argued that our proposal would result
in one town council ward being represented by 12
councillors, and that this would be impractical and
confusing to electors, whereas its proposals would
broadly retain the current warding pattern.
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We consider that the alternative proposals
would better reflect current arrangements and
create smaller parish wards, and are content that
they are reasonable. We have therefore decided to
modify our draft recommendations.

93

Final Recommendation
Frodsham Town Council should continue to
comprise 16 councillors, representing four
wards. Frodsham South ward should be
represented by four parish councillors and
reflect the borough ward of the same name.
The parish wards of Frodsham North,
Frodsham West and Frodsham East wards
should be modified to reflect the proposed
Frodsham North borough ward, and should
be represented by four, three and five
councillors respectively. This proposal is
illustrated on Map A6 at Appendix A.

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

21

In our draft recommendations, we also
recommended that there should be new warding
arrangements for Northwich Town Council to
reflect changes at borough warding level. We
propose to confirm our draft recommendations,
subject to minor amendments to the boundaries of
Northwich Witton and South Witton parish wards,
to reflect suggestions made by the Borough
Council at Stage Three.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that the parish of Lostock Gralam be
warded to reflect the proposed borough warding,
with the Lostock Green area becoming part of a
revised Shakerley ward, and a new Lostock Gralam
Village ward becoming part of a new Lostock &
Wincham ward. We have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations in this area as final.
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Final Recommendation

Final Recommendation

Lostock Gralam Parish Council should
continue to comprise 10 parish councillors.
Two parish wards should be created in order
to reflect the proposed borough wards.
Lostock Gralam Village ward should be
represented by eight parish councillors, and
Lostock Green ward by two parish
councillors. This proposal is illustrated on
Map A7 at appendix A and in the large map
at the back of the report.

Northwich Town Council should continue to
comprise 21 town councillors, representing
five wards. Northwich Castle, Northwich
Winnington and Northwich Witton parish
wards should reflect the proposed borough
wards and be represented by seven, two and
seven councillors respectively. New wards
should also be formed for Leftwich and
South Witton to reflect those parts of
Northwich within the proposed Leftwich &
Kingsmead and Rudheath & South Witton
wards. They should be represented by four
councillors and one councillor respectively.
This proposal is illustrated on the large map
at the back of this report and Map A9 at
Appendix A.

In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that Davenham parish be divided into
two parish wards to reflect the new boundary
between Davenham & Moulton and Leftwich &
Kingsmead wards. We have not received any
evidence at Stage Three to persuade us to move
away from this proposal.
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In our draft recommendations, we also
recommended that there should be new warding
arrangements for Winsford Town Council to reflect
changes at borough warding level. We propose to
confirm our draft recommendations, subject to a
number of minor amendments suggested at Stage
Three by the Borough Council to create clearer,
more identifiable ward boundaries.
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Final Recommendation
Davenham Parish Council should continue
to comprise 11 parish councillors. Two
parish wards should be formed to reflect the
revised borough warding. A new Village
ward, reflecting that part of the parish in a
revised Davenham & Moulton ward, should
be represented by six councillors; and a new
Kingsmead ward, reflecting that part of the
parish in a new Leftwich & Kingsmead
ward, should be represented by five
councillors. This proposal is illustrated on
Map A8 at Appendix A and on the large
map at the back of the report.

Final Recommendation
Winsford Town Council should continue to
comprise 15 councillors. The town council
should be divided into six new wards –
Winsford Gravel, Winsford Wharton,
Winsford Over, Winsford Dene, Winsford
Swanlow and Winsford Verdin – to reflect
the proposed borough wards, and should be
represented by two, two, three, two, three
and three councillors respectively. This
proposal is illustrated on Maps A2, A3 and
A4 at Appendix A.
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In our draft recommendation report, we
proposed that there should be no change to the
electoral cycle of parish and town councils in the
borough. We have not received any evidence to
persuade us to move away from this proposal.
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Final Recommendation
Elections for parish and town councils
should take place at the same time as
elections for principal authorities.
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Map 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Vale Royal
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Figure 4:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Vale Royal
Ward name

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

1 Barnton

3

4,325

1,442

-8

4,310

1,437

-11

2 Cogshall

1

1,704

1,704

8

1,700

1,700

5

3 Cuddington &
Oakmere

3

4,730

1,577

0

4,750

1,583

-2

4 Davenham &
Moulton

3

4,322

1,441

-8

4,500

1,500

-7

5 Forest

1

1,713

1,713

9

1,730

1,730

7

6 Frodsham North

3

5,211

1,737

10

5,360

1,787

10

7 Frodsham South

1

1,743

1,743

11

1,740

1,740

7

8 Hartford &
Whitegate

3

4,836

1,612

3

5,000

1,667

3

9 Helsby

2

3,750

1,875

19

3,740

1,870

15

10 Kingsley

1

1,689

1,689

7

1,690

1,690

4

11 Leftwich &
Kingsmead

3

3,379

1,126

-28

4,830

1,610

-1

12 Lostock &
Wincham

2

3,196

1,598

2

3,220

1,610

-1

13 Mara

1

1,393

1,393

-11

1,390

1,390

-14

14 Milton Weaver

1

1,627

1,627

4

1,630

1,630

1

15 Northwich Castle

3

4,396

1,465

-7

4,540

1,513

-7

16 Northwich
Winnington

1

1,537

1,537

-2

1,540

1,540

-5

17 Northwich Witton

3

4,742

1,581

1

4,760

1,587

-2

18 Rudheath &
South Witton

2

3,419

1,710

9

3,520

1,760

9

19 Seven Oaks &
Marston

1

1,747

1,747

11

1,740

1,740

8

20 Shakerley

1

1,718

1,718

9

1,710

1,710

6

continued overleaf
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Figure 4 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Vale Royal
Ward name

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

21 Tarporley &
Oulton

2

3,092

1,546

-2

3,120

1,560

-4

22 Weaverham

3

5,059

1,686

7

5,080

1,693

5

23 Winsford Dene

2

3,248

1,624

3

3,240

1,620

0

24 Winsford Gravel

2

3,098

1,549

-1

3,090

1,545

-5

25 Winsford Over

2

3,379

1,690

7

3,570

1,785

10

26 Winsford Swanlow

2

3,368

1,684

7

3,360

1,680

4

27 Winsford Verdin

3

4,374

1,458

-7

4,420

1,473

-9

28 Winsford Wharton

2

2,812

1,406

-11

3,020

1,510

-7

Totals

57

89,607

-

-

92,300

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,572

-

-

1,619

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Vale Royal Borough Council’s submission.
Notes: 1 The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
2 The total number of electors for our proposed wards in Frodsham and Winsford have been revised since the publication
of our draft recommnendations report.
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6. NEXT STEPS

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

99

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:

100

The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Review
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for Vale Royal:
Detailed Mapping
The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for the Vale Royal area.
Map A1 illustrates, in outline form, the proposed
ward boundaries for Vale Royal and indicates the
areas shown in more detail on Maps A2, A3, A4,
A5, A6 and the large map inserted at the back of
the report.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed Winsford
Wharton and Winsford Gravel wards.
Map A3 illustrates the Winsford Over, Winsford
Dene and Winsford Swanlow wards.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Winsford Verdin and Winsford Over
wards.
Map A5 illustrates the proposed parish warding
arrangements for Helsby.
Map A6 illustrates the proposed Frodsham North
and Frodsham South borough wards, and the
proposed parish warding arrangements for
Frodsham.
Map A7 illustrates the proposed parish warding
arrangements for Lostock Gralam Parish.
Map A8 illustrates the proposed parish warding
arrangements for Davenham Parish and South
Northwich.
Map A9 illustrates the proposed South Witton
ward of Northwich Town Council.
The large map inserted at the back of the report
illustrates the proposed ward boundaries in the
Northwich urban area.
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Map A1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Vale Royal: Key Map
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Map A2:

Proposed Wards of Winsford Wharton and Winsford Gravel
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Map A3:

Proposed Wards of Winsford Over, Winsford Dene and Winsford Swanlow
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Map A4:

Proposed Boundary Between Winsford Verdin and Winsford Over Wards
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Map A5:

Proposed Parish Warding Arrangements for Helsby
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Map A6:

Proposed Borough and Parish Wards in Frodsham
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Map A7:

Proposed Parish Warding Arrangements for Lostock Gralam Parish
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Map A8:

Proposed Warding Arrangements for Davenham Parish and south Northwich
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Map A9:

Proposed Parish Ward of South Witton
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APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for Vale Royal
(November 1997)
Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Constituent areas

1

Barnton

Unchanged (Barnton parish)

2

Cogshall

Unchanged (the parishes of Little Leigh, Comberbach and Anderton
and Marbury)

3

Cuddington &
Oakmere

Cuddington & Marton ward (part – Cuddington parish); Mara ward
(part – Oakmere parish)

4

Davenham &
Moulton

Davenham & Moulton ward (part – the parishes of Wimboldsley, Stanthorne,
Bostock and Moulton; and Village ward of Davenham parish as proposed)

5

Forest

Forest ward (the parishes of Manley and Norley); Helsby South and
Alvanley ward (part – Alvanley parish)

6

Frodsham North

Frodsham North West borough and parish ward (part); Frodsham East
borough and parish ward (part)

7

Frodsham South

Frodsham South borough and parish ward; Frodsham East borough
and parish ward (part)

8

Hartford &
Whitegate

Hartford ward (Hartford parish); Cuddington & Marton ward
(part – Whitegate and Marton parish)

9

Helsby

Helsby North borough and parish ward; Helsby Central borough and parish
ward; Helsby South and Alvanley ward (part – Helsby South parish ward)

10

Kingsley

Unchanged (Kingsley parish)

11

Leftwich &
Kingsmead

Davenham & Moulton ward (part – Kingsmead ward of Davenham parish
as proposed); Northwich borough and parish ward (part)

12

Lostock &
Wincham

Lostock Gralam ward (part – Lostock Gralam Village ward of Lostock Gralam
parish as proposed); Marston & Wincham ward (part – Wincham parish)

13

Mara

Mara ward (part – Delamere parish); Oulton ward (part – Utkinton parish)

14

Milton Weaver

Milton ward (the parishes of Acton Bridge and Crowton); Weaver ward
(the parishes of Sutton, Aston and Dutton)
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
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Ward name

Constituent areas

15

Northwich Castle

Castle borough and parish ward (part)

16

Northwich
Winnington

Winnington borough and parish ward; Castle borough and parish ward (part);
Witton North borough and parish ward (part)

17

Northwich
Witton

Witton North borough and parish ward (part); Witton South borough and
parish ward (part); Northwich borough and parish ward (part)

18

Rudheath &
South Witton

Rudheath & Whatcroft ward (Rudheath parish); Witton South borough
and parish ward (part)

19

Seven Oaks &
Marston

Seven Oaks ward (the parishes of Whitley and Antrobus); Marston &
Wincham ward (part – the parishes of Great Budworth and Marston)

20

Shakerley

Shakerley ward (the parishes of Nether Peover, Lach Dennis, Byley and
Sproston); Lostock Gralam ward (part – Lostock Green ward of Lostock
Gralam parish as proposed)

21

Tarporley &
Oulton

Tarporley ward (Tarporley parish); Oulton ward (part – the parishes of
Rushton, Little Budworth and Darnhall)

22

Weaverham

Church ward (Church ward of Weaverham parish); Gorst Wood ward
(Gorstage and Owley Wood wards of Weaverham parish)

23

Winsford Dene

Swanlow borough and parish ward (part); Over One borough and parish
ward (part)

24

Winsford Gravel

Gravel borough and parish ward (part); Wharton borough and parish ward
(part)

25

Winsford Over

Swanlow borough and parish ward (part); Over One borough and parish
ward (part); Over Two borough and parish ward (part)

26

Winsford
Swanlow

Swanlow borough and parish ward (part); Over One borough and parish ward
(part); Over Two borough and parish ward (part)

27

Winsford Verdin

Vale Royal borough and parish ward (part)

28

Winsford
Wharton

Wharton borough and parish ward (part); Gravel borough and parish ward
(part)
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Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Vale Royal
Ward name

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

1 Barnton

3

4,325

1,442

-8

4,310

1,437

-11

2 Cogshall

1

1,704

1,704

8

1,700

1,700

5

3 Cuddington &
Oakmere

3

4,730

1,577

0

4,750

1,583

-2

4 Davenham &
Moulton

3

4,322

1,441

-8

4,500

1,500

-7

5 Forest

1

1,713

1,713

9

1,730

1,730

7

6 Frodsham North

3

5,242

1,747

11

5,390

1,797

11

7 Frodsham South

1

1,712

1,712

9

1,710

1,710

6

8 Hartford &
Whitegate

3

4,836

1,612

3

5,000

1,667

3

9 Helsby

2

3,750

1,875

19

3,740

1,870

16

10 Kingsley

1

1,689

1,689

7

1,690

1,690

4

11 Leftwich &
Kingsmead

3

3,379

1,126

-28

4,830

1,610

-1

12 Lostock &
Wincham

2

3,196

1,598

2

3,220

1,610

-1

13 Mara

1

1,393

1,393

-11

1,390

1,390

-14

14 Milton Weaver

1

1,627

1,627

4

1,630

1,630

1

15 Northwich Castle

3

4,396

1,465

-7

4,540

1,513

-7

16 Northwich
Winnington

1

1,537

1,537

-2

1,540

1,540

-5

17 Northwich Witton

3

4,795

1,598

2

4,881

1,627

0

18 Rudheath &
South Witton

2

3,366

1,683

7

3,399

1,700

5

19 Seven Oaks &
Marston

1

1,747

1,747

11

1,740

1,740

8

20 Shakerley

1

1,718

1,718

9

1,710

1,710

6

continued overleaf
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Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Vale Royal
Ward name

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

21 Tarporley &
Oulton

2

3,092

1,546

-2

3,120

1,560

-4

22 Weaverham

3

5,059

1,686

7

5,080

1,693

5

23 Winsford Dene

2

3,248

1,624

3

3,240

1,620

0

24 Winsford Gravel

2

3,098

1,549

-1

3,090

1,545

-5

25 Winsford Over

2

3,379

1,690

7

3,570

1,785

10

26 Winsford Swanlow

2

3,368

1,684

7

3,360

1,680

4

27 Winsford Verdin

3

4,374

1,458

-7

4,420

1,473

-9

28 Winsford Wharton

2

2,812

1,406

-11

3,020

1,510

-7

Totals

57

89,607

-

-

92,300

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,572

-

-

1,619

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Vale Royal Borough Council’s submission.
Notes: 1 The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
2 The total number of electors for our proposed wards in Frodsham and Winsford have been revised since the publication
of our draft recommendations report.
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