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3 August 1999
Dear Secretary of State
On 4 August 1998 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of North Shropshire under the Local
Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in March 1999 and undertook an eightweek 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 paragraphs 80-81)
in the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to electoral
arrangements in North Shropshire.
We recommend that North Shropshire District Council should be served by 40 councillors representing 24
wards, and that changes should be made to ward boundaries in order to improve electoral equality, having
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of North
Shropshire on 4 August 1998. We published our
draft recommendations for electoral arrangements
on 2 March 1999, after which we undertook an
eight-week period of consultation.
●

●

in 19 of the 26 wards, the number of
electors represented by each councillor varies
by more than 10 per cent from the average
for the district, and six wards vary by more
than 20 per cent from the average;
by 2003 electoral equality is not expected to
improve, with the number of electors per
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10
per cent from the average in 18 wards, and
by more than 20 per cent in eight wards.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figure 1 and paragraphs
80-81) 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 North
Shropshire because:
●

●

North Shropshire District Council should
be served by 40 councillors, as at present;
there should be 24 wards, two fewer than
present;
the boundaries of 23 of the existing wards
should be modified, while three wards
should retain their existing boundaries;
elections for the whole council should
continue to take place every four years.

In 21 of the 24 wards, the number of
electors per councillor would vary by no
more than 10 per cent from the district
average.
This improved level of electoral equality is
forecast to continue, with the number of
electors in 22 of the 24 wards expected to
vary by no more than 10 per cent from the
average for the borough in 2003.

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

●

revised warding arrangements for the parishes
of Ellesmere Rural, Prees and Wem Rural and
the towns of Market Drayton and
Whitchurch; and
new warding arrangements for the parishes
of Baschurch, Stoke upon Tern, Norton in
Hales and the town of Wem.
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 14 September 1999:
The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

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.
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Figure 1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

viii

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

1

Baschurch

1

Baschurch ward (part – Baschurch ward of
Baschurch parish as proposed)

Maps 2 and A4

2

Clive & Myddle

2

Clive ward (Clive, Grinshill and Hadnall
parishes); Myddle ward (Myddle &
Broughton parish)

Map 2

3

Cockshutt

1

Cockshutt ward (part – Cockshutt and
Petton parishes); Baschurch ward (part –
Weston Lullingfields ward of Baschurch
parish as proposed)

Maps 2 and A4

4

Dudleston Heath

1

Ellesmere Rural West ward (part – Dudleston Maps 2 and A7
and Dudleston Heath wards of Ellesmere
Rural Parish)

5

Ellesmere &
Welshampton

3

Ellesmere Urban ward (Ellesmere Urban
parish); Colemere ward (part –
Welshampton ward of Welshampton
& Lyneal parish)

Maps 2 and A6

6

Hinstock

2

Unchanged (Cheswardine, Child’s Ercall
and Hinstock parishes)

Map 2

7

Hodnet

2

Maps 2 and A8
Hodnet ward (Hodnet parish); Stoke
upon Tern ward (part – Stoke upon Tern
ward of Stoke upon Tern parish as proposed);
Stanton ward (part – Weston-under-Redcastle
and Stanton upon Hine Heath parishes)

8

Hordley, Tetchill &
Lyneal

1

Cockshutt ward (part – Hordley parish);
Maps 2, A6, A7
Ellesmere Rural West ward (part – Tetchill
and A13
ward of Ellesmere Rural parish); Colemere
ward (part – Lyneal ward of Welshampton &
Lyneal parish and unnamed part of Ellesmere
Rural parish)

9

Market Drayton East

2

Market Drayton East ward (East ward of Map A2
Market Drayton parish); Market Drayton
North ward (part – North ward of Market
Drayton parish (part))

10

Market Drayton
North

3

Market Drayton North ward (part – North
ward of Market Drayton parish (part))

11

Market Drayton
South

2

Market Drayton South ward (South ward
Map A2
of Market Drayton parish); Market Drayton
North ward (part – North ward of Market
Drayton parish (part))
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Figure 1(continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

12

Prees

2

Unchanged (Prees parish)

Maps 2 and A5

13

Shavington

1

Shavington ward (Adderley, Ightfield and
Moreton Say parishes); Woore ward
(part – Betton ward of Norton in Hales
parish as proposed)

Maps 2 and A3

14

Shawbury

2

Shawbury ward (Shawbury parish);
Stanton ward (part – Moreton Corbet &
Lee Brockhurst parish)

Map 2

15

Sutton

1

Sutton upon Tern ward (Sutton upon
Maps 2 and A8
Tern parish); Stoke upon Tern ward (part –
Stoke Heath ward of Stoke upon Tern parish)

16

Wem East

2

Wem Urban ward (part – Wem East ward
of Wem Urban parish as proposed)

17

Wem Rural

1

Cockshutt ward (part – Loppington parish); Maps 2, A9
Wem Rural ward (part – Wem ward of
and A10
Wem Rural parish); Whixall ward (part –
Newtown ward of Wem Rural parish)

18

Wem West

2

Wem Urban ward (part – Wem West
ward of Wem Urban parish as proposed)

Large map

19

Whitchurch North

2

Whitchurch North ward (part – North
ward of Whitchurch Urban parish (part))

Maps 2, A11
and A12

20

Whitchurch Rural

1

Unchanged (Whitchurch Rural parish)

Map 2

21

Whitchurch South

2

Whitchurch South ward (part – South
ward of Whitchurch Urban parish (part))

Maps 2, A11
and A12

22

Whitchurch West

2

Whitchurch West ward (West ward of
Maps 2, A11
Whitchurch Urban parish); Whitchurch
and A12
North ward (part – North ward of
Whitchurch Urban parish (part));
Whitchurch South ward (part – South ward
of Whitchurch Urban parish (part))

23

Whixall

1

Whixall ward (part – Whixall parish);
Wem Rural ward (part – Edstaston ward
of Wem Rural parish)

Maps 2, A9
and A10

24

Woore

1

Woore ward (part – Woore parish and
Norton in Hales ward of Norton in
Hales parish as proposed)

Maps 2 and A3

Large map

Note: Map 2, the maps in Appendix A and the large map at the back of the report illustrate the proposed wards outlined above.
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Ward name

x

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1998) of electors
from
(2003)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Baschurch

1

1,119

1,119

2

1,209

1,209

4

2 Clive & Myddle

2

2,048

1,024

-7

2,167

1,084

-7

3 Cockshutt

1

915

915

-17

1,013

1,013

-13
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for North Shropshire
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1998) of electors
from
(2003)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

21 Whitchurch South

2

2,334

1,167

6

2,422

1,211

4

22 Whitchurch West

2

2,368

1,184

7

2,413

1,207

4

23 Whixall

1

1,140

1,140

3

1,185

1,185

2

24 Woore

1

1,180

1,180

7

1,219

1,219

5

Totals

40

44,093

-

-

46,540

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,102

-

-

1,164

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on North Shropshire 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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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for the district of
North Shropshire. We have now reviewed the
districts in Shropshire (excluding Telford & Wrekin
Council) as part of our programme of periodic
electoral reviews (PERs) of all principal local
authority areas in England. (At the direction of the
Secretary of State we undertook an electoral review
of Telford & Wrekin Council, formerly The
Wrekin, in 1996; we will be undertaking a PER of
Telford and Wrekin at a later date.)

1

half the county council would be elected, and
so on. The Government stated that local
accountability would be maximised where every
elector has an opportunity to vote every year,
thereby pointing to a pattern of two-member
wards (and divisions) in two-tier areas. However, it
stated that there was no intention to move towards
very large electoral areas in sparsely populated rural
areas, and that single-member wards (and electoral
divisions) would continue in many authorities.
Following publication of the White Paper, we
advised all authorities in our 1998/99 PER
programme, including the Shropshire districts, that
until any direction is received from the Secretary of
State, the Commission would continue to maintain
its current approach to PERs as set out in the
March 1998 Guidance. Nevertheless, we considered
that local authorities and other interested parties
might wish to have regard to the Secretary of
State’s intentions and legislative proposals in
formulating electoral schemes as part of PERs of
their areas. In view of these developments, we
therefore agreed to the request for an extension of
four weeks to Stage One in Shropshire, to allow
local authorities and other interested parties to
prepare schemes for our consideration.

6

This was our first review of the electoral
arrangements of North Shropshire. The last such
review was undertaken by our predecessor, the
Local Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC), which reported to the Secretary of State
in December 1975 (Report No. 120). The electoral
arrangements of Shropshire County Council were
last reviewed in May 1980 (Report No. 382). We
intend reviewing the County Council’s electoral
arrangements in due course.

2

In undertaking these reviews, we have had
regard to:

3

●

●

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

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

4

In July 1998 the Government published a
White Paper, Modern Local Government – In Touch
with the People, which set out legislative proposals
for local authority electoral arrangements. In twotier areas, it proposed introducing a pattern in
which both the district and county councils would
hold elections every two years, i.e. in year one half
the district council would be elected, in year two

5
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This review was in four stages. Stage One began
on 4 August 1998, when we wrote to North
Shropshire District Council inviting proposals for
future electoral arrangements. We also notified
Shropshire County Council, West Mercia Police
Authority, the local authority associations, Shropshire
Association of Parish & Town Councils, parish and
town councils in the district, the Member of
Parliament and the Member of the European
Parliament with constituency interests in the district,
and the headquarters of the main political parties. We
placed a notice in the local press, issued a press release
and invited the District Council to publicise the
review further. The closing date for receipt of
representations, the end of Stage One, was 7
December 1998. At Stage Two we considered all the
representations received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.

7
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1

Stage Three began on 2 March 1999 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for North
Shropshire, and ended on 26 April 1999.
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.

8
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2. CURRENT ELECTORAL
ARRANGEMENTS

The district of North Shropshire covers an area
of some 68,000 hectares. It is bounded by the
boroughs of Telford & Wrekin and Shrewsbury &
Atcham to the south, Oswestry to the west,
Staffordshire to the east, and Cheshire and the
borough of Wrexham to the north. The district is
largely rural, and focuses on the market towns of
Market Drayton, Whitchurch, Ellesmere and Wem.
The district contains 34 parishes, including town
councils for Wem Urban, Market Drayton,
Ellesmere Urban and Whitchurch Urban parishes.

9

district average and in six wards by more than 20
per cent. The worst imbalance is in Colemere ward
where the councillor represents 43 per cent fewer
electors than the district average.

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
district average in percentage terms. In the text
which follows this calculation may also be
described using the shorthand term ‘electoral
variance’.

10

The electorate of the district is 44,093
(February 1998). The Council currently has 40
members who are elected from 26 wards, eight of
which are urban, the remainder predominantly
rural. Two wards are each represented by three
councillors, 10 wards by two councillors and the
remaining 14 are single-member wards. Wholecouncil elections are held every four years.

11

Since the last electoral review there has been an
increase in the electorate in North Shropshire
district, with around 27 per cent more electors than
two decades ago. Baschurch and Wem Urban
wards have experienced the most growth, with 37
per cent and 28 per cent more electors per
councillor than the district average.

12

At present, each councillor represents an
average of 1,102 electors, which the District
Council forecasts will increase to 1,164 by the year
2003, if the present number of councillors is
maintained. However, due to demographic and
other changes over the past two decades, the
number of electors per councillor in 19 of the 26
wards varies by more than 10 per cent from the

13
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Map 1:

Existing Wards in North Shropshire
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Figure 3:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1998) of electors
from
(2003)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Baschurch

1

1,507

1,507

37

1,632

1,632

40

2 Clive

1

1,097

1,097

0

1,186

1,186

2

3 Cockshutt

1

1,113

1,113

1

1,219

1,219

5

4 Colemere

1

627

627

-43

652

652

-44

5 Ellesmere Rural

2

1,787

894

-19

1,803

902

-23

6 Ellesmere Urban

2

2,650

1,325

20

2,785

1,393

20

7 Hinstock

2

1,925

963

-13

2,142

1,071

-8

8 Hodnet

1

1,245

1,245

13

1,287

1,287

11

9 Market Drayton
East

2

2,114

1,057

-4

2,177

1,089

-6

10 Market Drayton
North

3

3,725

1,242

13

4,124

1,375

18

11 Market Drayton
South

2

2,099

1,050

-5

2,225

1,113

-4

12 Myddle

1

951

951

-14

981

981

-16

13 Prees

2

2,222

1,111

1

2,357

1,179

1

14 Shavington

1

1,103

1,103

0

1,126

1,126

-3

15 Shawbury

2

1,941

971

-12

1,996

998

-14

16 Stanton

1

915

915

-17

942

942

-19

17 Stoke on Tern

1

850

850

-23

888

888

-24

18 Sutton

1

747

747

-32

763

763

-34

19 Wem Rural

1

907

907

-18

930

930

-20

20 Wem Urban

3

4,223

1,408

28

4,452

1,484

28

21 Whitchurch North

2

2,653

1,327

20

2,912

1,456

25

continued overleaf
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Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1998) of electors
from
(2003)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

22 Whitchurch Rural

1

1,165

1,165

6

1,200

1,200

3

23 Whitchurch South

2

2,651

1,326

20

2,739

1,370

18

24 Whitchurch West

2

1,640

820

-26

1,685

843

-28

25 Whixall

1

922

922

-16

974

974

-16

26 Woore

1

1,314

1,314

19

1,363

1,363

17

Totals

40

44,093

-

-

46,540

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,102

-

-

1,164

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Nor2[(A.7503pshi baDistrict Cncillo’s submission.TJ0 -2.1.8673D[(0257 Tw[(SoNote:93793(ofThe ‘vianc
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

During Stage One, we received representations
from North Shropshire District Council, eight
parish and town councils and one district
councillor. In the light of these representations and
evidence available to us, we reached preliminary
conclusions which were set out in our report, Draft
Recommendations on the Future Electoral
Arrangements for North Shropshire. Our draft
recommendations were based on the District
Council’s scheme, which achieved improved
electoral equality, provided good boundaries while
having regard to the statutory criteria and
maintained the present mix of single- and multimember wards. However, we moved away from
the District Council’s scheme in three areas,
affecting eight wards. We proposed that:

14

(a)

North Shropshire District Council should be
served by 40 councillors representing 24 wards;

(b)

the boundaries of 23 of the existing wards
should be modified, while three wards should
retain their existing boundaries;

(c)

there should be revised warding arrangements
for Prees parish and the towns of Market
Drayton and Whitchurch, and new warding
arrangements for the parishes of Baschurch,
Stoke upon Tern, Norton in Hales and the
town of Wem.

Draft Recommendation
North Shropshire Borough Council should
comprise 40 councillors, serving 24 wards.
The whole Council should continue to be
elected together every four years.
Our proposals would have resulted in
significant improvements in electoral equality, with
the number of electors per councillor in 21 of the
24 wards varying by no more than 10 per cent
from the district average. This level of electoral
equality was forecast to improve further, with only
one ward varying by more than 10 per cent from
the district average by 2003.

15
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, 11 representations were
received. A list of all respondents is available on
request from the Commission. All representations
may be inspected at the offices of North Shropshire
District Council and the Commission.

16

North Shropshire District
Council
The District Council supported the majority of
the Commission’s recommendations, but requested
three modifications. They proposed that the revised
Clive ward be renamed Clive & Myddle, requested
a minor alteration to the boundary between
Cockshutt and Baschurch wards and revised parish
warding arrangements for Ellesmere Rural parish.

17

Other Representations
Councillor Morley objected to our draft
recommendation combining Ellesmere Town
with Welshampton parish ward within a single
district ward. He expressed concern over the
representation of electors in Welshampton and
suggested an alternative arrangement which would
be to divide the area between three single-member
wards, using the A495 and A528 as ward
boundaries.

20

Parish and Town Councils
We received nine representations from parish and
town councils in North Shropshire. Ellesmere Rural,
Stanton-upon-Hine Heath and Whixall parish
councils accepted the draft recommendations
affecting their respective areas. Baschurch Parish
Council requested that the parish and district ward
boundaries proposed in the draft recommendations
be redrawn so that Baschurch ward would include
the properties directly north of the B4397. Myddle &
Broughton Parish Council reported that it had
considered the name given to the proposed ward
which combined the existing wards of Myddle and
Clive, and requested that it be renamed Myddle &
Clive. Hordley Parish Council reported that it wished
to see no change to the boundaries in its area.

18

Wem Town Council expressed concern over the
draft recommendations which divided the town
between two district wards. They argued that, in
taking this decision, the Commission had had no
regard to local circumstances. Ellesmere Town
Council and Welshampton & Lyneal Parish Council
both objected to the draft recommendations for the
proposed Ellesmere & Welshampton ward. They
argued that the proposed arrangement would cause
conflict between rural and urban interests, and lead
to the votes of electors in Welshampton being
“drowned out” by those in Ellesmere.

19
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

As described earlier, our prime objective in
considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for North Shropshire is to achieve
electoral equality. In doing so, we have regard to
the statutory criteria set out in the Local
Government Act 1992 – the need to secure
effective and convenient local government, and
reflect the interests and identities of local
communities – and Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972, which refers to the number
of electors being “as nearly as may be, the same in
every ward of the district or borough”.

21

In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations
are not intended to be based solely on existing
electorate figures, but also on assumptions about
changes in the number and distribution of local
government electors likely to take place within the
ensuing five years. We must have regard to the
desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and to
maintaining local ties which might otherwise be
broken.

22

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.

23

24 Our Guidance states that, while we accept that
the achievement of absolute electoral equality for
the authority as a whole is likely to be unattainable,
we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
kept to a minimum, such an objective should be the
starting point in any review. We therefore strongly
recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes,
local authorities and other interested parties should
start from the standpoint of absolute electoral
equality and only then make adjustments to reflect
relevant factors, such as community identity. Fiveyear forecasts of change in electorates must also be
considered. We will require particular justification
for schemes which result in, or retain, an imbalance
of over 10 per cent in any ward. Any imbalances of
20 per cent and over should arise only in the most
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exceptional circumstances, and will require the
strongest justification.

Electorate Forecasts
At Stage One, the District Council submitted
electorate forecasts for the year 2003, projecting an
increase in the electorate of some 5 per cent, from
44,093 to 46,540, over the five-year period from
1998 to 2003. It expects most of the growth to be
in Whitchurch and Market Drayton. 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 and assumed occupancy rates. In
our draft recommendations report we accepted that
this is an inexact science and, having given
consideration to the forecast electorates, we were
satisfied that they represented the best estimates
that could reasonably be made at the time.

25

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

26

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

27

North Shropshire District Council is at present
served by 40 councillors. At Stage One, the only
district-wide scheme received was on the basis of
the current council size of 40. In our draft
recommendations report, we considered the size
and distribution of the electorate, the geography
and other characteristics of the area, together with
the representations received. We concluded that the
statutory criteria and the achievement of electoral
equality would best be met by a council of 40
members.

28

At Stage Three, we received no further
comments on council size and remain content that
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the statutory criteria and the achievement of
electoral equality would best be met by a council of
40 members.

Electoral Arrangements
As set out in our draft recommendations report,
we carefully considered all the representations
received at Stage One, including the district-wide
scheme from the District Council.

30

We have reviewed our draft recommendations
in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. For
district warding purposes, the following areas,
based on existing district council wards, are
considered in turn:

31

(a)

Colemere, Ellesmere Urban and Ellesmere
Rural West wards;

(b)

Baschurch and Cockshutt wards;

(c)

Wem Rural and Whixall wards;

(d)

Myddle and Clive wards;

(e)

Wem Urban ward;

(f)

Whitchurch Rural ward;

(g)

Whitchurch North, Whitchurch South and
Whitchurch West wards;

(h)

Prees, Shavington and Woore wards;

(i)

Market Drayton East, Market Drayton North
and Market Drayton South wards;

(j)

Shawbury, Stanton and Hodnet wards;

(k)

Stoke upon Tern, Sutton and Hinstock wards.

Colemere, Ellesmere Urban and
Ellesmere Rural West wards
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We received three representations on this area
from Ellesmere Town Council, Welshampton &
Lyneal Parish Council and Councillor Morley,
Chairman of Welshampton & Lyneal Parish
Council and district councillor for Colemere ward.
Ellesmere Town Council argued that by combining
the rural community of Welshampton with the
town of Ellesmere, it would be treated differently
from every other town in Shropshire and that
councillors elected from such an area would have
difficulty in representing the conflicting interests of
urban and rural areas. Councillor Morley argued
that, under the District Council’s proposals,
“Welshampton could be ‘drowned out’ by the votes
cast in Ellesmere”. Welshampton & Lyneal Parish
Council considered that there was no need for any
change to current arrangements.
In our draft recommendations, we considered
that the District Council’s proposals for this area
would provide improved levels of electoral equality
while having regard to the statutory criteria, and
put them forward as part of our draft
recommendations. We understood that the ward
names proposed were working names used by the
District Council, and considered that, as part of the
draft recommendations, we should put forward
proposals on this issue. We proposed that the
District Council’s proposed Ellesmere Rural (1),
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Colemere, Ellesmere Urban and Ellesmere
Rural West wards make up the north-west corner
of the district. The area is traversed by six meres, or
lakes, and borders the borough of Oswestry.
Colemere ward is based on Welshampton & Lyneal
parish; Ellesmere Urban ward is coterminous with
Ellesmere town; and Ellesmere Rural West ward
includes the small rural communities surrounding
the town. The Ellesmere wards are both

12

At Stage One, the District Council proposed
that Colemere ward be divided. It proposed that
Welshampton parish ward be combined with
Ellesmere Urban ward and return three councillors.
A new Ellesmere Rural (2) was proposed,
represented by one district councillor, consisting of
the parish wards of Lyneal and Tetchill together
with the parish of Hordley. Ellesmere Rural (1)
ward would, under the proposal, consist of the
remaining parts of the current Ellesmere Rural
West ward and return one district councillor. The
District Council’s proposals would result in
improved electoral equality, with the number of
electors per councillor in all three wards varying by
no more than 9 per cent from the district average
(13 per cent by 2003).

33

34

Details of our final recommendations are set out in
Figure 1 and 2, and illustrated on Map 2 in
Appendix A and on the large map at the back of
this report.
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represented by two councillors, while Colemere
is a single-member ward. Under the current
arrangements, Colemere and Ellesmere Rural West
wards have 43 per cent and 19 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the district average
respectively (44 per cent and 23 per cent below
average by 2003), while Ellesmere Urban has 20
per cent more both now and in five years’ time.
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consisting of Dudleston and Dudleston Heath
Parish wards, should be named Dudleston Heath
ward, and their proposed Ellesmere Rural (2) ward
should be named Hordley, Tetchill & Lyneal ward.
To reflect the addition of Welshampton parish ward
to the existing Ellesmere Urban ward, we proposed
that the new ward be named Ellesmere &
Welshampton ward. We consider that these changes
would ensure that the ward names reflected the
communities which constitute each area.
At Stage Three, we received five representations
regarding these wards. The District Council
broadly accepted our draft recommendations in
this area. They requested one modification, that
Tetchill parish ward of Ellesmere Rural parish also
be divided between two new parish wards: Tetchill
and Welsh Frankton parish wards. Ellesmere Rural
Parish Council were also in agreement with the
draft recommendations in their area.
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Ellesmere Town Council opposed the draft
recommendations as they affected their town. They
reiterated their concern over combining the town
with a neighbouring rural area for electoral
purposes, and argued that a councillor cannot
represent rural and urban interests simultaneously,
with the result that Welshampton electors would be
outnumbered by those in Ellesmere town.
Welshampton & Lyneal Parish Council echoed this
view and argued that Ellesmere Town and
Welshampton “do not fit together in terms of
similarity of issues or similarity of character”. They
also took issue with the inclusion of Lyneal in a
district ward with the settlements of Hordley and
Tetchill. They contended that this would create a
ward which, because of its geographic size, one
councillor would find difficult to represent
effectively. The result of these changes, they
concluded, would make it harder for the Parish
Council to “exercise leverage on or representation
at the District Council”. Hordley Parish Council
requested no change to the current ward
boundaries.
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alternative warding arrangement would divide the
town into distinct geographical areas and would
improve representation for the electors.
We recognise that this is an area in which our
draft recommendations for two wards have proved
controversial. We note that there is a degree of
support for our proposed Dudleston Heath and
Hordley, Tetchill and Lyneal wards and are content
to adopt our draft recommendations in this area as
final. While the District Council and Ellesmere Rural
Parish Council supported our recommendations in
this area, both Ellesmere Town and Welshampton &
Lyneal Parish councils and Councillor Morley
strongly objected to the proposals which affected
their area. Hordley Parish Council requested no
change to their current arrangements. In relation to
the proposed Ellesmere & Welshampton ward, we
have given careful consideration to all the
submissions received.
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We considered the argument advanced by
Ellesmere Town and Welshampton & Lyneal Parish
councils and Councillor Morley that Welshampton
would be disadvantaged, in terms of representation,
if combined in a ward with the more populous
Ellesmere Town. We have examined alternative
arrangements in this area, including Councillor
Morley’s suggestion that Ellesmere and Welshampton
should be divided between three single-member
wards. Ellesmere, with some 2,650 electors, is
by far the smallest of the North Shropshire
towns, and is currently entitled to between
two and three district councillors. If the current
Ellesmere Urban ward were to remain unchanged,
even taking into account the forecast growth
in electorate over the next five years, we consider
that it would have an unacceptable level
of electoral inequality. Therefore, to achieve
reasonable electoral equality, it is necessary to
combine the town with a neighbouring area, and
we remain of the view that the most appropriate
area would be Welshampton.
40

We have considered combining Ellesmere town
and Welshampton parish ward with areas to their
west and south respectively, but have not been
convinced that this would lead to a better scheme
in the area as a whole, in terms of the statutory
criteria. We have also considered the alternative
proposal submitted by Councillor Morley, to
combine only part of Ellesmere Town with
Welshampton, but have not been persuaded that
this proposal would better meet the statutory
criteria. Any recommendation to divide the town

41

Councillor Morley argued that our proposed
three-member Ellesmere & Welshampton ward
should be divided between three new wards each
represented by a single councillor. He proposed
that the village of Welshampton should be
combined with only the part of Ellesmere to the east
of the Shrewsbury to Overton road (A495/A528),
and that new wards should be formed for the
northern and southern parts of Ellesmere town either
side of the A495 trunk road. He argued that this
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of Ellesmere would require additional warding at
town council level in Ellesmere, and would not
address the concerns expressed by Ellesmere Town
Council. Nor would such an alternative, we
consider, better reflect community ties in the area.
We consider that it is preferable to ensure that the
whole of Ellesmere Town lies within one ward,
and, as it has too few electors to form a threemember ward, it should be combined with
Welshampton to form a new Ellesmere &
Welshampton ward. Consequently, we are content
to confirm our draft recommendations in this area
as final. These proposals are illustrated on Maps A6
and A7 in Appendix A.

Baschurch and Cockshutt wards
Baschurch and Cockshutt wards lie in the
south-west of the district, adjoining Oswestry
Borough. Under the present arrangements, both
wards return one councillor and currently have
more electors per councillor than the district
average. Cockshutt, which consists of Cockshutt,
Petton, Hordley and Loppington parishes, has 1
per cent more electors per councillor than the
district average, and Baschurch ward, consisting of
Baschurch parish, has some 37 per cent more.
These electoral variances are predicted to
deteriorate to 5 per cent and 40 per cent by 2003.
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
reducing the size of Baschurch ward to improve
electoral equality. It proposed that, in future, only
the area south of the B4397 should form part of
Baschurch ward, with the area north of the B4397,
the new parish ward of Weston Lullingfields, being
transferred to a revised Cockshutt ward. As outlined
above, the parish of Hordley would transfer from
Cockshutt ward to Ellesmere Rural (2) ward. In
addition, the Council proposed that the parish of
Loppington should be transferred to a revised Wem
Rural ward. Petton parish would remain part of a
revised Cockshutt ward under the council’s scheme.
Both Cockshutt and Baschurch wards would
continue to return one councillor each.
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During Stage One, we also received
submissions from Cockshutt-cum-Petton and
Myddle & Broughton parish councils for this area.
Cockshutt-cum-Petton Parish Council objected to
any plan which linked it to the parish of Baschurch.
The parish argued that it would be more logical to
combine Myddle and Baschurch. Myddle &
Broughton Parish Council disagreed however,
arguing that it had “little local affinity with
Baschurch” and contended that such a pairing

44
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would result in the votes from Baschurch
overwhelming those from the smaller communities
that make up Myddle & Broughton parish. They
argued that Myddle would be much more suitably
combined with either Clive or Cockshutt parishes.
In our draft recommendations, to address
current electoral inequalities we considered two
options: enlarging the current Baschurch ward and
increasing its representation to two councillors; or
dividing the parish, with the main village forming
a separate single-member ward. We concluded that
the statutory criteria would be best met by
adopting the District Council’s proposals to divide
the current ward. We considered that this proposal,
by merging only the Weston Lullingfields area with
Cockshutt would go some way to addressing the
concerns of Cockshutt-cum-Petton Parish Council.

45

At Stage Three we received two submissions for
this area. The District Council generally accepted
the draft recommendations, but suggested one
amendment. They noted that our proposed
boundary between Baschurch and Cockshutt,
following the route of the B4397, would leave a
few properties on the north of the road isolated
from the rest of the electors in the proposed
Cockshutt ward. The Council suggested moving
the boundary so that these electors are included in
Baschurch ward. This amendment was supported
by Baschurch Parish Council, who also highlighted
the concern of electors voting in different places for
parish, parliamentary and district elections.
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We considered that there is some merit in the
amendment proposed by the District Council and
Baschurch Parish Council. While it would provide
a less clearly identifiable boundary, and a slightly
worse level of electoral equality than our draft
recommendations, we consider it would better
reflect community ties in this area. Having received
no further comments on this area, we are content,
with this one modification, to confirm our draft
recommendations as final. Baschurch and
Cockshutt wards would contain 2 per cent more
and 17 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the district average respectively (4 per cent more
and 13 per cent fewer by 2003). These proposals
are illustrated on Map A4 in Appendix A.
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Wem Rural and Whixall wards
Wem Rural ward consists of Edstaston and
Wem wards of Wem Rural parish, and is currently
represented by one district councillor. Whixall
ward, lying north of Wem Rural ward, consists of
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Whixall parish and Newtown ward of Wem Rural
parish, and also returns one councillor. Under the
current electoral arrangements, Wem Rural ward
has 18 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the district average, while Whixall ward has 16 per
cent fewer.
At Stage One, the District Council proposed
retaining Wem Rural and Whixall wards, but
altering the boundaries of both to improve
electoral equality. They proposed that Edstaston
parish ward be transferred from Wem Rural ward
to Whixall ward, affecting 481 electors. To
compensate for this change and to improve
electoral equality further, the council proposed that
Wem Rural ward be enlarged to include Newtown
parish ward from Whixall ward, and the whole of
Loppington parish from Cockshutt ward. We
considered that the council’s proposals would result
in an improved level of electoral equality for both
wards, and therefore put them forward as part of
our draft recommendations.
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At Stage Three, both the District Council and
Whixall Parish Council welcomed our draft
recommendations for this area. Having received no
further comments, we are content to confirm our
draft recommendations as final. The revised Wem
Rural ward would have 1 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the district average, and
Whixall ward 3 per cent more (1 per cent fewer and
2 per cent more by 2003). These proposals are
illustrated on Maps A9 and A10 in Appendix A.
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Myddle and Clive wards
Myddle and Clive wards lie in the south of the
district, forming part of the boundary with the
borough of Shrewsbury & Atcham. Both wards are
currently represented by one councillor. Myddle
ward is coterminous with the parish of Myddle &
Broughton and currently has 14 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the district average (16
per cent fewer by 2003). Clive ward consists of the
parishes of Clive, Grinshill and Hadnall, and
currently has equal to the average number of
electors per councillor (2 per cent more by 2003).
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At Stage One, to improve electoral equality in
this area, the District Council proposed merging
Myddle and Clive wards to form a new Clive ward,
which would be represented by two councillors and
would have 7 per cent fewer electors per councillor
than the district average, both now and in 2003.
We also received a representation from Myddle &
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Broughton Parish Council supporting such a
change. They objected to being combined with
Baschurch and instead advocated joining with
either Clive or Cockshutt. This, they argued, would
provide a scheme which “linked the smaller villages
and communities of a similar nature”. We
considered that the District Council’s proposals
provided improved levels of electoral equality while
having regard to the statutory criteria, and were
content to adopt their proposals as part of our draft
recommendations.
At Stage Three, the District Council supported
the proposals, but requested that our proposed
Clive be renamed Clive & Myddle ward, to reflect
the composition of the new ward. Myddle &
Broughton Parish Council requested that the ward
should be renamed Myddle & Clive ward.
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We did not receive any submissions opposing the
boundaries in this area and we are therefore content
to confirm our draft recommendations as final. We
accept the argument presented by the District
Council and Myddle & Broughton Parish Council
that the new composition of Clive ward should be
reflected in any new ward name and therefore
propose amending our draft recommendations, to
name the new ward Clive & Myddle.
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Wem Urban ward
Wem is an historic market town and the
administrative centre of the district, famous as the
birthplace of the modern sweet pea. Wem Urban
ward covers the town, is entirely surrounded by
Wem Rural ward and returns three district
councillors. The ward is substantially underrepresented, with each councillor representing 28
per cent more electors than the district average.
This figure is expected to remain constant over the
next five years.
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
that the boundaries of Wem Urban ward remain
unchanged, but to improve electoral equality
proposed that the number of councillors for the
ward be increased from three to four. We also
received a representation from Wem Town Council,
who expressed the opinion that the present number
of councillors “provided sufficient representation
for the townspeople”, and did not wish to see the
representation increased. They also stated that they
would oppose any move to divide the town
between wards as “the town is not suited for such
an arrangement”.
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In our draft recommendations, we agreed with
the District Council that, under a council size of
40, the town of Wem is entitled to four district
councillors. We were not persuaded by the views
expressed by Wem Town Council that three
councillors should be retained for the town, as this
would lead to a significant electoral imbalance. As
outlined in our Guidance, we believe that the
number of councillors to be returned from each
ward should not exceed three, other than in
exceptional circumstances. We consider that fourmember wards are not beneficial for the promotion
of accountability and effective local democracy, and
were not persuaded that there are exceptional
circumstances in this case to warrant a fourmember ward and therefore proposed that Wem
Town be divided between two district wards, each
represented by two councillors. We proposed that
the town be divided into two wards, Wem East and
Wem West, the boundary following the centre of
Whitchurch Road, New Street, High Street, Mill
Street and Hough Lane.
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At Stage Three, the District Council supported
out draft recommendations. Wem Town Council,
strongly objected to the proposal to divide the
town between district wards. They argued that
Wem is a small, compact town so that warding is
not only inappropriate, but would cause much
confusion. They considered that, by not treating
the town as an exception and allowing a fourmember ward, the Commission imposes “rigid
guidelines” which take “no regard of local
circumstances and disregards the views of locally
elected councillors”.
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We remain persuaded that, due to the growth in
Wem Town since the last review, and to ensure it is
not under-represented at district level, the number
of councillors returned by the town should be
increased by one, to four. The increase in
councillors was supported at Stage Three by the
District Council and by Wem Town Council. We
also note that our recommendations to ward Wem
was not opposed by the District Council at Stage
Three. We have given careful consideration to the
view of Wem Town Council that the town should
be treated as an exception and allowed to remain as
a single ward, returning four district councillors.
We have sympathy with the arguments that “there
are no separate communities within the town” and
that “Wem is a small community with very tight
boundaries”. However, we remain persuaded that
four-member wards are not beneficial for the
promotion of accountability and effective local

democracy, and should only be allowed in very
exceptional circumstances. We have not been
persuaded that this is such a case and are content to
confirm our draft recommendations as final in this
area. These proposals are illustrated on the large
map at the back of this report.

Whitchurch Rural ward
Whitchurch Rural ward is coterminous with
Whitchurch Rural parish and contains a number of
villages south of Whitchurch Town. Whitchurch
Rural ward is represented by one district councillor
and has 6 per cent more electors per councillor
than the district average. The electoral variance in
this ward is expected to improve over the next five
years, to 3 per cent from the average by 2003.
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
that Whitchurch Rural ward remain unchanged.
We recognised that the current ward has a
reasonable level of electoral equality and that it was
forecast to improve further over the next five years.
We received no representations advocating a
change to this ward, and were therefore content to
propose no change to this ward as part of our draft
recommendations.
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At Stage Three, the District Council maintained
its support for a proposal of no change. We
received no further representations on our draft
recommendations and therefore are content to
confirm them as final.

62

Whitchurch North, Whitchurch South
and Whitchurch West wards

59
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The town of Whitchurch is divided between the
three district wards of Whitchurch North,
Whitchurch South and Whitchurch West. Each of
the wards is represented by two district councillors
and exhibit significant levels of electoral inequality.
Both Whitchurch North and Whitchurch South
wards have 20 per cent more electors per councillor
than the district average respectively (25 per cent
and 18 per cent more by 2003). Whitchurch West
ward, on the other hand, is over-represented, with
some 26 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the district average (28 per cent fewer by 2003).
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
that the boundaries be adjusted to equalise the
electorates of the three wards. However, it stated
that it would only submit detailed proposals once
further consultation had taken place locally. In the
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absence of any detailed submissions on this matter,
we were required to put forward our own
proposals as part of our draft recommendations. To
improve electoral equality, we proposed transferring
properties from Whitchurch North and Whitchurch
South wards to Whitchurch West ward. We proposed
that Greenfields Rise, Smallbrook Road, Wrexham
Road, Castle Court, Church View and Park View
areas should be transferred from Whitchurch North
ward, and that a number of roads south of Alkington
Road and west of Elm Close be transferred from
Whitchurch South ward.
At Stage Three, the District Council supported
our proposals in this area. We received no further
representations on this matter and are therefore
content to confirm our draft recommendations as
final. The revised Whitchurch North, Whitchurch
South and Whitchurch West wards would have 2
per cent, 6 per cent and 7 per cent more electors
per councillor respectively now (7 per cent, 4 per
cent and 4 per cent more by 2003). These
proposals are illustrated on Maps A11 and A12 in
Appendix A.
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Prees, Shavington and Woore wards
Prees, Shavington and Woore wards cover the
north-eastern corner of the district. Prees and
Shavington wards, returning two and one district
councillors respectively, have reasonable levels of
electoral equality. Prees ward has 1 per cent more
electors per councillor than average, both now and
in 2003, and Shavington ward has equal to the
average number of electors per councillor. Woore
ward, on the other hand, is significantly underrepresented, with 19 per cent more electors per
councillor than the average (17 per cent more in
2003). Prees ward is coterminous with Prees parish,
while Woore ward contains Norton in Hales and
Woore parishes, and Shavington ward consists of the
parishes of Ightfield, Moreton Say and Adderley.
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
that Prees ward should remain unchanged, as it has
a reasonable level of electoral equality. To reduce
the level of inequality in Woore ward, the Council
proposed that the parish of Norton in Hales be
divided, and that the new parish ward of Betton be
transferred to Shavington district ward. We
received a submission from Prees Parish Council
which argued for no change to its district warding
arrangements. We also received a representation
from Norton in Hales Parish Council, signed by 62
residents, objecting to the District Council’s
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proposal to divide the parish between the district
wards of Woore and Shavington. The parish
council argued that the proposals were “change for
change’s sake” and would lead to less adequate
representation at district level.
We saw no convincing argument in terms of
electoral equality or effective local government for
altering the boundaries of Prees ward, and
therefore proposed no change to this ward. While
Shavington ward has a similarly reasonable level of
electoral equality, the electoral variance in Woore
ward is much higher. Because of the unique
geographical position of Woore ward, any change
to this ward would inevitably impact on
neighbouring Shavington ward. We recognised the
concerns of Norton in Hales Parish Council over
the division of the parish between district wards.
However, we considered that the electoral
inequality in Woore ward should be addressed. We
therefore decided to adopt the District Council’s
proposal as part of our draft recommendations.
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At Stage Three, the District Council supported
our draft recommendations and, having received
no further representations for this area, we are
content to confirm them as final. The modified
Woore ward would have much improved electoral
equality, with 7 per cent more electors per councillor
than the district average currently (5 per cent more
in 2003). Shavington ward would, however, have 12
per cent more electors per councillor than the
average currently, although this is expected to
improve to 9 per cent by 2003. The proposed
boundary between Shavington and Woore wards is
illustrated on Map A3 in Appendix A.
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Market Drayton East, Market Drayton
North and Market Drayton South
wards
Market Drayton East, Market Drayton North
and Market Drayton South wards cover the town
of Market Drayton. Market Drayton East and
Market Drayton South are both represented by two
councillors and have 4 per cent and 5 per cent
fewer electors per councillor than the average
respectively (6 per cent and 4 per cent fewer by
2003). Market Drayton North ward is represented
by three district councillors and has 13 per cent
more electors per councillor than the district
average (18 per cent more by 2003).
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
adjusting the boundaries to equalise the electorates

71

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

17

of the three wards. However, it stated that it would
only submit detailed proposals once further
consultation had taken place locally. In the absence
of any detailed submissions on this matter, we were
required to put forward our own proposals as part
of our draft recommendations. We therefore
proposed transferring properties on Adderley
Road, Cheshire Street and on the east side of
Frogmore Road from Market Drayton North ward
to Market Drayton East ward. We also proposed
transferring the whole of School Lane, Bentleys
Road and Westminster Drive from Market Drayton
North ward to Market Drayton South ward.
At Stage Three, the District Council supported
our draft recommendations and, having received
no further representations for this area, we are
content to confirm them as final. The modified
Market Drayton East, Market Drayton North and
Market Drayton South wards would have 4 per
cent, 1 per cent and 4 per cent more electors per
councillor than the district average respectively (1
per cent, 7 per cent and 4 per cent more by 2003).
These proposals are illustrated on Map A2 in
Appendix A.
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Shawbury, Stanton and Hodnet wards
Shawbury, Stanton and Hodnet wards lie in the
south of the district. Shawbury and Hodnet wards
are coterminous with their respective parishes,
while Stanton ward comprises the parishes of
Stanton-upon-Hine Heath, Moreton Corbet & Lee
Brockhurst and Weston-under-Redcastle. Under
the existing arrangements, Hodnet and Stanton are
both represented by one councillor and have 13 per
cent more and 17 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the district average respectively (11
per cent more and 19 per cent fewer in 2003).
Shawbury ward returns two district councillors and
has 12 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the average (14 per cent fewer by 2003).
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At Stage One, the District Council proposed
that the area should be divided between two wards
each represented by two councillors. They
proposed enlarging the current Shawbury ward to
include the parishes of Moreton Corbet & Lee
Brockhurst (currently in Stanton ward). The
remaining parts of the current Stanton ward –
Stanton-upon-Hine Heath and Weston-underRedcastle parishes – would join with the parish of
Hodnet (currently in Hodnet ward) and a new
parish ward of Stoke upon Tern (currently part of
Stoke upon Tern ward) to form a revised Hodnet
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ward. We considered that the District Council’s
proposals provided improved levels of electoral
equality while having regard to the statutory
criteria. In the absence of alternative proposals, we
were content to adopt the Council’s proposals as
part of our draft recommendations.
At Stage Three, both the District Council and
Stanton-upon-Hine Heath Parish Council supported
the draft recommendations for this area. Having
received no further comments, we are content to
confirm our draft recommendations as final. The
modified Hodnet and Shawbury wards would have
7 per cent more and 1 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the district average respectively (5
per cent more and 4 per cent fewer by 2003).
These proposals are illustrated on Maps 2 and A8
in Appendix A.
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Stoke upon Tern, Sutton and Hinstock
wards
The district wards of Stoke upon Tern, Sutton
and Hinstock lie in the south-eastern corner of the
district, abutting Telford & Wrekin borough and
the County of Staffordshire. All three wards
contain fewer electors per councillor than the
district average. Stoke upon Tern and Sutton wards
are coterminous with the parishes of Stoke upon
Tern and Sutton upon Tern respectively, are both
represented by one district councillor and have 23
per cent and 32 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than average respectively (24 per cent
and 34 per cent fewer by 2003). Hinstock ward
consists of the parishes of Child’s Ercall, Hinstock
and Cheswardine, returns two district councillors
and has 13 per cent fewer electors per councillor
than the district average (8 per cent fewer
by 2003).
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As mentioned above, under the District
Council’s Stage One proposal, the parish of Stoke
upon Tern would be divided between two district
wards. The new parish ward of Stoke Heath would
be combined with the district ward of Sutton upon
Tern to form a revised Sutton ward, while the new
parish ward of Stoke upon Tern would join with the
parishes of Hodnet, Weston-under-Redcastle and
Stanton-upon-Hine Heath in a revised Hodnet ward.
Hinstock ward, under their proposals, would remain
unchanged. We considered that the District Council’s
proposals provided improved levels of electoral
equality while having regard to the statutory criteria,
and therefore put forward the Council’s proposals as
part of our draft recommendations.
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At Stage Three, the District Council supported
our proposals. Having received no further
comments, we are content to confirm our draft
recommendations as final. The resulting Sutton
and Hinstock wards would have 5 per cent more
and 13 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the district average respectively (2 per cent more
and 8 per cent average by 2003). These proposals
are illustrated on Maps 2 and A8 in Appendix A.
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Electoral Cycle
79 In the initial stage of the review we did not receive
any proposals for change to the District Council’s
electoral cycle. In our draft recommendations report,
therefore, we proposed that the present system of
whole-council elections every four years in North
Shropshire be retained. At Stage Three, no comments
were received to the contrary, and we confirm our
draft recommendation as final.

(a)

the boundary between Baschurch and
Cockshutt wards should be altered to include
those properties directly north of the B4397 in
Baschurch ward;

(b)

the proposed Clive ward should be renamed
Clive & Myddle.

81

We conclude that, in North Shropshire:

(a)

there should be 40 councillors, as at present;

(b)

there should be 24 wards, two fewer than at
present;

(c)

the boundaries of 23 of the existing wards
should be modified, resulting in a net reduction
of two wards;

(d)

whole-council elections should continue to be
held every four years.

Figure 4 shows the impact of our final
recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on
1998 and 2003 electorate figures.
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Conclusions
Having considered carefully all the representations
and evidence received in response to our
consultation report, we have decided to endorse
our draft recommendations, subject to the
following amendments:

80

As Figure 4 shows, our recommendations
would reduce the number of wards with an
electoral variance of more than 10 per cent from 19
to three, with no wards varying by more than 20

83

Figure 4 :

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1998 electorate
Current
arrangements

2003 forecast electorate

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

40

40

40

40

Number of wards

26

24

26

24

1,102

1,102

1,164

1,164

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

19

3

18

2

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

6

0

8

0

Average number of electors
per councillor
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per cent from the borough average. This improved
level of electoral equality would improve further by
2003, with only two wards varying by more than
10 per cent from the average. We conclude that our
recommendations would best meet the need for
electoral equality, having regard to the statutory
criteria.

properties directly to the north of the B4397 in
Baschurch parish ward. We are content to modify our
proposals accordingly and, with this modification,
confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Final Recommendation
Baschurch Parish Council should comprise 12
councillors representing two wards. Weston
Lullingfields parish ward should return three
councillors and Baschurch parish ward nine
councillors. Baschurch parish ward should
reflect the district ward of the same name,
while Weston Lullingfields parish ward should
form part of the proposed Cockshutt ward.
The parish ward boundaries are illustrated on
Map A4 in Appendix A.

Final Recommendation
North Shropshire District Council should
comprise 40 councillors serving 24 wards, as
detailed and named in Figures 1 and 2, and
illustrated on Map 2, in Appendix A and on
the large map inside the back cover. Wholecouncil elections should continue to be held
every four years.

Parish and Town Council
Electoral Arrangements

In our draft recommendations, we proposed
dividing Stoke upon Tern into two parish wards, to
enable the parish to be divided between the revised
Sutton and Hodnet district wards. The northern
area of the parish, the proposed parish ward of
Stoke Heath, would return five councillors and
form part of the revised Sutton ward. The southern
area, the proposed Stoke upon Tern parish ward,
would also return five parish councillors and would
form part of the revised Hodnet ward.

87

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, in our
draft recommendations report, we proposed
consequential warding arrangements for the
parishes of Baschurch, Stoke upon Tern and
Norton in Hales, and the town of Wem to reflect
the proposed district wards. We also proposed new
warding arrangements for the parish of Prees to
meet the wishes of the parish council.

84

No further comments were received from either
the District Council or Parish Council in response
to our consultation report. In the light of the
confirmation of our proposed district wards in the
area, we confirm our draft recommendation for
warding Stoke upon Tern parish as final.

88

Final Recommendation

In our draft recommendations, to reduce the
size of Baschurch district ward and transfer a
section of the parish to a revised Cockshutt district
ward, we proposed dividing the parish into two
parish wards. Using the B4397 as the boundary, we
proposed that the area to the north form a new
Weston Lullingfields parish ward, returning three
parish councillors. We proposed that the area to the
south be named Baschurch parish ward and return
nine parish councillors.

85

As stated earlier, we received a representation
from Baschurch Parish Council on this matter,
requesting that the proposed boundary between
the new parish wards be moved to include those

Stoke upon Tern Parish Council should
comprise 10 councillors, representing two
wards. Stoke Heath parish ward and Stoke
upon Tern parish ward would each return five
parish councillors. The boundary between
the two parish wards should reflect the
proposed district ward boundary between the
revised Hodnet and Sutton wards, as
illustrated on Map A8 in Appendix A.
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In our draft recommendations, we proposed
dividing Norton in Hales parish into two parish
wards to facilitate changes to the pattern of district
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wards. The western part of the parish, the
proposed Betton parish ward, would form part of
a revised Shavington district ward, and return two
parish councillors. The eastern part of the parish,
the proposed Norton in Hales parish ward, would
remain part of a revised Woore district ward, and
return six parish councillors.

Town was a sufficiently exceptional case to warrant
a move away from our preference not to
recommend four-member wards. We are therefore
confirming our draft recommendations in this area
as final.

No further comments were received from either
the District Council or Parish Council in response
to our consultation report. In the light of the
confirmation of our proposed district wards in the
area, we confirm our draft recommendation for
warding Norton in Hales parish as final.

Wem Town Council should comprise 14
councillors, representing two wards. Wem
West ward and Wem East ward would each
return seven town councillors. The
boundary between the two parish wards
should reflect the proposed boundary
between Wem East and Wem West district
wards, as illustrated on the large map at the
back of this report.

Final Recommendation
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Final Recommendation
Norton in Hales Parish Council should
comprise eight councillors, representing two
wards. Betton parish ward would return two
parish councillors and Norton in Hales parish
ward would return six parish councillors. The
boundary between the two parish wards
should reflect the proposed district ward
boundary between the revised Woore and
Shavington wards, as illustrated on Map A3
in Appendix A.

While Prees district ward would remain
unchanged under our draft recommendations,
Prees Parish Council requested that the parish ward
of Prees be divided between Prees and Prees
Higher Heath wards, each to be represented by
four parish councillors, with Fauls parish ward
remaining unchanged. We put this change forward
as part of our draft recommendations.
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In response to our consultation report, no
further comments were received from either the
District Council or Parish Council. We are therefore
content to confirm our draft recommendations for
this area as final.

94

In our draft recommendations, to address
electoral inequality at district level, we proposed
dividing Wem Town between two district wards,
each represented by two councillors. At Stage One,
the District Council and Wem Town Council
opposed this change and requested that the whole
of Wem continue to form one ward. However, we
considered that the best option in this area was to
divide the town into two wards, each represented
by two district councillors, using Whitchurch
Road, New Street, High Street, Mill Street and
Hough Lane as the boundary. As a result, we
proposed dividing the town to form a Wem West
town council ward and a West East town council
ward, which would each return seven town
councillors.
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At Stage Three, we received a representation
from Wem Town Council on this recommendation,
objecting to our proposal to divide the Town
between district or town council wards. They
argued that the compact nature of Wem Town
made it unsuitable to be divided in this manner. As
discussed above, we were not convinced that Wem
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Final Recommendation
Prees Parish Council should comprise 12
councillors, as at present, representing three
wards. Fauls, Prees and Prees Higher Heath
wards would each return four parish
councillors. Fauls parish ward would remain
unchanged. The boundary between the wards
is illustrated on Map A5 in Appendix A.
In our draft recommendations, we also
proposed that the boundary between Edstaston
and Wem parish wards of Wem Rural parish be
adjusted to reflect ground detail. This minor
change would not affect any electors. We received
no comments on this at Stage Three and are
content to confirm our draft recommendations in
this area as final.
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Final Recommendation

Final Recommendation

The boundary between Edstaston and Wem
parish wards of Wem Rural parish should be
adjusted to reflect ground detail. This would
form the new boundary between Wem
Rural and Whixall district wards, and is
illustrated on Maps A9 and A10 in
Appendix A.

Market Drayton Town Council should
comprise 17 councillors, as at present,
representing three wards. North ward would
return seven town councillors, while East and
South wards would return five town
councillors each. The town council ward
boundaries should be coterminous with the
proposed Market Drayton North, Market
Drayton East and Market Drayton South
wards respectively. The proposed wards are
illustrated on Map A2 in Appendix A.

At Stage Three, the District Council, at the
request of councillors from Tetchill parish ward,
proposed that Tetchill parish ward of Ellesmere
Rural parish be divided between a new Welsh
Frankton parish ward and a revised Tetchill parish
ward. The proposed boundary between the wards
would follow the route of the Shropshire Union
Canal, with Welsh Frankton parish ward covering
the area to its north, and Tetchill parish ward
covering the area to its south. We have no
objection to this proposal and put it forward as
part of our final recommendations.
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Final Recommendation
Ellesmere Rural Parish Council should
comprise 12 councillors, as at present,
representing four wards. Dudleston and
Dudleston Heath wards would each
return four parish councillors, remaining
unchanged. The current Tetchill parish ward
would be divided between the new wards of
Tetchill and Welsh Frankton, each returning
two parish councillors. The proposed
boundary between Tetchill and Welsh
Frankton wards is illustrated on Map A13 in
Appendix A.

Whitchurch Urban Parish Council is currently
served by 15 councillors, and is divided into three
wards which are coterminous with the three district
council wards representing the town. North, South
and West wards all return five town councillors and
are coterminous with Whitchurch North,
Whitchurch South and Whitchurch West district
wards respectively. To equalise numbers of electors
between the district wards we propose to transfer
electors from Whitchurch North and Whitchurch
South wards to Whitchurch West ward.
Consequently, it is necessary to adjust the
boundaries of the town council wards, to make
them coterminous with the district wards.

98

Final Recommendation

Market Drayton Town Council is served by 17
councillors and divided into three wards which are
coterminous with the three district council wards
representing the town. Market Drayton North
ward returns seven town councillors, and Market
Drayton East and Market Drayton South wards
return five town councillors each. To equalise the
number of electors per councillor between each of
the district wards, we propose to transfer electors
from Market Drayton North ward to Market
Drayton East and South wards. Consequently, we
propose to adjust the boundaries of the town
council wards, to make them coterminous with the
district wards.

Whitchurch Urban Town Council should
comprise 15 councillors, as at present,
representing three wards. North, South and
West wards would return five town councillors
each and be modified to reflect the district
council wards of Whitchurch North,
Whitchurch South and Whitchurch West
respectively. The proposed wards are illustrated
on Maps A11 and A12 in Appendix A.
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We are not proposing any change to the electoral
cycle of parish and town councils in the district.
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Final Recommendation
For parish and town councils, whole-council
elections should continue to take place every
four years, on the same cycle as that of the
District Council.
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Map 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for North Shropshire
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6. NEXT STEPS

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

100

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
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for North Shropshire:
Detailed Mapping
The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for the North
Shropshire area.

Map A13 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Tetchill and Welsh Frankton wards of
Ellesmere Rural Parish.

Map A1 illustrates, in outline form, the proposed
ward boundaries within the district, and indicates
the areas which are shown in more detail on Maps
A2 to A13 and the large map inserted at the back
of the report.

The large map inserted in the back of the report
illustrates the proposed warding arrangements for
Wem Town.

Map A2 illustrates the proposed boundary changes
in Market Drayton.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Woore and Shavington wards, and Betton
and Norton in Hales wards of Norton in Hales
parish.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Baschurch and Cockshutt wards, and
Baschurch and Weston Lullingfields wards of
Baschurch parish.
Map A5 illustrates the proposed changes to parish
warding in Prees parish.
Map A6 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Ellesmere & Welshampton and Hordley,
Tetchill & Lyneal wards.
Map A7 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Hordley, Tetchill & Lyneal and Dudleston
Heath wards.
Map A8 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Sutton and Hodnet wards, and Stoke
Heath and Stoke upon Tern wards of Stoke upon
Tern parish.
Maps A9 & A10 illustrate the proposed boundary
between Whixall and Wem Rural wards.
Maps A11 & A12 illustrate the proposed boundary
changes in Whitchurch.
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Map A1:

Final Recommendations for North Shropshire: Key Map
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Map A2:

Proposed Boundary Changes in Market Drayton
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Map A3:

Proposed Boundary between Woore and Shavington Wards
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Map A4:

Proposed Boundary between Baschurch and Cockshutt Wards
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Map A5:

Proposed Changes to Warding in Prees Parish
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Map A6:

Proposed Boundary between Ellesmere & Welshampton and Hordley, Tetchill & Lyneal Wards

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

33

Map A7:

Proposed Boundary between Hordley, Tetchill & Lyneal and Dudleston Heath Wards
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Map A8:

Proposed Boundary between Sutton and Hodnet Wards
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Map A9:

Proposed Boundary between Whixall and Wem Rural Wards (part)
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Map A10:

Proposed Boundary between Whixall and Wem Rural Wards (part)
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Map A11:

Proposed Boundary Changes in Whitchurch (part)
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Map A12:

Proposed Boundary Changes in Whitchurch (part)
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Map A13:

Proposed Changes to Warding of Ellesmere Rural Parish
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APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for North Shropshire
Our final recommendations, detailed in Figures 1
and 2, differ from those we put forward as draft
recommendations for only one ward, where our
draft proposals are set out below. The only other
changes from draft to final recommendations,
which is not included in Figures B1 and B2, are
that we propose to slightly alter the boundary
between Baschurch and Cockshutt wards, and to
introduce new parish warding within Tetchill ward
of Ellesmere Rural Parish.
Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

1

Baschurch

1

Baschurch ward (part – Baschurch ward of Baschurch parish
as proposed)

2

Clive

2

Clive ward (Clive, Grinshill and Hadnall parishes);
Myddle ward (Myddle & Broughton parish)

3

Cockshutt

1

Cockshutt ward (part – Cockshutt and Petton parishes);
Baschurch ward (part – Weston Lullingfields ward of
Baschurch parish as proposed)

Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Number of Councillors and Electors by Ward
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1998) of electors
from
(2003)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Baschurch

1

1,085

1,085

-2

1,175

1,175

1

2 Clive

2

2,048

1,024

-7

2,167

1,084

-7

3 Cockshutt

1

949

949

-14

1,047

1,047

-10

Source: Electorate figures are based on material provided by North Shropshire District Council.
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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