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Local Government Commission for England

2 June 1998

Dear Secretary of State
On 3 June 1997, the Commission began a periodic electoral review of the borough of Crewe & Nantwich
under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements
on 3 February 1998 and undertook a nine-week period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have substantially
confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been made (see paragraph 106) in
the light of further evidence.
We recommend that Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council should be served by 56 councillors representing
27 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 by thirds.
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 Crewe &
Nantwich on 3 June 1997. We published our draft
recommendations for electoral arrangements on 3
February 1998, after which we undertook a nineweek period of consultation.

●

In 25 of the 27 wards, the number of
electors per councillor would vary by no
more than 10 per cent from the borough
average.

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

This improved electoral equality is forecast
to continue, with the number of electors per
councillor in 26 of the 27 wards expected to
vary by no more than 10 per cent from the
average for the borough by 2002.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements
provide unequal representation of electors in
Crewe & Nantwich because:

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

●
●

●

in 16 of the 26 wards, the number of
electors represented by each councillor varies
by more than 10 per cent from the average
for the borough;

●

●
●

in seven 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
105 to 106) are that:
●

●

●

●

Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council
should be served by 56 councillors, one
fewer than at present;
there should be 27 wards, compared with 26
at present;
the boundaries of 24 wards should be
modified, while two wards should retain
their existing boundaries;
elections should continue to take place by
thirds.

revised warding arrangements for Nantwich
Town Council and Wistaston Parish
Council;
new warding arrangements for Shavington
cum Gresty, Willaston and Minshull &
District parish councils;
an increase in the number of parish
councillors for Wybunbury parish.
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
13 July 1998:
The Secretary of State
Local Government Review
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

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

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

viii

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

1

Acton

1

Acton ward (part – the parishes of
Map 2
Burland, Hurleston, Stoke, Henhull,
Acton and Edleston); Combermere ward
(part – the parishes of Sound, Baddington
and Broomhall); Wybunbury ward (part –
the parishes of Austerson and Coole Pilate)

2

Alexandra
(in Crewe)

3

Alexandra ward; St John’s ward (part);
Ruskin Park ward (part); Shavington ward
(part – Gresty Brook ward of Shavington
cum Gresty parish as proposed)

Large map
and Map A7

3

Audlem

2

Audlem ward (the parishes of Audlem
and Buerton); Combermere ward
(part – the parishes of Newhall and
Dodcott cum Wilkesley); Wybunbury
ward (part – Hankelow parish)

Map 2

4

Barony Weaver
(in Nantwich)

3

Barony Weaver ward (part – Barony
ward (part) and Weaver ward (part)
of Nantwich Town Council);
Wellington ward (part – Wellington
ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council);
Willaston West ward (part – Willaston
ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council)

Maps 2 and A2

5

Birchin
(in Nantwich)

2

Willaston West ward (part – Willaston
ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council);
Wellington ward (part – Wellington
ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council)

Maps 2 and A2

6

Bunbury

1

Unchanged (the parishes of Alpraham,
Bunbury, Calveley and Wardle)

Map 2

7

Coppenhall
(in Crewe)

2

Coppenhall ward (part); Grosvenor
ward (part)

Large map

8

Delamere
(in Crewe)

2

Delamere ward (part); Grosvenor
ward (part)

Large map
and Map A6

9

Englesea

1

Weston Park ward (part – the parishes
of Basford and Weston); Haslington
ward (part – the parishes of Crewe
Green and Barthomley and Oakhanger
ward of Haslington parish)

Maps 2 and A5

10

Grosvenor
(in Crewe)

2

Grosvenor ward (part)

Large map
and Map A6

11

Haslington

3

Haslington ward (part – Haslington
Village and Winterley wards of
Haslington parish)

Maps 2 and A5
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

12

Leighton

3

Minshull ward (part – Leighton Urban
ward of Leighton parish as proposed);
Coppenhall ward (part)

Large map

13

Maw Green
(in Crewe)

3

Maw Green ward; Coppenhall ward
(part); Delamere ward (part)

Large map

14

Minshull

1

Minshull ward (part – the parishes of
Wettenhall, Cholmondeston, Aston
Juxta Mondrum, Church Minshull,
Minshull Vernon and Warmingham and
Leighton Rural ward of Leighton parish
as proposed); Acton ward (part – the
parishes of Poole and Worleston)

Map 2 and
Large map

15

Peckforton

1

Peckforton ward (the parishes of
Bickerton, Egerton, Bulkeley, Ridley,
Peckforton, Spurstow, Haughton,
Brindley and Faddiley); Wrenbury ward
(part – the parishes of Cholmondeley
and Chorley)

Map 2

16

St Barnabas
(in Crewe)

3

St Barnabas ward (including
Woolstanwood parish); Grosvenor
ward (part); Queen’s Park ward (part);
Coppenhall ward (part)

Large map

17

St John’s
(in Crewe)

3

Ruskin Park ward (part); St John’s
ward (part)

Large map
and Map A7

18

St Mary’s
(in Wistaston)

2

Willaston East ward (part – Willaston
North ward of Willaston parish as
proposed); Wistaston ward (part –
St Mary’s ward and Wells Green ward
(part) of Wistaston parish)

Maps A3, A4
and large map

19

Shavington

2

Shavington ward (part – Shavington
Village ward of Shavington cum Gresty
parish as proposed)

Map 2

20

Valley
(in Crewe)

2

St John’s ward (part); Ruskin Park
ward (part); Queen’s Park ward (part);
Delamere ward (part)

Large map

21

Waldron
(in Crewe)

3

Unchanged

Large map

continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

22

Wellington
(in Nantwich)

2

Wellington ward (part – Wellington
ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council);
Barony Weaver ward (part – Barony ward
(part) and Weaver ward (part) of
Nantwich Town Council)

Maps 2 and A2

23

Wells Green
(in Wistaston)

2

Shavington ward (part – Rope parish);
Wistaston ward (part – Wells Green
ward (part) of Wistaston parish)

Large map
and Map A3

24

Willaston

1

Willaston East ward (part – Willaston
Village ward of Willaston parish as
proposed)

Maps 2 and A3

25

Wistaston Green

3

Queen’s Park ward (part – including
Wistaston Green ward of Wistaston
parish (part)); Ruskin Park ward (part);
Wistaston ward (part – Wistaston Green
ward of Wistaston parish (part))

Large map
and Map A4

26

Wrenbury

1

Wrenbury ward (part – the parishes of
Map 2
Norbury, Wirswall, Marbury cum
Quoisley and Wrenbury cum Frith);
Combermere ward (part – Baddiley parish)

27

Wybunbury

2

Wybunbury ward (part – the parishes
of Batherton, Stapeley, Wybunbury,
Hough, Walgherton, Hatherton); Weston
Park ward (part – the parishes of
Hunsterson, Bridgemere, Checkley cum
Wrinehill, Doddington, Lea, Chorlton
and Blakenhall)

Map 2

Notes: 1 The town of Crewe is the only unparished area of the borough.
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
Crewe & Nantwich in Cheshire.

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 3 February 1998 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for Crewe &
Nantwich in Cheshire and ended on 30 March
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,
supplemented in September 1996 and updated in
March 1998), which sets out our approach to the
reviews.

3

This review was in four stages. Stage One began
on 3 June 1997, when we invited proposals for the
future electoral arrangements from Crewe &
Nantwich Borough Council, and copied the letter
to Cheshire County Council, Cheshire Police
Authority, the local authority associations, the
County Palatine of Chester Association 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

Crewe and Nantwich borough covers an area of
some 43,000 hectares. It consists of two main
urban centres – the industrial town of Crewe, and
the market town of Nantwich. Crewe owes much
of its history to the railway industry and remains a
major rail interchange, with train services to many
parts of the country. The borough is served by a
number of important road links, including the M6.
It comprises 69 parishes, which together form 39
parish and town councils, and the unparished area
of Crewe.

6

highest electoral variance is in Minshull ward
which has 168 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average. In other
words, the councillor for Minshull ward represents
3,862 electors, compared to the borough average
of 1,442.

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 current electoral arrangements in the
borough provide for 57 councillors, representing
26 wards (Map 1 and Figure 2). Of these, 14 wards
are represented by three councillors, three wards by
two councillors and nine wards by a single
councillor. Crewe and Nantwich currently hold
elections by thirds, with the next elections due in
May 1999. The current electorate of the borough
(February 1997) is 82,173 and each councillor
represents an average of 1,442 electors. The
Borough Council forecasts that the electorate will
increase to some 84,103 by the year 2002,
providing an average number of electors per
councillor of 1,475. This increase is largely
attributed to projected development within the
current Barony Weaver, Minshull, Queen’s Park
and Wybunbury wards.

8

Since the last electoral review was completed in
1976, 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 16 of the 26 wards,
seven of which vary by more than 20 per cent. The

9
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Map 1:

Existing Wards in Crewe & Nantwich
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Figure 2:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

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

1 Acton

1

1,195

1,195

-17

1,222

1,222

-17

2 Alexandra
(in Crewe)

3

3,590

1,197

-17

3,529

1,176

-20

3 Audlem

1

1,888

1,888

31

1,876

1,876

27

4 Barony Weaver
(in Nantwich)

3

3,906

1,302

-10

4,324

1,441

-2

5 Bunbury

1

1,611

1,611

12

1,654

1,654

12

6 Combermere

1

1,413

1,413

-2

1,404

1,404

-5

7 Coppenhall
(in Crewe)

3

5,004

1,668

16

5,076

1,692

15

8 Delamere
(in Crewe)

3

2,843

948

-34

2,822

941

-36

9 Grosvenor
(in Crewe)

3

3,652

1,217

-16

3,771

1,257

-15

10 Haslington

3

5,350

1,783

24

5,369

1,790

21

11 Maw Green
(in Crewe)

3

3,735

1,245

-14

3,673

1,224

-17

12 Minshull

1

3,862

3,862

168

4,296

4,296

191

13 Peckforton

1

1,273

1,273

-12

1,282

1,282

-13

14 Queen’s Park
(in Crewe)

3

4,709

1,570

9

5,241

1,747

18

15 Ruskin Park
(in Crewe)

3

3,626

1,209

-16

3,563

1,188

-20

16 St Barnabas
(in Crewe)

3

3,589

1,196

-17

3,597

1,199

-19

17 St John’s
(in Crewe)

3

3,382

1,127

-22

3,394

1,131

-23

18 Shavington

3

5,401

1,800

25

5,354

1,785

21

19 Waldron
(in Crewe)

3

4,496

1,499

4

4,506

1,502

2
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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
%
%

20 Wellington
(in Nantwich)

2

3,106

1,553

8

3,081

1,541

4

21 Weston Park

1

1,441

1,441

0

1,421

1,421

-4

22 Willaston East
(in Willaston)

1

2,127

2,127

48

2,096

2,096

42

23 Willaston West
(in Nantwich)

2

2,693

1,347

-7

2,856

1,428

-3

24 Wistaston

3

4,045

1,348

-7

3,974

1,325

-10

25 Wrenbury

1

1,465

1,465

2

1,473

1,473

0

26 Wybunbury

2

2,771

1,386

-4

3,249

1,625

10

Totals

57

82,173

-

-

84,103

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,442

-

-

1,475

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Crewe & Nantwich 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 Minshull ward are relatively under-represented by 168 per cent, while electors in Delamere ward are relatively
over represented by 34 per cent. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

During Stage One, we received representations
relating to the whole borough from Crewe &
Nantwich Borough Council, the Borough
Council’s Conservative Group, the Borough
Council’s Liberal Democrat Group and Mr
Silvester. Eight further representations were
received including six from parish and town
councils. 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 Crewe & Nantwich in Cheshire.
We proposed that:

10

(a)

Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council should
be served by 56 councillors, representing
27 wards;

(b)

the boundaries of 24 of the existing wards
should be modified, while two wards should
retain their existing boundaries;

(c)

there should be modifications to the warding
arrangements of Nantwich Town Council and
Wistaston Parish Council;

(d)

there should be new warding arrangements for
Shavington cum Gresty, Willaston and Minshull
& District parish councils;

(e)

there should be an increase in the number of
parish councillors for Wybunbury parish.

25 of the 27 wards. This level of electoral equality
was expected to improve over the next five years,
with 26 of the 27 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.
Our draft recommendations are summarised in
Appendix B.

12

Draft Recommendation
Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council
should comprise 56 councillors, serving 27
wards. Elections should continue to take
place by thirds.
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

11

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, 11 representations were
received. A list of respondents is available on
request from the Commission’s offices.

13

Crewe & Nantwich
Borough Council

The Council advised that its views had the
unanimous agreement of its members.

17

The Borough Council welcomed our draft
recommendations stating that, in general “they
were well balanced and reflected extremely well
local community interests and identities within the
Borough”. It added that while it was proposing
some minor amendments, this should not “give the
impression that members were not extremely
pleased with the draft recommendations”.

14

The Council was content with the draft
recommendations for Nantwich and the rural area,
confining its comments to Crewe town where it
proposed a number of relatively minor boundary
changes. The most significant changes were
proposed for Valley and St John’s wards. It
proposed that St John’s ward should continue
broadly to follow its existing western boundary
southwards to Gainsborough Road where it would
move westwards to include all the properties on
Ruskin Road, Rook Street, Yates Street and Lunt
Avenue. The ward would be extended northwards
to the Crewe to Chester railway line. The revised
Valley ward would form the area to the west of
St John’s ward. The Council also proposed that
the boundary between St John’s and Alexandra
wards be revised so that the area east of Mill Street
would remain part of St John’s ward, while
all properties on Nantwich Road would form part
of Alexandra ward. It argued that “this alternative
provides a more regular shape, geographical
links which are considerably improved, and
community links which are more relevant to the
electors in the locality”.

15

The Council supported our proposed Leighton
ward but suggested some minor amendments. It
argued that the proposed boundary would cut
across some further development in the area and
suggested that to overcome this the new Leighton
ward should be extended to the centre of Moss
Lane. The Council proposed a number of further
changes which would unite the whole of
Coronation Street in Crewe Town ward, the whole

16
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of Dane Bank Avenue and the south side of Queen’s
Park Drive in Wistaston Green ward. It also
proposed transferring St Barnabas Church and
Vicarage to St Barnabas ward from Grosvenor ward.

Cheshire County Council
The County Council made no comment on our
draft recommendations.

18

Crewe & Nantwich Borough
Council Conservative Group
Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council
Conservative Group welcomed our draft
recommendations. It argued “that the proposals are
well balanced and have reflected fairly community
interests and identities within the borough”.

19

Crewe & Nantwich
Borough Council Liberal
Democrat Group
Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council Liberal
Democrat Group accepted the draft recommendations
even though they differed in style and content from
their own submission. It also stated that it was
impressed by the care taken in the formulation of
our draft recommendations. However, it argued
that its original scheme for 18 three-member wards
and two two-member wards would better meet the
Government’s preference for annual elections. In
its initial submission, the Liberal Democrats
proposed three boundary changes – that the whole
of Richard Moon Street and Holt Street should
form part of Grosvenor ward rather than Crewe
Town ward; that the whole of Coronation Street be
united in Crewe Town ward; and that the whole of
Alton Street should form part of Valley ward. It
suggested that Crewe Town ward be renamed
Delamere ward, and that St Mary’s, St John’s and
St Barnabas wards be renamed to avoid
ecclesiastical titles for wards. Following the
Borough Council’s submission, the Liberal
Democrats made a further submission in support
of their submission.
20
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9

Mr Silvester

Other Representations

Mr Silvester, a local resident, parish councillor
and former borough councillor, “strongly opposed”
the transfer of the Gresty Brook area from
Shavington ward to Alexandra ward. He argued
that “it is entirely inappropriate to put a rural
parished area with an unparished urban area”. He
further argued that the Gresty Brook area has no
community identity with Crewe and should be
combined with surrounding parished areas, if it is
to be removed from the current Shavington ward.

26

21

He argued that his Stage One proposals had
met the statutory criteria, but had the advantage
that no parished area was combined in a ward with
an urban unparished area and all the existing
electoral polling areas would have been maintained
so that no elector would have had to vote at a
different polling station.
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Parish and Town Councils

We received one further submission from a local
resident. He supported our proposal to create a
new three-member Leighton ward, subject to three
boundary changes to reflect planned development.
He supported the Borough Council’s proposal to
amend the ward’s northern boundary, but also
stated that the sports ground on the southern
boundary which, under our draft recomendations
would be divided between the proposed St
Barnabas and Leighton wards, is also subject to a
planning application for a new development.
Uniting this development in Leighton ward, he
argued, would create greater flexibility and enable
the ward boundary to follow the centre of Bradfield
Road, retaining properties on the southern side in
Coppenhall ward. He opposed the proposed
increase in councillors for Minshull Vernon &
District Parish Council from 13 to 22, arguing that
it was “a poor fix” and that further consideration
needed to be given to parish boundaries and
groupings in the area.

Representations were received from five parish
and town councils during Stage Three. Of these,
two – Nantwich Town Council and Church
Minshull Parish Council – supported our draft
recommendations for their own areas. Nantwich
Town Council also supported the comments made
in our draft recommendations report of the need to
review the boundary between Nantwich and
Stapeley parishes in the light of the Cronkinson
Farm development. Stoke & Hurleston Parish
Council raised no objection to the proposal for its
area as it would retain both of its constituent
parishes in one borough ward.
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Dodcott cum Wilkesley Parish Council opposed
our draft recommendations for a revised Audlem
ward, arguing that it wished to remain part of
Combermere ward. Shavington cum Gresty Parish
Council opposed our draft recommendation to
transfer the Gresty Brook area from the current
Shavington ward to Alexandra ward. It consulted
residents in the area giving details of the proposals,
and of the responses received, the change was
opposed by 32 residents with five in favour. It also
continued to oppose warding of the parish.

24

Burland Parish Council resolved to support the
proposal put forward by Councillor Beech at Stage
One to broadly retain the current Acton ward.

25
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

As indicated previously, our prime objective in
considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Crewe & Nantwich 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”.

27

However, our function is not merely
arithmetical. First, our recommendations are not
intended to be based solely on existing electorate
figures, but also on assumptions as to changes in
the number and distribution of local government
electors likely to take place within the ensuing five
years. Second, we must have regard to the
desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries, and to
maintaining local ties which might otherwise be
broken. Third, we must consider the need to secure
effective and convenient local government, and
reflect the interests and identities of local
communities.
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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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Our Guidance states that, while we accept that
the achievement of absolute electoral equality for
the authority as a whole is likely to be unattainable,
we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
kept to the minimum, such an objective should be
the starting point in any review. We therefore
strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral
schemes, local authorities and other interested
parties should start from the standpoint of absolute
electoral equality and only then make adjustments
to reflect relevant factors, such as community
identity. Regard must also be had to five-year
forecasts of change in electorates. We will require
particular justification for schemes which result in,
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or retain, an imbalance of over 10 per cent in any
ward. Any imbalances of 20 per cent and over
should arise only in the most exceptional
circumstances, and will require the strongest
justification.

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 2,000 (around 2 per cent) over the five-year
period from 82,173 to 84,103. 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 that time.
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We did not receive any further comments on
electorate projections during Stage Three and
remain satisfied that they provide the best estimates
presently available.

32

Council Size
33 We indicated in our 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, Crewe & Nantwich Borough is
represented by 57 councillors. During Stage One
of the review, the Borough Council proposed a
reduction to 55, while the Conservative Group, the
Liberal Democrat Group, Haslington Parish
Council and Mr Silvester all proposed an increase
to 58. As we made clear in our Guidance, we need
substantial evidence to be persuaded that there is
justification for increasing council size, although
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we acknowledged that in certain circumstances such
a proposal may be warranted. In our draft
recommendations report, having considered the size
and distribution of the electorate, the geography and
other characteristics of the area, we concluded that
the statutory criteria and the achievement of
electoral equality would best be met by a council size
of 56, one fewer than at present.
At Stage Three, the Borough Council,
Conservative and Liberal Democrat Groups
accepted our draft recommendation on council
size. We received no other views. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendation.

35

Electoral Arrangements
We paid close attention to the representations
received during Stage One of the review. From
these submissions, a number of consideration
emerged which informed the Commission when
formulating our draft recommendations.

36

First, we received a most positive response to
the review at Stage One. We received four schemes,
from the Borough Council, the Conservative and
Liberal Democrat Groups and Mr Silvester, all of
which made clear, borough-wide proposals for
change to the present electoral arrangements.

37

Second, there was general agreement on
council size. All representations which made a
specific proposal preferred a council size in the
range of 55 to 58. As stated previously, we agreed
with this assessment and put forward a proposal
for a council represented by 56 councillors.
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Third, there was general agreement on the
broad number of wards for the borough. The
Borough Council and Liberal Democrat Group
each proposed the retention of 26 wards, while the
Conservative Group and Mr Silvester argued for an
increase to 30 wards. The Commission agrees that
the number of wards should fall within this range
and proposes a pattern of 27 wards.
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Fourth, all respondents who put forward a
borough-wide scheme preferred a continuation of
the current mixed pattern of single-, two- and threemember wards in the borough. In each case,
proposals for the towns of Crewe and Nantwich
were predominantly for two or three-member
wards, although some multi-member wards were
also proposed by all four respondents who put
forward a borough-wide scheme in the more rural
areas. We acknowledged this local preference and
proposed that there should be a continuation of this
mixed pattern of wards – seven represented by a
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single councillor, 11 represented by two councillors,
and nine represented by three councillors.
Fifth, respondents asked that the Commission
take into account established communities. We
sought to achieve this while also seeking electoral
equality across the borough, taking into account
the marked demographic changes that have taken
place since the last review and the development
which is expected to continue in certain parts of the
borough. Generally, in the draft recommendations,
we sought electoral equality for the year 2002 where
there appears to be some confidence about future
increases in electorate. Respondents’ understanding
of communities had more similarities in the rural
areas than in the urban areas. We therefore sought
to build on the consensus where it exists in
the rural areas. However, it is clear that in the
urban areas, there was no consensus as to what
comprises a community. We therefore judged that
we should seek a high level electoral equality in the
town without having an adverse effect on the
statutory criteria.
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Sixth, the borough has one of the worst levels
of inequality in the country, with an average level
of electoral variance of some 22 per cent. The
borough has witnessed significant changes in both
the number and distribution of electors since the
last review. The electorate in the town of Crewe has
declined relatively, resulting in seven of its 10 wards
being over-represented. At the same time, the town
has grown northwards, resulting in the formerly
rural Minshull ward becoming more urbanised,
having some 168 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average. Outside Crewe,
the larger settlements of Shavington, Rope,
Willaston and Audlem have grown, while the smaller
parishes have remained relatively unchanged.
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Finally, we noted that at Stage One respondents
put forward proposals which secured some
improvement in electoral equality, while reflecting
the statutory criteria. At present, 16 of the 26 wards
have an electoral variance of over 10 per cent, and
seven of over 20 per cent. The Borough Council’s
proposals reduced this to zero (one by 2002), the
Conservative Group’s to four (zero by 2002), the
Liberal Democrats’ to four (two by 2002), and Mr
Silvester’s to five (one by 2002). However, there
was no agreement as to the most appropriate pattern
of ward boundaries across the borough, and no
ward had the agreement of all four borough-wide
proposals. Further, at Stage One we received
relatively few responses from parish and town
councils, which may have suggested that
comprehensive consultation with local councils was
yet to take place.
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However, we sought to build on proposals in
order to put forward electoral arrangements which
achieve significant improvements in electoral
equality, while also seeking to reflect the statutory
criteria. Where it existed, we sought to reflect any
broad (as opposed to specific) consensus among
submissions for ward boundaries in particular parts
of the borough. Inevitably, we could not reflect the
preferences of all respondents in our draft
recommendations. Our proposals reflected in part
all four borough-wide schemes as well as
representations received from parish and town
councils in the area.
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Having considered all representations received
during Stage Three of the review, we have
given further consideration to our draft
recommendations. At Stage Three, the majority of
submissions received supported our draft
recommendations either in their entirety or with
some relatively minor amendments. Reflecting these
views, we are endorsing the majority of our draft
recommendations. We are, however, proposing
some modifications to warding arrangements in
Crewe town which we consider would secure a
better balance between the achievement of electoral
equality and the need to reflect community identities
in the area. The following areas, based on existing
wards, are considered in turn:
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The Crewe urban area
(a)

Alexandra, St John’s, Ruskin Park, Waldron and
Queen’s Park wards;

(b)

St Barnabas, Grosvenor, Delamere, Maw
Green, Coppenhall and Minshull wards.

Nantwich
(c)

Alexandra, St John’s, Ruskin Park,
Waldron and Queen’s Park wards
Alexandra, St John’s and Ruskin Park wards
cover much of southern Crewe, and all three are
significantly over-represented currently, with some
17 per cent, 22 per cent and 16 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average
respectively. Waldron ward covers the part of
Crewe to the east of the London to Glasgow and
Crewe to Manchester railway lines, and currently
has some 4 per cent more electors per councillor
than the borough average. Queen’s Park ward
covers the south-western fringe of Crewe, together
with the eastern part of Wistaston parish, and
currently has 9 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
dividing the area between five wards – Wistaston
Green, Alexandra, Valley, King’s Grove and
Waldron. Wistaston Green ward would cover the
existing Queen’s Park ward, with the exception of
the area to the north of the park itself, together
with the whole of Wistaston Green parish ward.
The proposed King’s Grove ward would cover part
of the area to the north of Queen’s Park together
with the western part of Ruskin Park ward. Valley
ward would combine the whole of the current St
John’s ward with the eastern part of Ruskin Park
ward and the part of Delamere ward south of the
Crewe to Chester railway line. Alexandra ward
would be expanded to include parts of Waldron and
Shavington wards.
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The Conservative Group proposed that
Alexandra ward be expanded to include the eastern
part of the current St John’s ward, with its southwestern area creating a single-member Gresty
Brook ward. The remainder of the current St John’s
ward would be divided between Ruskin Park and
Delamere wards. The western part of the current
Ruskin Park ward would join a revised Queen’s
Park ward, while the Wistaston Green area of
Queen’s Park ward would join with Woolstanwood
parish to form a new Marshfield ward. Waldron
ward would remain unchanged.
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Barony Weaver, Wellington and Willaston
West wards.

The rural areas
(d)

Wybunbury, Weston Park and Haslington
wards;

(e)

Shavington, Wistaston and Willaston East
wards;

(f)

Combermere and Audlem wards;

(g)

Peckforton and Wrenbury wards;

(h)

Acton and Bunbury wards.

G O V E R N M E N T

Mr Silvester largely supported the Conservative
Group’s proposals for southern Crewe. However,
he proposed that the area of St John’s ward to the
north of Valley Brook should form part of Ruskin
ward rather than Delamere ward. He also argued
that Wistaston Green parish ward should be placed
with Woolstanwood parish and the rural part of
Leighton parish in a new Woolstanwood ward.
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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 on the large map
inserted at the back of this report.
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The Liberal Democrat Group agreed with both
the Conservatives and Mr Silvester that Waldron
ward should remain unchanged. It proposed that
Alexandra ward should be expanded to include the
area to the east of Edleston Road, together with
properties on Nantwich Road from St John’s ward.
Ruskin ward would combine the parts of St John’s
ward to the west of Edleston Road and south of
Alton Street with the eastern half of the current
Ruskin Park ward. The remainder of the current
Ruskin Park ward would join with Wistaston
Green ward of Wistaston parish in a new Valley
ward. The revised Queen’s Park ward would consist
of the northern half of the current ward combined
with the southern part of St Barnabas ward.
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52 In our draft recommendations, we noted that
much of southern Crewe was significantly overrepresented and would therefore be subject to
change. We also noted the lack of consensus over
detailed proposals and considered that the best
approach to warding arrangements in this area is to
deal first with the over-representation of Alexandra
ward.

At Stage One, all four schemes proposed the
retention of a three-member Alexandra ward and
we concurred with this view. We endorsed the
Borough Council’s proposal to transfer the part of
Shavington cum Gresty parish to the north of the
Crewe to Nantwich railway line to Alexandra ward
as this area is well-connected to the rest of the ward
by Broadleigh Way, and appeared to have a greater
affinity with the urban areas to its east and west
than with the remainder of the parish to its south.
In order to improve electoral equality further, we
transferred the part of St John’s ward to the east of
Mill Street to Alexandra ward. We proposed that
Queen’s Park ward should be largely retained but
renamed Wistaton Green ward and that in order to
improve the level of electoral equality that Queen’s
Park itself, the area to its north and all properties on
Valley Road to the north of its junction with Dane
Bank Avenue should be detached from the ward
and be divided between St Barnabas and Valley
wards. In order to unite the new development
around College Fields and better reflect community
identities, we proposed that the area around Dane
Bank Avenue should be transferred to the new
Wistaston Green ward. The resultant Alexandra,
Waldron and Wistaston Green wards would have,
on the basis of the revised electorates, 2 per cent
fewer, 2 per cent more and 4 per cent more electors
per councillor than the borough average
respectively (5 per cent fewer, equal to the average
and 7 per cent more than the average by 2002).
53

14

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed two further wards – St John’s and Valley.
St John’s ward would be represented by three
councillors, and would cover the area bounded by
Mill Street, Nantwich Road, King’s Grove School
and South Cheshire College, Gainsborough Road,
Walthall Street and Valley Brook. Valley ward
would be represented by two councillors, and
would cover the area bounded by the Crewe to
Chester railway line, Valley Brook, the rear of
Walthall Street, Gainsborough Road, Stewart
Street, Moat House Drive, Flixton Drive, Valley
Road, Capenhurst Avenue, Queen’s Park Drive,
and then to the rear of the new development off
Victoria Avenue. We considered that the revised St
John’s ward would unite properties of a similar
nature and a number of spine roads which run
north to south, while Valley ward would be a
compact ward centred on a number of spine roads
running east to west.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council
supported our draft recommendations subject to
some modifications. It argued that the area to the
east of Mill Street should remain in St John’s ward,
and that it would be more appropriate for all
properties on Nantwich Road to form part of
Alexandra ward rather than be divided between the
three wards of Alexandra, St John’s and Wistaston
Green. It also proposed a further change to the
boundaries between Valley and St John’s wards. It
argued that the current western boundary of St
John’s ward should be retained, subject to the
inclusion of properties on Ruskin Road, Rook
Street, Yates Street and Lunt Avenue. The area to
its west would form part of a revised Valley ward.
It argued that the two wards encompass around 15
different communities and that its proposals would
better reflect community identities arguing that
“the Commission’s proposals create a Valley ward
which is obviously a miscellany”. It also proposed
that all properties on Dane Bank Avenue should
form part of Wistaston Green ward (rather than
being divided between Wistaston Green and St
John’s wards), and that all properties on the south
side of Queen’s Park Drive should form part of
Wistaston Green ward (rather than forming part of
Wistaston Green and Valley wards).
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The Liberal Democrat Group accepted the
Commission’s draft recommendations, subject to
two changes. It supported the whole of Nantwich
Road being contained in Alexandra ward, and a
minor modification to St John’s and Valley wards
which would unite the whole of Alton Street in
Valley ward. However, in its further submission, it
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supported the Borough Council’s proposals,
although it considered the Borough Council’s
comments in relation to Valley ward to be “a little
unfair on the Commission’s efforts”. In relation to
the Borough Council’s proposed amendment to
the boundaries of St John’s and Valley wards, it
argued that its support superseded its earlier
expressed views. However, it stated that if the
Commission
was
minded
to
broadly
confirm its draft recommendations, then it would
wish the proposal to stand. The Conservative
Group welcomed the Commission’s draft
recommendations, and proposed no modifications.
Mr Silvester maintained that part of
Shavington cum Gresty parish should not be joined
with Alexandra ward in Crewe contending that
they do not have an affinity with each other. He
maintained that his original proposals had met the
statutory criteria yet would not combine parished
and unparished areas or divide existing polling
districts. Shavington Parish Council opposed the
division of its parish between borough wards. It
consulted with local residents of the area that we
proposed should join Alexandra ward, and of the
responses received, 32 opposed any change while
five were in favour.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
recognised that our proposals differed significantly
from those submitted and welcomed further views.
We have been much encouraged by the positive
response we have received to our draft
recommendations for southern Crewe, and that the
Borough Council, Liberal Democrat Group and
Conservative Group all accepted or supported our
draft recommendations subject to minor
amendments. Our final recommendations therefore
largely reflect our draft recommendations,
although we have decided to propose some
amendments in the light of further evidence.
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We propose a minor amendment to Alexandra
ward. We consider that the Borough Council’s
proposal to unite all properties on Nantwich Road
into Alexandra ward has considerable merit,
and would better reflect community identities
in the area. This change means we no longer
propose to transfer the area east of Mill Street to
Alexandra ward.
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We have not, however, been persuaded to
modify the southern boundary of Alexandra ward
as proposed by Mr Silvester and Shavington cum
Gresty Parish Council. Both objected to the
inclusion of the part of Shavington cum Gresty

parish to the north of the Crewe to Nantwich
railway line in Alexandra ward. Shavington cum
Gresty Parish Council argued that the whole of the
parish should remain within one ward, while Mr
Silvester reiterated his initial proposal to combine
the northern part of the parish with Rope and
Willaston parishes. This part of Shavington cum
Gresty parish is urban in nature, and we remain
persuaded that it has a greater affinity with the
urban areas to its east and west than with the rest
of the parish to the south. To remove the area from
Alexandra ward would result in the ward having 13
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
average, or require additional changes to the ward’s
northern boundary, as well as further changes to
the warding in the Willaston, Wistaston and Rope
areas. We consider such changes would not better
reflect community identities in the area. In
addition, we note that our proposals for Alexandra
ward are either supported or accepted by all three
political groups on the Council and have not been
opposed by the parish councils for Willaston,
Wistaston and Rope.
In relation to the boundary between St John’s
and Valley wards, we have also not been persuaded
to make a change to our draft recommendation. We
accept that the roads leading from Kingsway and
Somerville Street represent a separate, identifiable
community, but do not consider that they have any
greater affinity with the area to the north than that
to their east. In particular, we consider that
residents of the new development off Victoria
Street may become isolated were Valley ward’s
boundaries to extend southwards to the rear of the
properties on Nantwich Road. Our proposal was
supported by the Conservative Group in their
submssion to us, and we note that such a change
would lead to a deterioration in the level of
electoral equality for St John’s ward – from 4 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average to 8 per cent fewer than average (7 per cent
fewer compared to 10 per cent fewer than average
by 2002). The alternative proposal by the Liberal
Democrat Group was to transfer the properties on
Alton Street to the east of Walthall Street from St
John’s ward to Valley ward. Such a change would
have only a negligible effect on electoral equality,
but would in our view create a less clear boundary
between the two wards. We have therefore decided
not to make this change.
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There was support for our draft recommendation
to retain Waldron ward and our proposed Wistaton
Green ward. We consider there is some merit in the
Borough Council’s proposal that all properties on
62
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Dane Bank Avenue should form part of Wistaston
Green ward, and put it forward as part of our final
recommendations. We have decided not to transfer
the properties on the south side of Queen’s Park
Drive from Valley ward to Wistaston Green ward,
as such a change would lead to a less clearly
identifiable boundary. The Liberal Democrat
Group requested that St John’s ward be renamed
Ruskin ward as St John’s Church and Parish no
longer exist. We consider, that as we are retaining
an existing ward name and others submitting
representations have not opposed this, we should
not make such a change.
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, Alexandra, St
John’s, Valley, Wistaston Green and Waldron
wards would have 2 per cent fewer, 4 per cent
fewer, 10 per cent fewer, 4 per cent more and 2 per
cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average respectively (6 per cent fewer, 7 per cent
fewer, 3 per cent fewer, 6 per cent more and
approximately equal to the average number of
electors per councillor 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 Map A7 at
Appendix A and on the large map at the back of
the report.
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St Barnabas, Grosvenor, Delamere,
Maw Green, Coppenhall and
Minshull wards
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The Conservatives proposed that only the urban
part of Leighton parish should be combined with
part of Coppenhall ward to form a new Bradfield
ward, with the remainder staying part of Minshull
ward which would expand westwards to include
Calveley parish. Maw Green ward would expand
northwards to include part of Coppenhall ward,
and Delamere ward would expand southwards.
A new Underwood ward would be formed from
the southern part of Coppenhall ward, with
Grosvenor ward remaining relatively unchanged.
Woolstanwood parish would transfer from St
Barnabas ward to a new Marshfield ward. Mr
Silvester supported the Conservative proposals
subject to some modifications. He proposed that
the rural part of Leighton parish should merge
with Woolstanwood parish and Wistaston Green
parish ward in a new Woolstanwood ward, and that
Minshull ward include Poole, Worleston and
Calveley parishes. Delamere ward would remain
unchanged, and Grosvenor ward would be
expanded to include Leighton Park estate.
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The Liberal Democrat Group proposed that
Leighton, Minshull Vernon and Warmingham
parishes combine with part of Coppenhall ward in
a new Leighton ward, and that the remainder of
Minshull ward join with parts of Acton and
Bunbury wards in a new Poole ward. It agreed with
the Conservative Group that Maw Green ward
should expand northwards, but proposed that
Delamere ward expand westwards to include parts
of Grosvenor and St John’s wards. The remainder
of Grosvenor ward would combine with part of St
Barnabas ward in a new West End ward, and a
revised Coppenhall ward would consist of the
southern part of the existing ward.
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St Barnabas, Grosvenor, Delamere, Maw Green
and Coppenhall wards cover the town centre and
north Crewe. Four of the five wards are overrepresented – St Barnabas by 17 per cent,
Grosvenor by 16 per cent, Delamere by 34 per
cent and Maw Green by 14 per cent – while
Coppenhall ward is relatively under-represented by
16 per cent. Minshull ward comprises six rural
parishes (Wettenhall, Cholmondeston, Church
Minshull, Aston Juxta Mondrum, Minshull
Vernon and Warmingham), together with
Leighton parish which combines a rural area
around the hospital and an extensive new
residential development adjoining Crewe. As a
result of this development, Minshull ward
currently has the highest electoral variance in the
borough with 168 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average (increasing to
191 per cent more than average by 2002).
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
that Leighton parish be combined with part of
Coppenhall ward to form a new Leighton ward,
and that Minshull ward be expanded to include
Wardle, Poole, Stoke and Worleston parishes. Maw
Green ward would expand southwards, and a new
Crewe Town ward would be formed from most of
Delamere ward and part of Grosvenor ward, with
the remainder of the ward joining a revised
Coppenhall ward. St Barnabas ward would expand
northwards to include the Leighton Park estate.
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In our draft recommendations report, we noted
that the current Minshull ward has grown
significantly since the last electoral review, due to
extensive development in Leighton parish. We
considered that the urban area of Leighton parish
has a greater affinity with northern Crewe than
with the rural parishes to its north, and therefore
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proposed to transfer it from Minshull ward.
However, we concluded that the rural part of
Leighton parish should remain within Minshull
ward. In order to improve electoral equality, we
further proposed that Poole and Worleston parishes
should become part of the revised ward. We agreed
with the Conservative Group and Mr Silvester that
the urban part of Leighton parish should be
combined with the part of Coppenhall ward to the
west of the London to Glasgow railway line and to
the north of Bradfield Road in a new Leighton
ward. However, in order to further improve
electoral equality we proposed that the new
Leighton ward should include all properties on
Bradfield Road. In relation to Maw Green ward,
we agreed with the Liberal Democrat and
Conservative Groups and Mr Silvester that the
ward should expand northwards to include part of
Coppenhall ward, rather than southwards to
include part of Delamere ward, except for a minor
boundary amendment to include Rosedale Manor
in Maw Green ward.
We agreed with the Borough Council that St
Barnabas ward should be retained, expanding to
include the area north and west of Queen’s Park
from Queen’s Park ward, together with the
Leighton Park area (polling district CA1) from
Coppenhall ward. We also proposed to retain the
current Grosvenor ward. We were persuaded,
however, by the Conservative Group that the
northern part of the ward shares a greater affinity
with the Coppenhall area than with the remainder
of Grosvenor ward, and proposed that the northern
boundary for the ward should be to the rear of the
properties on Badger Avenue, the centre of
Underwood Lane and Leighton Brook. We
proposed a new two-member Crewe Town ward
comprising the current Delamere ward less those
parts transferred to Maw Green and Valley wards,
with the addition of Flag Lane (to the north of the
Crewe to Chester railway line), Holt Street, Mavor
Court, part of Richard Moon Street and the area
bounded by Badger Avenue, West Street and the
rear of Rigg Street from Grosvenor ward. The
revised Coppenhall ward would consist of the
current ward south of Bradfield Road less the
Leighton Park estate but with the addition of the
area north of Leighton Brook and Badger Avenue.
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At Stage Three, the Conservative Group
supported our draft recommendations while
Church Minshull Parish Council supported our
draft recommendation for a revised Minshull ward.
The Borough Council supported our draft
recommendations subject to some minor
amendments. It argued that the proposed
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boundary between Leighton ward and Minshull
ward would cut across an anticipated development
in the area, and that therefore the boundary of the
new Leighton ward should move westwards to the
centre of Moss Lane. The Borough Council and the
Liberal Democrat Group proposed that the whole
of Coronation Street form part of Crewe Town
ward rather than be divided between Maw Green
and Crewe Town wards, although the Liberal
Democrat Group recognised the difficulty in
establishing a sustainable boundary in this
location. The Borough Council also proposed that
St Barnabas Church and Vicarage be transferred
from Grosvenor ward to St Barnabas ward. The
Liberal Democrat Group agreed that the church
and vicarage are isolated from the rest of Grosvenor
ward, and proposed that they be transferred to St
Barnabas ward along with the Adtranz site. The
Liberal Democrats also proposed that St Barnabas
ward be renamed Ashbank ward to avoid the use of
ecclesiastical titles for wards, and that the Delamere
ward title be retained as opposed to it being
renamed Crewe Town. In order to reflect
community identities, they proposed that Holt
Street, together with the south side of Richard
Moon Street, be retained in Grosvenor ward.
A local resident welcomed the proposal for a
new Leighton ward, but commented on the
detailed ward boundaries. He supported the
Borough Council’s proposal to transfer an area east
of Moss Lane to Leighton ward, but proposed two
further amendments. Currently, it is proposed that
the Rolls Royce Sports Ground be divided between
the proposed St Barnabas and Leighton wards,
following the Leighton parish boundary. He
pointed out that this area is subject to outline
planning permission for new houses, and therefore
to avoid the area being divided between wards it
should form part of Leighton ward.
He argued that the inclusion of these two
developments in Leighton ward meant that there
was a good case, both in electoral equality and
community identity terms, for the south side of
Bradfield Road to form part of Coppenhall ward.
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Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations, subject to some minor
modifications. In relation to Leighton ward, we
agree with the Borough Council, the Liberal
Democrat Group and a local resident that the
boundary with Minshull ward should be modified
to reflect proposed development and that the
boundary of Leighton ward should be Moss Lane.
We also agree with the local resident’s proposal to
modify the boundary between the proposed St
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Barnabas and Leighton wards so that the whole of
the Rolls Royce Sports Ground would form part of
Leighton ward, on the basis that the land may be
developed in future. We do not consider, however,
that we should modify our draft recommendations
to unite Bradfield Road in Leighton ward. We
consider that while the southern side of Bradfield
Road undoubtedly has community ties with
Coppenhall ward, that the impact of not making
such a change would have a detrimental effect on
electoral equality in the proposed Leighton ward.
Although the level of equality is expected to
improve over time, uncertainty in relation to when
new developments will be completed leads us to be
cautious in this instance.
We consider there is a case for transfering St
Barnabas Church and Vicarage to St Barnabas
ward as proposed by the Borough Council and the
Liberal Democrats as it is relatively isolated from
the remainder of Grosvenor ward, and such a
change will affect only one elector. We consider
that the new boundary should be to the rear of
properties in this instance, bearing in mind the
number of developments planned in the area. We
are content that the St Barnabas ward name be
retained as it is well established locally. We have not
been persuaded to modify the boundary between
Maw Green and Crewe Town wards in the vicinity
of Coronation Street, as we consider that the
alternative would provide a less clearly identifiable
boundary. We do consider, however, that there is
merit in the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposal to
retain the Delamere ward name as the new ward is
broadly similar to the existing Delamere ward, and
our proposed ward name of Crewe Town may
cause confusion. In addition, we consider that the
Liberal Democrats’ proposal to retain the whole of
Richard Moon Street and Holt Street in Grosvenor
ward would represent a better balance between
the need for electoral equality and the statutory
criteria and put it forward as part of our final
recommendations.
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Under these proposals, St Barnabas, Grosvenor,
and Delamere wards would have 3 per cent, 8 per
cent and 7 per cent more electors per councillor
than
the
borough
average
respectively
(approximately equal to, 6 per cent more and 4 per
cent more than average by 2002). Maw Green,
Leighton, Minshull and Coppenhall wards would
have 6 per cent, 12 per cent, 5 per cent and 5 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average respectively (9 per cent, 6 per cent, 6 per
cent fewer than average and approximately equal to
the average by 2002). We consider that these
proposals strike the best balance between electoral
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equality and the statutory criteria in this area. Our
final recommendations are detailed in Figures 1
and 4 and illustrated on Map A6 at Appendix A
and on the large map at the back of the report.

Nantwich
Barony Weaver, Wellington and
Willaston West wards
The town of Nantwich is currently divided
between three wards – Barony Weaver ward,
represented by three councillors, and Wellington
and Willaston West wards, each represented by two
councillors. Currently, Barony Weaver and
Willaston West wards have 10 per cent and 7 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than average,
while Wellington ward has 8 per cent more electors
per councillor than average. Electoral equality is
projected to improve in all three wards over the
period to 2002.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council and Liberal
Democrat Group proposed only minor
modifications to existing ward boundaries. The
Conservative Group proposed no change. Mr
Silvester also proposed minor changes to
Wellington and Willaston West wards, but argued
that Barony Weaver ward should be divided into
two new wards. Nantwich Town Council also
proposed minor modifications: proposing that
Millstone Lane and South Crofts should form part
of Barony Weaver ward; that the parts of
Shrewbridge Road, Mill Street and Barker Street in
Barony Weaver ward should form part of
Wellington ward; and that Rookery Close, Rigby’s
Row, the Bowling Green development, Hospital
Street and Spring Gardens should be transferred
from Wellington ward to Birchin (formerly
Willaston West) ward. It also suggested that the
Cronkinson Farm development in Stapeley parish
should form part of Nantwich.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
decided to largely endorse Nantwich Town
Council’s proposals. Its proposals would unite
Shrewbridge Road, Barker Street, Mill Street and
Millstone Lane within one ward rather than
dividing them between wards as at present, and
would also utilise the strong physical boundary of
the River Weaver. We were unable as part of this
review to alter the Town Council’s boundaries with
Stapeley parish, as this issue can only be considered
as part of a future parishing review. However, we
did consider that the Cronkinson Farm development,
once complete, would have a greater similarity with

77

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

Nantwich than the essentially rural Stapeley parish,
and that consideration needed to be given to
whether this development should form part of
Nantwich rather than Stapeley. In addition, we did
not propose to unite the whole of Hospital Street
in Birchin ward, as we were unable to find a
suitable boundary in this area. These proposals
provided three wards – Barony Weaver, Birchin and
Wellington – with electoral variances of no more
than 8 per cent from the average in 1997 and 7 per
cent by 2002.
At Stage Three, our draft recommendations
drew the support of the Borough Council, the
Conservative Group and Nantwich Town Council,
and were accepted by the Liberal Democrat Group.
At its meeting on 6 April, Nantwich Town Council
resolved “that the recommendations be noted with
satisfaction for the current situation and also the
positive comment concerning the future
development in the contiguous parish of Stapeley
relative to Cronkinson Oak”. Accordingly, 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. This proposal is detailed in Figures 1 and 4
and illustrated on Map A2 at Appendix A.
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The rural wards
Wybunbury, Weston Park and
Haslington wards
Wybunbury, Weston Park and Haslington wards
cover a large rural area south-east of Crewe town.
Haslington ward contains the parishes of
Haslington, Crewe Green and Barthomley and is
significantly under-represented, with 24 per cent
more electors per councillor than the borough
average (21 per cent by 2002). Weston Park and
Wybunbury wards currently have equal to and 4
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
borough average respectively. Imbalances are
expected to increase for both wards over the next
five years, so that Weston Park would have 4 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average, and Wybunbury ward would have 10 per
cent more than average, due largely to the
proposed development in Stapeley parish.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
that Haslington ward should continue to be
represented by three councillors, but should be
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reduced to consist only of Haslington Village and
Winterley wards of Haslington parish. It argued
that the remainder of the current ward should join
with Weston and Basford parishes of Weston Park
ward in a new Englesea ward. It proposed that the
remainder of Weston Park ward be combined with
the part of Wybunbury ward east of Nantwich, the
River Weaver and Birchall Brook in a new twomember Wybunbury ward. The Liberal Democrat
Group agreed with the Borough Council’s
proposals for Haslington and Englesea wards
subject to renaming the latter Weston Park. It
argued that the rest of Weston Park and
Wybunbury wards should be divided between
Bridgemere, Shavington & Wybunbury and
Stapeley wards. Mr Silvester agreed with the
Liberal Democrat Group, subject to some changes
to ward names, and reconfigured Stapeley ward.
The Conservative Group proposed combining
Winterley and Oakhanger wards of Haslington
parish in a new Winterley ward, with the rest of
Haslington parish being combined with Crewe
Green and Barthomley parishes in a revised
Haslington ward. Weston Park and Wybunbury
wards would be slightly modified, and Stapeley
parish would be combined with Willaston parish in
a new Cheerbrook ward.
In our draft recommendations, we considered
that the statutory criteria would best be met by
retaining three councillors for Haslington ward,
while reducing it to contain only Haslington Village
and Winterley wards of Haslington parish, as
proposed by the Borough Council. The remainder
of the current ward (Oakhanger ward of Haslington
parish, Crewe Green and Barthomley parishes)
would merge with Weston and Basford parishes
from Weston Park ward to form a new singlemember Englesea ward. We also supported the
Borough Council’s proposal for a revised
Wybunbury ward which would unite the joint
parishes of Hough & Chorlton, Hatherton &
Walgherton, Stapeley & District and Doddington &
District and combine rural communities abutting
the A51 and A52 trunk roads. We considered that
we should not recommend a warding structure for
this area which would rely on the new development
of Cronkinson Farm in Stapeley parish to have a
sufficient electorate as there was some demand
locally for parish boundaries to be reconsidered in
this area. Under this recommendation, Haslington,
Englesea and Wybunbury wards would have 8 per
cent more, 6 per cent more and approximately equal
to the average number of electors per councillor
respectively (6 per cent, 3 per cent and 13 per cent
more than average by 2002).
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendations
drew the support of the Borough Council and the
Conservative Group, and were accepted by the
Liberal Democrat Group. No other comments
were received. Accordingly, having given careful
consideration to the warding arrangements for this
area, we have decided to confirm our draft
recommendations as final. This proposal is detailed
in Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on Map 2 and
Map A5 at Appendix A.
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Shavington, Wistaston and Willaston
East wards
The wards of Shavington, Wistaston and
Willaston East cover an area to the south and west
of Crewe, and consist of Shavington cum Gresty,
Rope and Willaston parishes and part of Wistaston
parish. Willaston East ward (which comprises
Willaston parish) and Shavington ward (which
comprises Shavington cum Gresty and Rope
parishes) are significantly under-represented with
48 per cent and 25 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average respectively,
while Wistaston ward has 6 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the borough average.

83

Wybunbury parish. It proposed that the remainder
of the current ward be combined with Willaston
parish in a new Rope Hall ward, while Wistaston
ward would cover the village of Wistaston. Mr
Silvester supported the Liberal Democrat Group’s
proposals except for its proposed ward names,
while Shavington cum Gresty Parish Council
opposed any change.
In our draft recommendations report, we
recognised the significant challenge this area
presented, particularly in view of the substantial
imbalances in Willaston East and Shavington
wards. We considered that Shavington village is a
distinct community which would benefit from
separate representation, and also that Rope has a
greater affinity with Wistaston village to its north
than Willaston village to its west. We also
considered that it was preferable for part of
Willaston to be combined with Wistaston, as those
areas form a virtually continuous urban area, rather
than with either Stapeley or Rope parishes. On this
basis, we put forward the Borough Council’s
proposals for this area as our draft
recommendation.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council and the
Conservative Group supported our draft
recommendations, while the Liberal Democrat
Group accepted them, subject to St Mary’s ward
being renamed Wistaston Church or Wistaston
Church and Willaston North ward. Mr Silvester
reiterated his original proposal arguing that the
northern part of Shavington cum Gresty parish has
no community identity with Crewe and should be
combined with surrounding parished areas if it is to
be removed from Shavington ward. Shavington
cum Gresty Parish Council surveyed residents of
the northern part of the parish, and found 32
residents opposed change while five were in favour.
On this basis, it reiterated its opposition to being
divided between borough wards and to our draft
recommendation to combine part of the parish
with part of Crewe.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
to reduce the level of electoral inequality in
Shavington ward by transferring the part of
Shavington cum Gresty parish to the north of the
Crewe to Nantwich railway line to the adjacent
Alexandra ward, and combining Rope parish with
the southern part of Wistaston parish to form a
new Wells Green ward. To improve electoral
equality in Willaston East ward, the Council
proposed that the new Willaston ward should be
confined to the main part of the village, with the
northern part of the village being combined with
the northern part of Wistaston village to form a
new St Mary’s ward.
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At Stage One, the Conservative Group also
proposed that a revised Shavington ward should
centre on the southern part of Shavington cum
Gresty parish. However, it proposed that the
northern part of the parish, together with Rope
parish and the southern part of Wistaston parish,
should form a new Berkeley ward. A revised
Wistaston ward would cover the rest of Wistaston
Village, while Willaston and Stapeley parishes would
be combined to form a new Cheerbrook ward.
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The Liberal Democrat Group proposed a new
Shavington & Wybunbury ward, consisting the
southern part of Shavington cum Gresty parish and
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Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we have given further consideration
to our draft recommendations. As outlined above,
we remain of the view that the northern part of
Shavington cum Gresty parish has a greater affinity
with urban areas to its north and west than the rest
of the parish to the south. Our proposals provide a
reasonable level of electoral equality and have the
support or acceptance of all three political groups
on the Borough Council, and have not been
opposed by the other three parish councils in the
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area – Rope, Wistaston and Willaston. Further, we
remain of the view that linking Rope parish with
part of Wistaston parish, and part of Wistaston
parish with Willaston parish in borough wards
would provide the best balance between the
statutory criteria and the need to secure electoral
equality in the area. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations as final. These
proposals would provide the new Shavington,
Wells Green, St Mary’s and Willaston wards with
10 per cent, 2 per cent, 10 per cent and 12 per cent
more electors per councillor than the borough
average respectively (7 per cent, 2 per cent, 5 per
cent and 8 per cent more than average by 2002).

Combermere and Audlem wards

Newhall parishes), together with Hankelow parish
from the adjacent Wybunbury ward. We considered
that these areas, and in particular Hankelow and
Buerton parishes, have considerable affinity with
Audlem, and that the alternative of linking Buerton
with parishes to its north would link areas with no
direct road access and little affinity.
At Stage Three, the Borough Council and
Conservative Group supported our draft
recommendations, while the Liberal Democrat
Group accepted them. Dodcott cum Wilkesley
Parish Council opposed our draft recommendations
and reiterated its Stage One proposal for no change
to the current Combermere ward.
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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. The revised
Audlem ward would have 1 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the borough average (4 per cent
fewer than average by 2002). We have therefore
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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Audlem ward consists of the large village of
Audlem together with Buerton parish, while
Combermere ward contains the six parishes
of Baddiley, Baddington, Broomhall, Dodcott
cum Wilkesley, Newhall and Sound. The current
single-member Audlem ward is significantly underrepresented, with 31 per cent more electors
per councillor than the borough average, while
the single-member Combermere ward has 2
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
borough average.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
that Audlem ward be expanded to include the
southern part of the current Combermere ward
(Dodcott cum Wilkesley and Newhall parishes),
together with Hankelow parish from Wybunbury
ward and be represented by two councillors.
Baddington, Broomhall and Sound parishes would
transfer from Combermere ward to a revised Acton
ward, while Baddiley parish would join a revised
Wrenbury ward. The Liberal Democrat Group,
Conservative Group and Mr Silvester proposed
that Audlem ward consist of Audlem parish only
and continue to be represented by one councillor,
with Buerton parish joining a ward to its north.
The Conservative Group proposed that
Combermere ward also be retained, while the
Liberal Democrat Group proposed that Burland
parish join Combermere ward and that Baddiley
parish join Wrenbury ward. Mr Silvester proposed
a new Newhall ward comprising Combermere
ward less Baddiley parish, together with Coole
Pilate and Hankelow parishes.

Peckforton and Wrenbury wards
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In our draft recommendations report, we
adopted the Borough Council’s proposal for a new
two-member Audlem ward by combining the
current ward with the southern parishes of
Combermere ward (Dodcott cum Wilkesley and

The wards of Peckforton and Wrenbury are
situated in the west of the borough. Peckforton
ward is currently represented by one councillor, and
has 12 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the borough average (13 per cent by 2002).
Wrenbury ward is represented by one councillor,
and currently has 2 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average (approximately
equal to the average by 2002).
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At Stage One, the Borough Council and the
Liberal Democrat Group proposed that
Cholmondeley and Chorley parishes be transferred
from Wrenbury ward to Peckforton ward, and that
Baddiley parish be transferred from Combermere
ward to Wrenbury ward. The Conservative Group
proposed that only Cholmondeley parish be
transferred to Peckforton ward. Mr Silvester
proposed that Chorley parish be transferred from
Wrenbury ward and that Acton and Peckforton
wards be divided between two new wards of
Burland and Spurstow.
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At draft recommendation stage, we were not
persuaded of the case for radical change. We noted
the support by both the Liberal Democrat Group
and Borough Council for the transfer of Baddiley
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parish to Wrenbury ward and the joint parishes of
Chorley and Cholmondeley to Peckforton ward.
We noted that such a proposal would achieve a
reasonable level of electoral equality and put it
forward as our draft recommendation.
At Stage Three, the Borough Council and
Conservative Group supported our draft
recommendations, while the Liberal Democrat
Group accepted them. No other comments 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. The resultant single-member Peckforton and
Wrenbury wards would have 1 per cent more and 1
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
borough average (1 per cent and 2 per cent fewer
than average by 2002). These proposals are detailed
in Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on Map 2.

98

Acton and Bunbury wards
The current Bunbury ward comprises
Alpraham, Bunbury, Calveley and Wardle parishes
and has some 12 per cent more electors
per councillor than the borough average. Acton
ward, to its south and east, comprises Acton,
Burland, Edleston, Henhull, Hurleston, Poole,
Stoke and Worleston parishes, and currently has 17
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
borough average.
At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
that Acton ward expand southwards to include
parts of Combermere and Wybunbury wards, and
that Stoke, Poole and Worleston parishes join
Minshull ward. It also proposed that Wardle parish
be transferred from Bunbury ward to Minshull
ward. The Liberal Democrat Group supported the
Borough Council’s proposal for Bunbury ward, but
proposed a new Poole ward combining parts of
Acton and Minshull wards together with Wardle
parish. The Conservative Group proposed that
Wardle and Calveley parishes be transferred from
Bunbury ward to Acton and Minshull wards
respectively. Mr Silvester supported the
Conservative Group’s Bunbury ward, but proposed
that Acton ward and the remainder of the existing
Bunbury ward be divided between Burland,
Minshull and Spurstow wards. Councillor Beech
argued that the three parishes of Aston juxta
Mondrum, Poole and Worleston should be
combined within one ward, while Stoke &
Hurleston Parish Council requested no change.
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendations
drew the support of the Borough Council and
Conservative Group and were accepted by the
Liberal Democrat Group. Stoke & Hurleston
Parish Council had no objection to our draft
recommendation as it would retain both parishes in
one ward. Burland Parish Council opposed our
draft recommendations, preferring that the current
Acton ward be largely retained.
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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. These proposals are detailed in Figures 1 and 4,
and illustrated on Map 2.
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To improve electoral equality in Acton ward
and in view of our recommendation for an enlarged
Audlem ward, in our draft recommendations we
concurred with the Borough Council that
Austerson, Baddington, Coole Pilate and Sound
parishes be transferred from Wybunbury and
Combermere wards to Acton ward. Also, as
outlined above, we proposed to unite Worleston &
District Parish Council in a revised Minshull ward.
We were not, however, persuaded of the need for
change to Bunbury ward, and proposed that Stoke
parish remain in Acton ward.
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Electoral Cycle
In our draft recommendations report, we
proposed that the present system of elections by
thirds in Crewe & Nantwich be retained. At Stage
Three, the Borough Council, Conservative Group
and Liberal Democrat Group 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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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)

there should be a decrease in council size from
57 to 56;

(b)

there should be 27 wards, one more than at
present;

(c)

the boundaries of 24 of the existing wards
should be modified;

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

(d)

borough average from 16 to two with a further
reduction to one by 2002. Under these proposals,
the average number of electors per councillor
would increase from 1,442 to 1,467. We conclude
that our recommendations would best meet the
need for electoral equality, having regard to the
statutory criteria.

elections should continue to take place by
thirds.

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 St John’s and Wistaston
Green wards and Alexandra ward should be
realigned so that all properties on Nantwich
Road form part of Alexandra ward, and the area
east of Mill Street should remain in St John’s
ward;

(b)

Leighton ward should be expanded westwards
to Moss Lane and southwards to include the
whole of the Rolls Royce Sports Ground;

(c)

Crewe Town ward should be renamed
Delamere ward, and the south side of Richard
Moon Street and the whole of Holt Street
should be retained as part of a revised
Grosvenor ward;

(d)

Final Recommendation
Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council
should comprise 56 councillors serving 27
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 elections by thirds.

Parish and Town Council
Electoral Arrangements

minor changes should be made to the
boundaries between the proposed Wistaston
Green and St John’s wards, and between the
proposed St Barnabas and Grosvenor wards.

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 consequential warding
arrangements for Nantwich Town Council,
Minshull & District, Willaston, Wistaston and
Shavington cum Gresty parish councils.
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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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As Figure 3 shows, our recommendations
would reduce the number of wards with electoral
variances of more than 10 per cent from the
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Figure 3:

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1997 electorate
Current
arrangements

2002 projected electorate

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

57

56

57

56

Number of wards

26

27

26

27

1,442

1,467

1,475

1,502

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

16

2

19

1

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

7

0

8

0

Average number of electors
per councillor
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Wybunbury Parish Council argued that the
population of the parish has risen due to the
construction of 100 new dwellings in the parish,
and that it should have a further parish councillor
to deal with this. We decided to propose this as part
of our draft recommendations. At Stage Three, we
received no comments on the proposal. We have
concluded that the draft recommendation should
be confirmed as final.
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to the south, represented by 10 parish councillors. In
our draft recommendations report, we endorsed Mr
Silvester’s approach, and proposed that the two
wards be named Gresty Brook and Shavington
Village respectively. At Stage Three, Shavington cum
Gresty Parish Council reiterated its opposition to
warding of the parish. In view of our decision to
confirm our draft recommendation at borough ward
level, we have decided to confirm our draft
recommendation on warding of the parish as final.

Final Recommendation

Final Recommendation

Wybunbury Parish Council should comprise
nine councillors, instead of eight as at
present.
In our draft recommendations report, as a
consequence of our draft recommendations for the
towns of Nantwich, we proposed that Nantwich
Town Council’s warding arrangements should be
altered to reflect the new borough ward
boundaries. We proposed that Willaston parish
ward be renamed Birchin, and that Birchin and
Wellington parish wards be made coterminous
with the borough wards of the same name. Barony
and Weaver wards of the Town Council should
together form the revised Barony Weaver borough
ward. At Stage Three, Nantwich Town Council
supported our recommendations. No other
comments were received. We have decided to
confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Shavington cum Gresty Parish Council
should continue to comprise 12 parish
councillors. Two parish wards should be
created in order to reflect the proposed
borough wards. Gresty Brook ward should
be represented by two councillors, and
Shavington Village ward by 10 councillors.
This proposed boundary between the wards
is illustrated on the large map at the back of
the report.
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Final Recommendation
Nantwich Town Council should continue to
comprise 12 councillors. Willaston parish
ward should be renamed Birchin, and
Wellington and Birchin parish wards should
be modified to reflect the proposed borough
wards. Barony and Weaver parish wards
should together reflect the revised Barony
Weaver borough ward. Each ward should be
represented by three councillors. This
proposal is illustrated on Map A2 at
Appendix A.

In our draft recommendations, we also
recommended that there should be revised warding
arrangements for Wistaston parish to reflect
changes at borough warding level. We proposed
that the new Wells Green, St Mary’s and Wistaston
Green parish wards should reflect the parts
of Wistaston parish contained within the borough
wards of Wells Green, St Mary’s and Wistaston
Green respectively. We received no comments
on this recommendation at Stage Three, and
have
decided
to
confirm
our
draft
recommendations as final.
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Final Recommendation

In our draft recommendations, we proposed
that there should be new warding arrangements for
Shavington cum Gresty parish council to reflect the
proposed borough wards. At Stage One, Shavington
cum Gresty Parish Council opposed warding of the
parish, while Mr Silvester proposed that two wards
be created in the parish – one for the area to the
north of the Crewe to Nantwich railway line,
represented by two parish councillors; and the other

Wistaston Parish Council should continue to
comprise 15 councillors. The parish council
wards of Wells Green, Wistaston Green and
St Mary’s should be altered so that they
reflect that part of the parish within the new
borough wards of the same name, and
should be represented by three, five and
seven parish councillors respectively. These
proposals are illustrated on Maps A3 and A4
at Appendix A and on the large map at the
back of the report.
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As part of our draft recommendations, we
proposed that Willaston parish be divided between
two borough wards. A new Willaston ward would
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contain the main part of the village, while St
Mary’s ward would contain the northern part of
the parish in addition to part of Wistaston parish.
We therefore proposed that parish wards be formed
to reflect new borough wards. We received no
comments on this recommendation at Stage Three,
and have decided to confirm our draft
recommendations as final.

Final Recommendation
Willaston Parish Council should continue to
comprise 12 parish councillors. The parish
should be divided into two new wards,
Willaston Village and Willaston North,
represented by nine and three councillors
respectively. Willaston Village ward should
reflect the proposed borough ward of
Willaston, while Willaston North ward
should reflect that part of Willaston parish in
St Mary’s borough ward. This proposal is
illustrated on Map A3 at Appendix A.

electoral arrangements of the parish council will
need to be considered further as part of a future
parishing review. In the short term, however, we
consider that there is merit in Leighton parish
having better representation on the parish council
to reflect its increased population, but we consider
this should not be to the detriment of the other
parishes making up the joint parish council. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendation as final, subject to a minor
alteration to the boundary between Leighton
Urban and Leighton Rural wards reflecting our
final recommendation at borough level.

Final Recommendation

At Stage One, we received, as part of the
Borough Council’s own consultation exercise, a
representation from Minshull Vernon & District
Parish Council requesting a change to the number
and distribution of parish councillors for the joint
parish council. It argued that in view of the
significant level of development in Leighton parish,
it would be preferable to increase the number of
parish councillors from 13 to 22 rather than
redistributing the existing members. Woolstanwood
parish would have four councillors, instead of three;
Minshull Vernon parish would retain seven
councillors; while Leighton parish would be divided
between a Rural parish ward and an Urban parish
ward which would have eight and three councillors
respectively (instead of a total of three for the
whole parish).

Minshull Vernon & District Parish Council
should comprise 22 councillors, rather than
13 as at present. Woolstanwood parish
should be represented by four parish
councillors, Minshull Vernon parish by
seven parish councillors, Leighton Urban
parish ward by eight parish councillors and
Leighton Rural parish ward by three
parish councillors. The boundary between
Leighton Urban and Leighton Rural parish
wards should reflect the proposed borough
ward boundary between Minshull and
Leighton wards. This proposal is illustrated
on the large map at the back of the report.
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At Stage Three, we received one representation
from a local resident opposed to a significant increase
in the number of parish councillors for Minshull
Vernon & District Parish Council. He argued that
Leighton parish could run as a parish council in its
own right with nine councillors, enabling Minshull
Vernon to join with Church Minshull in a joint parish
council, while Woolstanwood could join Worleston
& District Parish Council.

116

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.

We consider that the significant degree of
change in the area has changed the nature of the
joint parish council so that it now combines rural
and urban areas, and that the boundaries and
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Map 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Crewe & Nantwich
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Figure 4:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Crewe & Nantwich
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

Acton

1

1,491

1,491

2

1,513

1,513

1

2

Alexandra
(in Crewe)

3

4,307

1,436

-2

4,248

1,416

-6

3

Audlem

2

2,891

1,446

-1

2,884

1,442

-4

4

Barony Weaver
(in Nantwich)

3

4,036

1,345

-8

4,453

1,484

-1

5

Birchin
(in Nantwich)

2

2,845

1,423

-3

3,007

1,504

0

6

Bunbury

1

1,611

1,611

10

1,654

1,654

10

7

Coppenhall
(in Crewe)

2

2,790

1,395

-5

3,004

1,502

0

8

Delamere
(in Crewe)

2

3,132

1,566

7

3,111

1,556

4

9

Englesea

1

1,556

1,556

6

1,542

1,542

3

10 Grosvenor
(in Crewe)

2

3,161

1,581

8

3,174

1,587

6

11 Haslington

3

4,739

1,580

8

4,759

1,586

6

12 Leighton

3

3,874

1,291

-12

4,249

1,416

-6

13 Maw Green
(in Crewe)

3

4,157

1,386

-6

4,108

1,369

-9

14 Minshull

1

1,393

1,393

-5

1,416

1,416

-6

15 Peckforton

1

1,476

1,476

1

1,484

1,484

-1

16 St Barnabas
(in Crewe)

3

4,513

1,504

3

4,509

1,503

0

17 St John’s
(in Crewe)

3

4,220

1,407

-4

4,209

1,403

-7

18 St Mary’s
(in Wistaston)

2

3,219

1,610

10

3,160

1,580

5

19 Shavington

2

3,223

1,612

10

3,198

1,599

6

continued overleaf

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

27

Figure 4 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Crewe & Nantwich
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
%
%

20 Valley
(in Crewe)

2

2,651

1,326

-10

2,927

1,464

-3

21 Waldron
(in Crewe)

3

4,496

1,499

2

4,506

1,502

0

22 Wellington
(in Nantwich)

2

2,824

1,412

-4

2,801

1,401

-7

23 Wells Green
(in Wistaston)

2

2,987

1,494

2

2,943

1,472

-2

24 Willaston

1

1,637

1,637

12

1,614

1,614

7

25 Wistaston Green

3

4,558

1,519

4

4,774

1,591

6

26 Wrenbury

1

1,460

1,460

-1

1,467

1,467

-2

27 Wybunbury

2

2,925

1,463

0

3,390

1,695

13

Totals

56

82,172

-

-

84,104

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,467

-

-

1,502

-

Source:Electorate figures are based on Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council’s submission.
Notes: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the district. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have been
rounded to the nearest whole number.
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6. NEXT STEPS

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

119

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.

120

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

121

The Secretary of State
Local Government Review
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for Crewe & Nantwich:
Detailed Mapping
The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for the Crewe &
Nantwich area.
Map A1 illustrates, in outline form, the proposed
ward boundaries within the borough and indicates
the areas shown in more detail on Maps A2, A3,
A4, A5, A6 and A7 and the large map inserted at
the back of the report.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed ward boundaries
for Nantwich.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed ward boundary
between the new St Mary’s and Willaston wards,
and the parish ward boundaries for Willaston
parish.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed ward boundary
between the new Wistaston Green and St Mary’s
wards.
Map A5 illustrates Oakhanger ward of Haslington
parish. The northern boundary of this parish ward
would form the boundary between the proposed
Haslington and Englesea wards.
Map A6 illustrates the proposed ward boundary
between the revised Grosvenor and Delamere
wards.
Map A7 illustrates the proposed ward boundary
between the revised Alexandra and St John’s wards.
The large map inserted in the back of the report
illustrates the proposed warding arrangements for
the town of Crewe.
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Map A1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Crewe & Nantwich: Key Map
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Map A2:

Proposed Ward Boundaries for Nantwich

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 A3:

Proposed Boundary Between St Mary’s and Willaston Wards
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Map A4:

Proposed Boundary Between Wistaston Green and St Mary’s Wards
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Map A5:

The Boundaries of Oakhanger Ward of Haslington Parish
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Map A6:

Proposed Ward Boundary Between Grosvenor and Delamere Wards
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Map A7:

Proposed Ward Boundary Between Alexandra and St John’s Wards
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APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for Crewe & Nantwich
(February 1998)
Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

1

Acton

1

Acton ward (part – the parishes of Burland, Hurleston, Stoke,
Henhull, Acton and Edleston); Combermere ward (part – the
parishes of Sound, Baddington and Broomhall); Wybunbury
ward (part – the parishes of Austerson and Coole Pilate)

2

Alexandra
(in Crewe)

3

Alexandra ward; St John’s ward (part); Shavington ward (part –
Shavington cum Gresty parish (part))

3

Audlem

2

Audlem ward (the parishes of Audlem and Buerton);
Combermere ward (part – the parishes of Newhall and Dodcott
cum Wilkesley); Wybunbury ward (part – Hankelow parish)

4

Barony Weaver
(in Nantwich)

3

5

Birchin
(in Nantwich)

2

Willaston West ward (part – Willaston ward (part) of Nantwich
Town Council); Wellington ward (part – Wellington ward (part)
of Nantwich Town Council)

6

Bunbury

1

Unchanged (the parishes of Alpraham, Bunbury, Calveley
and Wardle)

7

Coppenhall
(in Crewe)

2

Coppenhall ward (part); Grosvenor ward (part)

8

Crewe Town
(in Crewe)

2

Delamere ward (part); Grosvenor ward (part)

9

Englesea

1

Weston Park ward (part – the parishes of Basford and Weston);
Haslington ward (part – the parishes of Crewe Green and
Barthomley, and Oakhanger ward of Haslington parish)

10 Grosvenor
(in Crewe)

2

Grosvenor ward (part)

11 Haslington

3

Haslington ward (part – Haslington Village and Winterley
wards of Haslington parish)

Barony Weaver ward (part – Barony ward (part) and Weaver
ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council); Wellington ward (part
– Wellington ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council); Willaston
West ward (part – Willaston ward (part) of Nantwich Town
Council)
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

40

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

12 Leighton

3

Minshull ward (part – Leighton parish (part)); Coppenhall
ward (part)

13 Maw Green
(in Crewe)

3

Maw Green ward; Coppenhall ward (part); Delamere ward (part)

14 Minshull

1

Minshull ward (part – the parishes of Wettenhall,
Cholmondeston, Aston Juxta Mondrum, Church Minshull,
Minshull Vernon and Warmingham and Leighton parish (part));
Acton ward (part – the parishes of Poole and Worleston)

15 Peckforton

1

Peckforton ward (the parishes of Bickerton, Egerton, Bulkeley,
Ridley, Peckforton, Spurstow, Haughton, Brindley and Faddiley);
Wrenbury ward (part – the parishes of Cholmondeley and
Chorley)

16 St Barnabas
(in Crewe)

3

St Barnabas ward (including Woolstanwood parish); Queen’s
Park ward (part); Coppenhall ward (part)

17 St John’s
(in Crewe)

3

Ruskin Park ward (part); St John’s ward (part)

18 St Mary’s
(in Wistaston)

2

Willaston East ward (part – Willaston parish (part)); Wistaston
ward (part – St Mary’s ward and Wells Green ward (part) of
Wistaston parish)

19 Shavington

2

Shavington ward (part – Shavington cum Gresty parish (part))

20 Valley
(in Crewe)

2

St John’s ward (part); Ruskin Park ward (part); Queen’s Park
ward (part); Delamere ward (part)

21 Waldron
(in Crewe)

3

Unchanged

22 Wellington
(in Nantwich)

2

Wellington ward (part – Wellington ward (part) of Nantwich
Town Council); Barony Weaver ward (part – Barony ward (part)
and Weaver ward (part) of Nantwich Town Council)

23 Wells Green

2

Shavington ward (part – Rope parish); Wistaston ward (part –
Wells Green ward (part) of Wistaston parish)

24 Willaston

1

Willaston East ward (part – Willaston parish (part))
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Figure B1(continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

25 Wistaston Green

3

Queen’s Park ward (part – including Wistaston Green ward of
Wistaston parish (part)); Ruskin Park ward (part); Wistaston
ward (part – Wistaston Green ward of Wistaston parish (part))

26 Wrenbury

1

Wrenbury ward (part – the parishes of Norbury, Wirswall,
Marbury cum Quoisley and Wrenbury cum Frith); Combermere
ward (part – Baddiley parish)

27 Wybunbury

2

Wybunbury ward (part – the parishes of Batherton, Stapeley,
Wybunbury, Hough, Walgherton and Hatherton); Weston Park
ward (part – the parishes of Hunsterson, Bridgemere, Checkley
cum Wrinehill, Doddington, Lea, Chorlton and Blakenhall)

Note: The town of Crewe is the only unparished area of the borough.
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Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Crewe & Nantwich
Ward name

42

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

1

Acton

1

1,491

1,491

2

1,513

1,513

1

2

Alexandra
(in Crewe)

3

4,321

1,440

-2

4,262

1,421

-5

3

Audlem

2

2,891

1,446

-2

2,884

1,442

-4

4

Barony Weaver
(in Nantwich)

3

4,036

1,345

-8

4,453

1,484

-1

5

Birchin
(in Nantwich)

2

2,845

1,423

-3

3,007

1,504

0

6

Bunbury

1

1,611

1,611

10

1,654

1,654

10

7

Coppenhall
(in Crewe)

2

2,790

1,395

-5

3,004

1,502

0

8

Crewe Town
(in Crewe)

2

3,187

1,594

9

3,166

1,583

5

9

Englesea

1

1,556

1,556

6

1,542

1,542

3

10 Grosvenor
(in Crewe)

2

3,107

1,554

6

3,120

1,560

4

11 Haslington

3

4,739

1,580

8

4,759

1,586

6

12 Leighton

3

3,862

1,287

-12

4,237

1,412

-6

13 Maw Green
(in Crewe)

3

4,157

1,386

-6

4,108

1,369

-9

14 Minshull

1

1,405

1,405

-4

1,428

1,428

-5

15 Peckforton

1

1,476

1,476

1

1,484

1,484

-1

16 St Barnabas
(in Crewe)

3

4,512

1,504

3

4,508

1,503

0

17 St John’s
(in Crewe)

3

4,171

1,390

-5

4,160

1,387

-8

18 St Mary’s
(in Wistaston)

2

3,219

1,610

10

3,160

1,580

5

19 Shavington

2

3,223

1,612

10

3,198

1,599

7
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Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Crewe & Nantwich
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
%
%

20 Valley
(in Crewe)

2

2,651

1,326

-10

2,927

1,464

-3

21 Waldron
(in Crewe)

3

4,496

1,499

2

4,506

1,502

0

22 Wellington
(in Crewe)

2

2,824

1,412

-4

2,801

1,401

-7

23 Wells Green
(in Wistaston)

2

2,987

1,494

2

2,943

1,472

-2

24 Willaston

1

1,637

1,637

12

1,614

1,614

8

25 Wistaston Green

3

4,593

1,531

4

4,809

1,603

7

26 Wrenbury

1

1,460

1,460

-1

1,467

1,467

-2

27 Wybunbury

2

2,925

1,463

0

3,390

1,695

13

Totals

56

82,172

-

-

84,104

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,467

-

-

1,502

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Crewe & Nantwich 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 Alexandra, Grosvenor, St Barnabas, St John’s and Valley wards have been revised since
the publication of our draft recommendations.
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