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Summary 
 
The Boundary Committee for England is an independent statutory body which 
conducts electoral reviews of local authority areas. The broad purpose of an electoral 
review is to decide on the appropriate electoral arrangements – the number of 
councillors and the names, number and boundaries of wards or divisions – for a 
specific local authority. We are conducting an electoral review of Shropshire to 
ensure that the new unitary authority, which takes on all local government functions 
for the county in May 2009, has new and appropriate electoral arrangements. 
 
The review aims to ensure that the number of voters represented by each unitary 
authority councillor is approximately the same. The Electoral Commission, which is 
the body responsible for implementing our recommendations, directed us to 
undertake this review. 
 
This review is being conducted in four stages: 
 
Stage Stage starts Description 
One 26 February 2008 Submission of proposals to us 
Two 22 April 2008 Our analysis and deliberation 
Three 1 July 2008 Publication of draft recommendations and 

consultation on them 
Four 26 August 2008 Analysis of submissions received and 

formulation of final recommendations 
 
Submissions received 
 
We received 72 representations overall during Stage One, including county-wide 
schemes from the County Council and Bridgnorth District Councillor Murray 
(Albrighton South) both of whose recommendations were based on a council size of 
75. We also received evidence of community identity from parish and town councils 
in the county. However, broadly speaking, these comments were restricted to their 
own immediate area. All submissions can be viewed on our website at 
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk. 
 
Analysis and draft recommendations 
 
Electorate figures 
 
The County Council submitted electorate forecasts for December 2012, a period five 
years on from the December 2007 electoral roll which is the basis for this review. The 
electorate forecasts projected an increase in the electorate of approximately 6% from 
230,935 to 245,730 over this period. We received some comments regarding the 
electorate figures in relation to RAF Cosford in the Albrighton area. The comments 
raised the concern that not all the service personnel and their families may be 
registered to vote in Shropshire. However, the figures were not specifically 
challenged and we are satisfied that they are the most accurate that can be provided 
at this time.  
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Council size 
 
We received two proposals in relation to council size. The County Council proposed 
a council size of 75 and Wem Town Council and County Councillor Mellings (Wem) 
proposed a council size of 96. Wem Town Council and Councillor Mellings did not 
provide any evidence to support a council size of 96. The Council’s proposal was 
broadly endorsed by respondents commenting on council size and took an evidence-
based approach in its rationale for a council size of 75. However, we noted that this 
analysis suggested a council size of 74 rather than 75. Given the analysis provided 
by the County Council, we therefore propose a council size of 74. 
 
General analysis 
 
Having considered the submissions received during Stage One, we have developed 
proposals which are broadly based on those of the County Council. Where we have 
moved away from the County Council’s proposals, we have sought to improve the 
levels of electoral fairness and where practicable, reflect evidence of community 
identity received during Stage One.  
 
Where our proposals have levels of electoral equality that we would not normally be 
inclined to adopt, we have sought to reflect community identities and communication 
links that we consider justify these imbalances. 
 
What happens next? 
 
There will now be a consultation period, during which we encourage comment on our 
draft recommendations on the proposed electoral arrangements for the prospective 
Shropshire unitary authority contained in the report. We take this consultation very 
seriously and it is therefore important that all those interested in the review 
should let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with 
these draft proposals. We will take into account all submissions received by 25 
August 2008. Any received after this date may not be taken into account. 
 
We would particularly welcome local views backed up by demonstrable evidence. We 
will consider all the evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before 
preparing our final recommendations. 
 
Express your views by writing directly to us: 
 
Review Officer      
Shropshire Review 
The Boundary Committee for England 
Trevelyan House 
Great Peter Street 
London SW1P 2HW 
 
reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk 
Tel: 020 7271 0512 
 
The full report is available to download at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk. 
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1 Introduction 
 
1 The Electoral Commission has directed the Boundary Committee to conduct a 
review of the electoral arrangements for the new Shropshire County Council unitary 
authority. The review commenced on 26 February 2008, a day after the Statutory 
Instrument which creates the new council was passed by Parliament1. We wrote to 
the principal local authorities in Shropshire (the county and district councils) together 
with other interested parties, inviting the submission of proposals to us on the 
electoral arrangements for the new council. The submissions we received during the 
initial stage of this review have informed the draft recommendations in this report. We 
are now conducting a full public consultation on those recommendations.  
 
What is an electoral review? 
 
2 The main aim of an electoral review is to try to ensure ‘electoral equality’, which 
means that all councillors in a single authority represent approximately the same 
number of electors. Our objective is to make recommendations that will improve 
electoral equality, while also trying to reflect communities in the area and provide for 
convenient and effective local government.  
 
3 Our three main considerations – equalising the number of electors each 
councillor represents; reflecting community identity; and providing for convenient and 
effective local government – are set out in legislation2

 and our task is to strike the 
best balance between them when making our recommendations. 
 
4 Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for electoral reviews and 
further information on the review process, can be found on our website at 
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.   
 
Why are we conducting a review in Shropshire? 
 
5 In December 2007, the Government approved a bid from Shropshire County 
Council for a unitary council to take over the responsibility for all local government 
services in those areas in Shropshire currently provided by the county and the five 
district councils. A Statutory Instrument was subsequently approved by Parliament on 
25 February 2008, establishing a new Shropshire County unitary authority from 1 
April 2009. The Electoral Commission is obliged, by law, to consider whether an 
electoral review is needed, following such a change in local government. Its view was 
that an electoral review of Shropshire was appropriate before the first elections in 
2009. 
 
How will our recommendations affect you? 
 
6 As the new Shropshire unitary authority will hold its first elections with new 
electoral arrangements, our recommendations will determine how many councillors 
will serve on the new council. They will also decide which electoral division you vote 
in, which other communities are in that division and, in some instances, which parish 
or town council wards you vote in. Your electoral division name may change, as may 
                                            
1 Shropshire (Structural Change) Order 2008 SI no 492. 
2 Section 13(5) of the LGA 1992, as amended by the Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007 Chapter 2 Section 56. 
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the names of parish or town council wards in the area. If you live in a parish, the 
name or boundaries of that parish will not change. 
 
7 It is therefore important that you let us have your comments and views on our 
draft recommendations. We encourage comments from everyone in the community, 
regardless of whether you agree with our draft recommendations or not. Our 
recommendations are evidence based and we would therefore like to stress the 
importance of providing evidence in any comments on our recommendations, rather 
than relying on assertion. We will be accepting comments and views until 25 August 
2008. After this point, we will be formulating our final recommendations which we are 
due to publish in autumn 2008. Details on how to submit proposals can be found on 
page 23 and more information can be found on our website, 
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk. 
 
What is the Boundary Committee for England? 
 
8 The Boundary Committee for England is a statutory committee of the Electoral 
Commission, an independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, 
Elections and Referendums Act 2000. It is responsible for conducting reviews as 
directed by the Electoral Commission or the Secretary of State. 
 
Members of the Committee are: 
 
Max Caller CBE (Chair) 
Jane Earl 
Robin Gray 
Professor Ron Johnston 
Joan Jones CBE 
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL 
Professor Colin Mellors 
 
Director: 
 
Archie Gall 
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2 Analysis and draft recommendations 
 
9 Before finalising our recommendations on the electoral arrangements for the 
new unitary Shropshire Council we invite views on our initial thoughts, expressed in 
these draft recommendations. We welcome comments from anyone, relating to the 
number of councillors, proposed division boundaries, division names, and parish or 
town council electoral arrangements. We will consider all the evidence submitted to 
us during the consultation period before preparing our final recommendations. 
 
10 As described earlier, our prime aim in when recommending new electoral 
arrangements for Shropshire is to achieve a level of electoral fairness – that is, each 
elector’s vote being worth the same as another’s. In doing so we must have regard to 
the Local Government Act 19923, with the need to: 
 
• secure effective and convenient local government 
• reflect the identities and interests of local communities 
• provide for equality of representation 
  
11 Legislation also states that our recommendations are not intended to be based 
solely on the existing number of electors in an area, but also on estimated changes in 
the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over the next five years. 
We must also try to recommend strong, clearly identifiable boundaries for the 
divisions we put forward at the end of the review. 
 
12 In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be 
attainable. There must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep 
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum. We 
therefore strongly recommend that, in formulating proposals for us to consider, local 
authorities and other interested parties should also try to keep variances to a 
minimum, making adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as community identity 
and interests. As mentioned above, we aim to recommend a scheme which provides 
improved electoral fairness over a five-year period. 
 
13 Our recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of the county of 
Shropshire or the external boundaries or names of parish or town councils, or result 
in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that our recommendations will 
have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and house insurance 
premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary constituency 
boundaries, and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any representations 
which are based on these issues. 
 
Submissions received 
 
14 Prior to and during the initial stage of the review, officers from the Committee 
visited the area and met with officers and members on the county’s Implementation 
Executive, which includes representatives from the district and county councils, and 
parish and town councils. We are grateful to all concerned for their co-operation and 
assistance. We received 72 representations during Stage One, including county-wide 

                                            
3 Section 13(5) of the LGA 1992, as amended by the Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007 Chapter 2 Section 56. 
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proposals from the County Council and Bridgnorth District Councillor Murray 
(Albrighton South), all of which may be inspected at both our offices and those of the 
county and district councils. All representations received can also be viewed on our 
website at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk. 
 
Electorate figures 
 
15 As part of this review the County Council, supported by the district councils in 
the county, submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2012, projecting an increase in 
the electorate of approximately 6% from 230,935 to 245,730 over the five-year period 
from 2007 to 2012. 
 
16 During Stage One, we received comments from Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough 
Council regarding the electorate forecasts submitted by the County Council. The 
Borough Council stated that it ‘believes some of the future forecasts of the electorate 
for 2012 are too high’ and ‘that Shrewsbury has been identified as a growth point for 
the West Midlands and this should be a consideration in future projections of 
electoral numbers’. 
 
17 The Borough Council did not provide evidence to support its concerns. 
Furthermore, we note that the electorate forecasts were produced by the County 
Council based not only on existing electorate figures but also on information provided 
by the district and borough councils in the county. This included Shrewsbury & 
Atcham Borough Council. 
 
18 We also received some comments regarding the electorate forecasts submitted 
by the Council in relation to RAF Cosford in the Albrighton area. These respondents 
did not specifically challenge the electorate forecasts or the methodology from which 
they were produced. However, they did raise concerns in relation to the personnel, 
and their families, at RAF Cosford, who may not be currently registered to vote in 
Shropshire and might therefore not be included in the existing or forecast electorate. 
Respondents also mentioned plans for RAF Cosford to expand. County Councillor 
Pate (Albrighton) stated ‘we have between 2,500 and 3,500 extra army personnel 
and their families coming to Cosford from army bases situated in Germany. This will 
be over the next five years or so’. 
 
19 While we acknowledge the impact of additional personnel at RAF Cosford on 
the population of the Albrighton area, under the legislation to which we work we are 
unable to take into consideration individuals who are not registered to vote in 
elections within Shropshire. We are therefore unable to take the concerns regarding 
RAF Cosford into consideration in relation to the electorate forecasts. We are also 
unable to take into consideration developments that will occur beyond the five-year 
forecast period. We are satisfied that the Council have taken account of 
developments due to take place in the period between 2007 and 2012.  
 
20 We recognise that forecasting electorate figures is difficult and, having 
considered the County Council’s figures, accept that they are the best estimates that 
can reasonably be made at this time. We consider the Council has considered all 
known planning applications across the county within the five-year timeframe, and 
are satisfied that, at the start of this review, the electorate figures it has provided 
reflect the growth anticipated over that period. 
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Council size 
 
21 Shropshire County Council presently has 48 members. The five district councils 
in Shropshire range in council size (the term we use to describe the total number of 
councillors elected to any authority) from 29 to 40 members. However, as Shropshire 
unitary authority will be a new council with new responsibilities from those of the 
existing county and district councils, it is necessary to consider the number of 
members required for the new authority to provide convenient and effective local 
government. Furthermore, it is important to consider this in isolation from the existing 
number of county and district councillors in Shropshire, and to consider how the new 
authority will be managed and how it intends to engage with and empower its local 
communities. 
 
22  During Stage One, we received two proposals for council size. Shropshire 
County Council proposed a council size of 75 while County Councillor Mellings 
(Wem) and Wem Town Council proposed a council size of 96. This latter figure was 
proposed in Shropshire County Council’s bid to the Government for a new Unitary 
Authority for Shropshire.  
 
23 Wem Town Council stated that it considered a council size of 96 ‘provides the 
best level of representation for Shropshire – especially given that the total number of 
councillors is reducing [from the number of councillors under the existing two-tier 
structure]’. However, it did not provide any evidence to support this view. 
Furthermore, in developing our proposals for council size, we cannot consider the 
new Unitary Authority’s responsibilities as we would the existing two-tier structure of 
local government in Shropshire. The new Shropshire Council will be a different type 
of local authority with different responsibilities from the existing county and district 
councils in Shropshire which it will replace. 
 
24 Prees Parish Council and Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Councillor Parkhurst 
(Bayston Hill) both opposed the Council’s proposed council size of 75. However, they 
did not propose an alternative council size. 
 
25 Prees Parish Council stated ‘75 [members] would appear to be insufficient’ but 
did not provide any evidence to support its view. Similarly, Councillor Parkhurst 
asserted that a council size of 75 ‘goes against the philosophy and numbers 
indicated in the original unitary bid’. However, he did not provide any evidence to 
support this either. 
 
26 The County Council’s proposed council size was endorsed by Shrewsbury & 
Atcham Borough Council, North Shropshire District Council, Shropshire County 
Council Labour Group and the Shropshire County Labour Party. 
 
27 The County Council’s proposal for a council size of 75 was based on the 
number of councillors it argued would be required to fulfil the various elected member 
functions and roles in the new Unitary Authority. The Implementation Executive – a 
cross-party body comprising both county and district councillors from across 
Shropshire which was established by the Shropshire (Structural Change) Order 2008 
– developed a political management structure for the new Unitary Authority based on 
‘an elected Leader and Cabinet model of government with the Leader heading a 
Cabinet of nine portfolio holders’. 
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28 The Council took an evidence-based approach in its rationale for a council size 
of 75 members and outlined the allocation of members to responsibilities. The 
Council also detailed the respective roles envisaged for different types of councillor 
under the proposed political structure. 
 
29 While supporting a council size of 75, the Council’s submission offered four 
scenarios which could each lead to different total numbers of councillors for the new 
unitary authority, depending on the roles required of councillors. The Council stated 
that the analysis of these four scenarios was undertaken to ‘ascertain likely workload 
and leading roles as part of the new political structure’. 
 
30 Of the four options considered, the Council concluded that an option with ‘no 
doubling of administration lead roles [and] assuming [an] average [of] 10 members 
per scrutiny [panel]’ which would result in a council size of 74, was the preferred 
option of the Implementation Executive.  
 
31 We note that despite the Council’s analysis offering a council size of 74, its 
proposal was instead for a council size of 75. We considered that there was no clear 
evidence or justification demonstrating how the preference for 75 councillors, rather 
than 74, was arrived at. Nevertheless, having accepted the County Council’s 
rationale for a council of around this size, we considered how the proposed size of 75 
would fit with the council’s proposals for divisions in the county. We found that the 
four councillors allocated to the Albrighton and Sheriffhales divisions was one too 
many to achieve a reasonable level of electoral equality. We therefore propose a 
council size of 74, as supported by the evidence in the Council’s submission, and 
reflecting the appropriate number of councillors across the county as a whole. 
 
32 We are satisfied that a council size of 74 members will provide effective and 
convenient local government in the context of the prospective unitary authority’s 
internal political management structure and will facilitate the representational role of 
unitary councillors. However, we welcome further evidence from interested parties on 
council size during Stage Three as part of our draft recommendations.  
 
Electoral fairness 
 
33 As discussed in the introduction of this report, the prime aim of an electoral 
review is to achieve electoral fairness within a local authority. 
 
34 Electoral fairness, in the sense of each elector in a local authority having a vote 
of equal weight when it comes to the election of councillors, is a fundamental 
democratic principle. The Electoral Commission expects the Boundary Committee’s 
recommendations to provide for electoral fairness whilst ensuring that we reflect 
communities in the area, and provide for convenient and effective local government. 
 
35 In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of 
electors per councillor. The county average is calculated by dividing the total 
electorate of the county (230,935 in December 2007 and 245,730 by December 
2012) by the total number of councillors representing them on the council, 74 under 
our draft recommendations. Therefore, the average number of electors per councillor 
under our draft recommendations is 3,121 in 2007 and 3,321 by 2012. 
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36 Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in 11 of 
the 59 divisions will vary by more than 10% from the average across the county by 
2012. Those divisions which vary by more than 10% are discussed in further detail 
below. However, overall, we are satisfied that we have achieved good levels of 
electoral fairness under our draft recommendations for Shropshire.  
 
General analysis 
 
37 Having proposed a council size of 74, we have developed proposals which are 
broadly based on those of the County Council. The Council’s proposals are wholly 
supported by North Shropshire District Council and South Shropshire District Council. 
Bridgnorth District Council only made comments in relation to the Bridgnorth area 
where they supported the Council’s scheme. Similarly, Philip Dunne MP (Ludlow) 
and the Ludlow Constituency Conservative Association supported the Council’s 
scheme in relation to Bridgnorth and South Shropshire. The Liberal Democrat Group 
supported the Council’s scheme in Shrewsbury, North Shropshire and Oswestry. 
However, they proposed modifications to the Council’s scheme in the Bridgnorth and 
South Shropshire area. 
 
38 As mentioned in paragraph 14, we received a county-wide scheme from 
Councillor Murray, and proposed modifications to the Council proposals for the 
Bridgnorth and South Shropshire areas from the Liberal Democrat Group. As with the 
Council’s proposals, these were based on a council size of 75. 
 
39 We note that both Councillor Murray’s and the Liberal Democrat Group’s 
proposals would achieve good electoral equality. However, of the respondents 
proposing county-wide schemes, only the Council provided evidence of community 
identity to support its proposals. Furthermore, the Council’s proposed warding 
arrangements broadly achieved good electoral equality with some exceptions that 
are discussed in the warding arrangements section of this report. We also note that, 
broadly speaking, the Council’s proposals received a degree of support from a 
number of Stage One respondents. 
 
40 The Council cited communication links between the constituent areas of their 
proposed divisions, referred to geographic focal points of respective communities 
and the services and amenities shared by communities. In general, particularly in the 
rural areas of the county, the Council also refrained from splitting parishes between 
divisions. 
 
41 We received good evidence of community identity from numerous parish and 
town councils in the county. In the main, their comments were understandably 
restricted to their own immediate area but some submissions covered a wider area. 
Where possible, we have sought to reflect the evidence of community identity 
received in our draft recommendations. 
 
42 We faced some difficulty in reaching conclusions on division patterns in the rural 
south-western area of the county. In seeking to develop proposals with good 
electoral equality, we found the rural geography restricted our options for division 
arrangements that reflected the communication links between neighbouring areas. 
Furthermore, the acute geographical contours of the county border and the particular 
external boundaries also presented us with some difficulty. Accordingly, in ensuring 
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that our proposed divisions do not compromise the constituent communities, some of 
our proposals would result in variances that we would not normally recommend. 
 
43 Most notably, our proposed Chirbury & Worthen division will have 25% fewer 
electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. We acknowledge this is a 
poorer level of electoral equality than we would normally be inclined to accept, but 
communication links do not exist between Chirbury & Worthen and its neighbouring 
parishes. Furthermore, we have not received evidence to support the area having 
community identity with neighbouring parishes and we therefore consider this division 
to be the best option on which to consult. 
 
44 Our proposals are for a mixed pattern of single-member and multi-member 
divisions across the county. Where practicable, we believe our proposals meet our 
aims of achieving good levels of electoral equality while generally reflecting 
community identities and interests. We have sought to use parish and town council 
areas as the ‘building blocks’ of the proposed county divisions, but in the more urban 
areas of Market Drayton and Oswestry parishes, it has been necessary to propose 
re-warding the town council ward boundaries to align them with our proposed unitary 
authority division boundaries. 
 
45 During Stage Three we welcome further comments on our draft 
recommendations, in particular in relation to our electoral arrangements where we 
did not receive representations other than those from the County Council. We are 
also particularly keen to receive comments in relation to the south west of the county 
where we faced difficulty recommending a scheme that would reflect community 
identity and secure a good level of electoral equality.  
 
Electoral arrangements 
 
46 This section of the report details the submissions received, our consideration on 
them, and our draft recommendations for each area of Shropshire. The following 
areas are considered in turn: 
 
• Northern Shropshire (pages 10-13) 
• Shrewsbury town and central Shropshire (pages 13-14) 
• Southern Shropshire (page 14-19) 
 
47 Details of our draft recommendations are set out in Tables C1 on pages 32-37, 
and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.  
 
Northern Shropshire 
 
48 Northern Shropshire broadly comprises the area currently covered by Oswestry 
Borough Council and North Shropshire District Council, north of Shrewsbury town. 
The area is largely characterised by a rural geography with scattered market towns.  
 
49 During Stage One, in addition to proposals from Shropshire County Council and 
Councillor Murray, we received comments from the Liberal Democrat Group and 
North Shropshire who endorsed the Council’s proposals in relation to this area. 
 
50 We also received specific comments in relation to this area from North 
Shropshire Constituency Labour Party, the County Labour Group (in relation to 
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Oswestry), twelve parish councils (five in Oswestry and seven in North Shropshire), 
five councillors (three in Oswestry and two in North Shropshire), and three local 
residents. These submissions can be viewed on our website. 
 
51 As discussed in paragraph 37, we have developed proposals which are broadly 
based on the county-wide scheme of the Council. Their proposed divisions in this 
area would provide good electoral equality with the exception of its proposed 
Oswestry West, Market Drayton South and Market Drayton East divisions. We 
therefore sought to address the poor electoral equality in these divisions. 
 
Oswestry town and its hinterland 
 
52 Under a council size of 74, the County Council’s proposed single-member 
Oswestry West division would have 16% more electors per councillor than the county 
average by 2012. This division would comprise part of Oswestry parish. 
 
53 We considered that in this relatively urban area it was possible to improve this 
electoral variance proposed by the Council. We therefore propose a modification to 
the boundary between the Council’s proposed Oswestry West and Oswestry North 
divisions, resulting in an Oswestry West division with improved electoral equality of 
2% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2012.  
 
54 We also propose a two-member division comprising the Council’s proposed 
Oswestry North, minus the area transferred to Oswestry West, and Oswestry East 
divisions, in order to improve the electoral variances in the Council’s proposed 
Oswestry East division. A two-member Oswestry East division would have 5% more 
electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. These divisions would 
ensure Oswestry parish was contained within two electoral divisions and would 
reflect community identity, while providing good levels of electoral equality.  
 
55 In the Ellesmere area, we propose amending the County Council’s proposals.  
During Stage One, we received opposition and alternative proposals to the Council’s 
proposed St Martins and The Meres divisions. Ellesmere Rural Parish Council 
proposed a single-member division comprising the parishes of Cockshutt, Ellesmere 
Rural, Hordley, Petton and Welshampton & Lyneal. The Parish Council’s proposal 
was supported by Ellesmere Town Council. 
 
56 Ellesmere Rural Parish Council stated that the parishes share a community of 
interest in looking towards the urban centre of Ellesmere town. This was echoed by 
North Shropshire District Councillor McDonald (Ellesmere & Welshampton) and 
Ellesmere Town Council. Councillor McDonald stated that ‘despite the sparsity factor 
the demographic needs for both urban and rural [parishes in Ellesmere] are the 
same’, sharing doctors, dentists, schools and shops. 
 
57 Ellesmere Rural Parish Council’s proposed single-member division would have 
3% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. However, adopting 
this division would have an immediate knock-on effect to the County Council’s 
proposed Ruyton & Baschurch, St Martins and The Meres divisions and 
consequently to our proposed divisions in the surrounding area. 
 
58 We therefore considered a two-member Ellesmere Rural division that would 
avoid a split of Ellesmere Rural parish and reflect the evidence we received of the 
community of interest it shares with Cockshutt, Hordley, Petton and Welshampton & 
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Lyneal parishes. This division would comprise the Council’s proposed St Martins and 
The Meres divisions and would have 10% more electors per councillor than the 
county average by 2012. We therefore propose to adopt this division as part of our 
draft recommendations. 
 
Market Drayton town 
 
59 Under a council size of 74, the Council’s proposed single-member Market 
Drayton South and Market Drayton East divisions would have 13% and 14% more 
electors per councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2012. Market 
Drayton South division would comprise part of Market Drayton parish, while Market 
Drayton East division would comprise part of Market Drayton parish and all of Norton-
in-Hales and Woore parishes. 
 
60 During Stage One, we received opposition and alternative proposals to the 
County Council’s proposed divisions in this area. Market Drayton Town Council, 
Norton in Hales Parish Council, Woore Parish Council and Councillor Murray all 
proposed a single-member rural division comprising the parishes of Adderley, 
Moreton Saye, Norton-in-Hales, Sutton upon Tern and Woore. They also proposed 
three single-member divisions within Market Drayton Parish. 
 
61 A single-member rural division comprising the rural hinterland of Market Drayton 
town would have 10% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2012 
and would reflect the rural geography of this area. Under a council size of 74, the 
area comprising Market Drayton parish would merit three councillors and have 4% 
fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. We acknowledge that 
these divisions would achieve good levels of electoral equality. However, adopting 
these divisions would have an immediate knock-on effect on the County Council’s 
proposed Cheswardine and Prees divisions and consequently to our proposed 
divisions in the surrounding area.  
 
62 In the absence of an evidence-based alternative proposal in this area, we 
explored alternatives that would minimise the knock-on effect. However, we were 
unable to contain the impact of these within the north-eastern area of the county. 
 
63 We considered a modification to the boundary between the County Council’s 
Market Drayton South and Market Drayton North divisions to improve the electoral 
equality of its proposed Market Drayton South division, which would have 13% more 
electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. However, this would result 
in an arbitrary and unclear boundary which we were not minded to adopt. 
 
64 Our proposals in Market Drayton are therefore broadly based on the County 
Council’s proposed divisions. We propose a two-member Market Drayton West 
division comprising the County Council’s proposed Market Drayton South and Market 
Drayton North divisions. This would result in a Market Drayton West division with 9% 
more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012, an improved level of 
electoral equality than the County Council’s proposed Market Drayton South division 
would have. 
 
65 We propose adopting the County Council’s proposed Market Drayton East 
division without modification. We acknowledge this division will have a level of 
electoral equality that is slightly higher than we would normally be minded to adopt. 
However, in the absence of an evidence-based alternative proposal in this area we 
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are of the view that this is the best option at this time. During Stage Three, we would 
particularly welcome comments on our proposals in Market Drayton town and its 
hinterland.  
 
66 In the remainder of Northern Shropshire, we propose adopting the County 
Council’s proposals without modification. 
 
67 Table C1 (on pages 32-37) provides details of the electoral variances of our 
draft recommendations for divisions in Northern Shropshire. Our draft 
recommendations are shown on Maps 1, 2a and 2b accompanying this report. 
Appendix E also shows our proposals in Whitchurch town. 
 
Shrewsbury town and Central Shropshire 
 
68 Shrewsbury town and Central Shropshire broadly comprises the area currently 
covered by Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Council, south of Oswestry. The area is 
largely characterised by the urban centre of Shrewsbury town and a rural hinterland. 
 
69 During Stage One, in addition to proposals from Shropshire County Council and 
Councillor Murray, we received comments from the Liberal Democrat Group, who 
endorsed the County Council’s proposals in relation to this area. Shrewsbury & 
Atcham Borough Council made general comments in relation to the County Council’s 
county-wide scheme which, broadly speaking, it endorsed. 
 
70 We received specific comments in relation to this area from eight parish 
councils, Shrewsbury Town Centre Residents’ Association, three councillors, and two 
local residents. We also received a number of letters, in relation to the County 
Council’s proposed Longdon division, organised by Pontesbury Parish Council. 
These submissions can be viewed on our website. 
 
71 As discussed in paragraph 37, we have developed proposals which are broadly 
based on the County Council’s proposals. The Council’s proposed divisions in this 
area would provide good electoral equality, with the exception of its proposed 
Bayston Hill division which would be coterminous with Bayston Hill parish. 
 
72 Under a council size of 74, the Council’s proposed single-member Bayston Hill 
division would have 28% more electors per councillor than the county average by 
2012. This division was supported by County Councillor Clarke (Bayston Hill), 
Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Councillor Parkhurst (Bayston Hill) and Bayston Hill 
Parish Council. The County Council, Councillor Clarke and Bayston Hill Parish 
Council all provided some evidence to support a single-member Bayston Hill division 
coterminous with the parish of the same name.  
 
73 Bayston Hill Parish Council stated that the ‘village hall is venue for a wide range 
variety of local clubs and groups and… our shops, primary schools, two churches, 
library, medical centre, dentist and chemist are all centrally located’.  
 
74 We acknowledge the evidence of community identity within Bayston Hill parish 
and the opposition to splitting the parish between two divisions. However, despite the 
level of evidence received, a single-member Bayston Hill division would have a level 
of electoral equality that we would only consider in rare and exceptional 
circumstances. We do not consider the evidence received to be sufficiently strong as 
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to justify a single-member electoral division with such a high variance. Nevertheless, 
we recognised the opposition to splitting the parish between two divisions and looked 
for an alternative solution. 
 
75 We consider that Bayston Hill parish shares good links with the areas of 
Shrewsbury town covered by the Council’s proposed Column and Sutton & Reabrook 
divisions. The number of electors per councillor in a three-member Bayston Hill, 
Column & Sutton division would vary by less than 1% from the county average by 
2012, achieving an excellent level of electoral equality. Given the good 
communication links that exist between the constituent areas of this division, we have 
decided to propose this division as part of our draft recommendations. We welcome 
further comments during this consultation stage. 
 
76 We also propose a minor modification to the boundary between the County 
Council’s proposed Meole division and our proposed Bayston Hill, Column & Sutton 
divisions. This modification does not affect any electors but provides a clearer 
boundary, following the A5112. 
 
77 In the remainder of Shrewsbury town and Central Shropshire, we propose 
adopting the County Council’s proposals without modification which will have good 
levels of electoral equality. 
 
78 We note the number of respondents who made comments during Stage One in 
relation to the Council’s Longdon division. The majority of respondents opposed the 
division on the basis that it was considered to separate the parish ward of Plealey 
from Pontesbury parish. While the proposed Longdon division would include Plealey 
parish ward of Pontesbury, it is not within the Boundary Committee’s remit to alter the 
administrative boundaries of parishes. Plealey parish ward will therefore remain in 
Pontesbury parish under our draft recommendations. 
 
79 Table C1 (on pages 32-37) provides details of the electoral variances of our 
draft recommendations for divisions in Shrewsbury town and Central Shropshire. Our 
draft recommendations are shown on Maps 1, 3, and 4 accompanying this report.  
 
Southern Shropshire 
 
80 Southern Shropshire broadly comprises the areas currently covered by South 
Shropshire and Bridgnorth district councils, south of Shrewsbury town. The area is 
largely rural with scattered urban settlements. 
 
81 During Stage One, in addition to proposals from Shropshire County Council, 
Councillor Murray and the Liberal Democrat Group, we received comments from 
South Shropshire District Council and Bridgnorth District Council in relation to this 
area. Both councils wholly endorsed the County Council’s proposals for the areas 
currently covered by their respective authorities. The Council’s proposals in the area 
were also endorsed by Mr Philip Dunne MP (Ludlow) and the Ludlow Conservatives 
Association. 
 
82 We also received specific comments in relation to this area from 17 parish 
councils (five in South Shropshire and 12 in Bridgnorth), four councillors (Bridgnorth), 
one local organisation (Bridgnorth) and one local resident (South Shropshire). These 
submissions can be viewed on our website. 
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83 As discussed in paragraph 37, we have developed proposals which are broadly 
based on the County Council’s scheme. We also note the support received for the 
Council’s proposals. The County Council’s proposed divisions in this area would 
provide good electoral equality with the exception of its proposed Albrighton, 
Broseley, Bridgnorth South, Bridgnorth Castle, Church Stretton, Chirbury & Worthen 
and Clee electoral divisions. We therefore sought to address the poor electoral 
equality in these divisions. However, due to the rural nature of this part of the county, 
particularly in the south-west and around the Welsh border, we faced some difficulty 
in formulating division arrangements that would reflect the rural geography and 
communication links between the communities in this area. 
 
Bridgnorth town 
  
84 Under a council size of 74, the County Council’s proposed two-member 
Albrighton division would have 25% fewer electors per councillor than the county 
average by 2012. However, the County Council did not provide sufficiently strong 
evidence to justify such a high variance.  
 
85 The County Council’s proposed Albrighton division was supported by Albrighton 
Parish Council and Bridgnorth District Councillor Beechey (Donington & Albrighton 
North). However, neither Albrighton Parish Council nor Councillor Beechey provided 
evidence of community identity to support this. We therefore considered alternatives. 

86 We considered combining the County Council’s proposed Albrighton division 
with the surrounding parishes in the Worfield area, as proposed by Councillor 
Murray. Under our proposed council size of 74, Councillor Murray’s proposed two-
member Albrighton division would have 10% fewer electors per councillor than the 
county average by 2012. However, this would have a knock-on effect in the 
surrounding area where our proposals would achieve good electoral equality. We 
note that Worfield and Rudge Parish Council objected to linking Worfield and Rudge 
parish with the Albrighton area. 

87 We noted that there are poor communication links between these areas. This is 
supported by Councillor Beechey who stated that ‘there is absolutely no common 
community identity between Worfield and Rudge and the Albrighton area. Indeed, in 
order to travel from one to the other, it is necessary to pass through part of 
Staffordshire’. In the absence of demonstrable evidence of community identity or 
apparent linkages, we were not minded to adopt this proposal. 
 
88 We also found that four councillors allocated to the Albrighton and Shifnalls 
divisions was one too many. We therefore considered linking the County Council’s 
proposed Albrighton and Shifnal & Sheriffhales divisions in a three-member division. 
We noted the strong road links between the areas of Albrighton and Shifnal and the 
commonality in looking towards Telford that these areas share. A three-member 
Albrighton, Shifnal & Sheriffhales division would have 11% more electors per 
councillor than the county average by 2012.  
 
89 Given the lack of alternative proposals supported by evidence of community 
identity in the area, we propose adopting this division as part of our draft 
recommendations. Our proposed division would provide strong and clear linkages 
between the constituent areas and, in the absence of alternative proposals supported 
by evidence of community identity, we are content to put it forward for consultation. 
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90 Under a council size of 74, the County Council’s proposed Bridgnorth South and 
Bridgnorth Castle divisions would have 20% and 22% fewer electors per councillor 
respectively by 2012. While we note that the Council’s proposed divisions in this area 
would largely comprise Bridgnorth parish and therefore reflect the community identity 
of the parish, we did not consider there was sufficient evidence of community identity 
to support such a poor level of electoral equality. We therefore considered alternative 
proposals. 
 
91 As with our proposed Albrighton, Shifnal & Sheriffhales division, we considered 
combining areas from Bridgnorth parish with surrounding rural parishes to achieve an 
improved level of electoral equality. 
 
92 We noted that Bridgnorth parish appeared to have good communication links 
with the surrounding parishes of Morville, Quatt Malvern and Eardington and 
therefore considered linking it with them. However, this would have a knock-on effect 
to the division arrangements in the surrounding area where our proposals would 
achieve good electoral equality.  
 
93 We also note that, during Stage One, we received support for the County 
Council’s proposed Alverley and Claverley division, comprising the parishes of 
Alveley, Claverley, Quatt Malvern and Romsley, which we are minded to adopt. This 
division would have a good level of electoral equality of 1% more electors per 
councillor than the county average by 2012. Quatt Malvern Parish Council and 
Alveley Parish Council both broadly supported the division arrangements in this area. 
 
94 We therefore considered combining the Council’s proposed Bridgnorth West 
and Bridgnorth Castle electoral divisions and its proposed Bridgnorth East and 
Bridgenorth South electoral divisions in two two-member divisions, in order to 
improve on the levels of electoral equality.  
 
95 A two-member Bridgnorth West & Tasley division, comprising part of Bridgnorth 
parish and Tasley parish, would have 11% fewer electors per councillor than the 
county average by 2012. A two-member Bridgnorth East & Astley Abbotts division, 
comprising part of Bridgnorth parish and Astley Abbotts parish, would have a 
variance of -13% by 2012. These electoral divisions would ensure Bridgnorth parish 
was contained within two electoral divisions and would therefore reflect the 
community identity of the parish. Our proposed electoral divisions would also partially 
share a boundary coterminous with the River Severn as a strong and clear 
geographic boundary. 
 
96 Given the lack of alternative proposals supported by evidence of community 
identity in the area, we propose adopting this division as part of our draft 
recommendations.  
 
97 Under a council size of 74, the Council’s proposed Broseley division would have 
21% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. The division 
would be coterminous with Broseley parish. We did not consider the Council’s 
proposal to provide sufficient evidence of community identity to justify such a poor 
level of electoral equality. Furthermore, respondents opposed Broseley parish being 
separated from Barrow parish, the latter being part of the Council’s proposed 
neighbouring Much Wenlock division.  
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98 During Stage One, respondents provided evidence of community identity to 
support commonality of interest between the two parishes. We therefore considered 
alternative proposals that would address the poor electoral equality of the County 
Council’s proposed Broseley division and sought to reflect the evidence of 
community identity between the parishes of Broseley and Barrow. 
 
99 We noted the good communication links between Broseley parish and the 
parishes to the west, most notably the parishes of Barrow and Much Wenlock. 
Indeed, the linkages between the parishes of Broseley and Barrow were evidenced 
by Broseley Town Council. The Town Council stated that ‘common transport links run 
through the two parishes with the local bus service being the most obvious example’ 
and cited ‘the Jitties’ (pathways) which link the two parishes. 
 
100 Broseley Town Council and Bridgnorth District Councillor Robinson (Broseley 
East) both proposed a two-member division comprising the parishes of Barrow and 
Broseley. However, a two-member division comprising the parishes of Barrow and 
Broseley would have 30% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 
2012, a level of electoral equality that we would only consider in very exceptional 
circumstances. We were therefore unable to consider this proposal. Accordingly, we 
considered including Broseley parish in the Council’s proposed Much Wenlock 
division in a two-member division. 
 
101 A two-member Much Wenlock division including Broseley parish would have 
13% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. We acknowledge 
this level of electoral equality is slightly higher that we would normally be inclined to 
recommend. However, we consider this to be justified given the links between 
Broseley parish and the parishes to the east and the evidence of community identity 
to support linking the parishes of Broseley and Barrow. We are reasonably safisfied 
that this division will reflect this commonality of community interest while improving 
the electoral equality that the Council’s proposed Broseley division would have. We 
therefore propose adopting this division as part of our draft recommendations. 
 
South West Shropshire 
 
102 Under a council size of 74, the Council’s proposed Church Stretton and 
Chirbury & Worthen divisions would have 16% more and 25% fewer electors per 
councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2012. We therefore sought to 
address the poor levels of electoral equality these divisions would have. 
 
103  In developing alternative proposals we found the geography of this part of the 
county restricted our options for division arrangements that would reflect the 
communication links between neighbouring areas. Furthermore, the acute contours 
of the county border and its proximity to the Welsh border also presented us with 
some difficulty in formulating proposals for the area. 
 
104 We initially considered a three-member electoral division comprising the 
Council’s proposed Bishops Castle, Chirbury & Worthen and Church Stretton 
divisions. This division would have 6% fewer electors per councillor than the county 
average by 2012. However, it would cover a vast and extremely rural area of some 
32,000 hectares, and communication links would not be good. Despite the good 
electoral equality this division would provide, we were not minded to propose this as 
an alternative to the County Council’s proposed division arrangements. 
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105 We also considered a two-member division comprising the County Council’s 
proposed Church Stretton and Corvedale divisions. This division would have 4% 
more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. Again, however, there 
would be difficulties over geography and communication links. Similarly, Acton Scott 
Parish Council proposed uniting Church Stretton parish with the north-eastern 
parishes of the Council’s proposed Corvedale division. However, this would have a 
knock-on effect to our proposals in the surrounding area. We also note that 
Diddlebury Parish Council and Munslow Parish Council, two of the constituent 
parishes of the Council’s proposed Corvedale division, both endorsed this proposed 
division. 
 
106 We therefore considered linking Church Stretton parish with the Council’s 
proposed Craven Arms division. A Church Stretton & Craven Arms division would 
have 11% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012 and would 
have good communication links between the respective areas. In light of the absence 
of any evidence of community identity to support alternative electoral arrangements, 
we are of the view that this option provides the best electoral equality in this area. 
 
107 We also considered alternatives to the County Council’s proposed single-
member Chirbury & Worthen division. In light of the electoral equality of this division, 
we considered combining other parishes to balance the high levels of electoral 
inequality.  
 
108 We noted the reasonable links between Worthen with Shelve parish, the most 
northern parish of the Council’s proposed Chirbury & Worthen division, with Westbury 
parish, one of the constituent parishes of the Council’s proposed Loton division. 
Bringing roughly Westbury parish into Chirbury & Worthen division would improve the 
electoral equality to 8% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2012 
in a single-member Chirbury & Worthen division. However, it would result in a Loton 
division with 39% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2012. 
 
109 Given the geography of the area, we consider a single-member Chirbury & 
Worthen division to provide the best option on which to consult. While this division 
would have 25% fewer electors per councillor than the county average by 2012, we 
consider the geography of the area and the proximity to the county border to provide 
unique and exceptional circumstances to justify adopting this division. 
 
110 In the south of the county, the County Council’s proposed Clee division would 
also result in relatively high electoral inequality, having a variance of 15% by 2012. 
However, as with our proposed Chirbury & Worthen division, the rural nature of this 
part of the county does not provide alternatives that do not compromise the 
constituent communities or avoid a knock-on effect. We are therefore minded to 
recommend this division. 
 
111 In the remainder of Southern Shropshire, we propose adopting the Council’s 
proposals without modification which broadly speaking will have good levels of 
electoral inequality. We acknowledge that some of the proposals in this area have 
resulted in levels of electoral equality that are higher than we would normally be 
minded to adopt. However, where this is so, it is because of the need to strike a 
balance between the statutory criteria that governs our work so as to reflect 
community identities and effective and convenient local government as well as 
securing electoral equality in this very rural part of the county where the options are 
limited. 
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112 Table C1 (on pages 32-37) provides details of the electoral variances of our 
draft recommendations for divisions in Southern Shropshire. Our draft 
recommendations are shown on Map 1 and the detailed maps accompanying this 
report. Appendices F and G also show our proposals in Bridgnorth town and Ludlow 
town respectively. 
 
Conclusions 
 
113 Table 1 shows the impact of our draft recommendations on electoral equality, 
comparing them with the current arrangements based on 2007 and 2012 electorate 
figures. 
 
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements 
 
 
 Draft recommendations 

 2007 2012 

Number of councillors 74 74 

Number of electoral divisions 59 59 

Average number of electors per councillor 3,121 3,321 

Number of electoral divisions with a 
variance more than 10% from the average 13 11 

Number of electoral divisions with a 
variance more than 20% from the average 2 1 

 
 

Draft recommendation 
Shropshire Council should comprise 74 councillors serving 59 divisions, as detailed 
and named in Table C1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report. 
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Parish electoral arrangements  
 
114 As part of an electoral review, we can make recommendations for new electoral 
arrangements for parish and town councils – that is, the number of councillors on the 
parish or town council and the number, names and boundaries of any wards. Where 
there is no impact on the county council’s electoral arrangements, we will generally 
be content to put forward for consideration proposals from parish or town councils for 
changes to parish or town council electoral arrangements in our electoral reviews. 
However, we will wish to see some rationale for the proposal from the parish or town 
council concerned. Proposals should be supported by evidence, illustrating why 
changes to parish or town electoral arrangements are required. We cannot 
recommend changes to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral 
review. 
 
115 When reviewing electoral arrangements, we are also required to comply as far 
as possible with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule 
provides that if a parish is to be divided between different divisions it must also be 
divided into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a single division. 
 
116 Accordingly, we propose consequential parish warding arrangements for the 
parishes of Market Drayton, Oswestry and Shrewsbury, and would particularly 
welcome comments on these proposals from the councils concerned and local 
residents during this consultation stage. 
 
117 The parish of Market Drayton is currently divided into three parish wards: Market 
Drayton East (returning five members), Market Drayton North (returning seven 
members) and Market Drayton South (returning five members). 
 
118 We received no proposals for new parish electoral arrangements in this area. 
However, as a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard 
to the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act, we are proposing revised parish 
electoral arrangements for Market Drayton parish.  
 

Draft recommendations 
Market Drayton Town Council should comprise 17 councillors, as at present, 
representing three wards: Market Drayton East (returning five members), Market 
Drayton North (returning seven members) and Market Drayton South (returning five 
members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Maps 
1 and 2b. 
 
119 The parish of Oswestry is currently divided into six parish wards: Cabin Lane, 
Cambrian, Careg Llwyd, Castle, Gatacre and Maserfield, each returning three 
members. 
 
120 We received no proposals for new parish electoral arrangements in this area. 
However, as a result of our revised electoral division boundaries and the need to 
comply with the rules referred to above, we are proposing revised parish electoral 
arrangements for Oswestry parish.  
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Draft recommendations 
Oswestry Town Council should comprise 18 councillors, as at present, representing 
six wards: Cabin Lane, Cambrian, Careg Llwyd, Castle, Gatacre and Maserfield, 
each returning three members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated 
and named on Maps 1 and 2a. 
 
121 Shrewsbury parish will be operative from 1 April 2009; the same date as the 
new Shropshire Council. Our proposed divisions in the area covering Shrewsbury 
parish will reflect the parish warding in the parish. 
 
122 We propose that Shrewsbury parish comprises 17 parish councillors. Our 
proposed electoral division boundaries will result in Abbey, Bagely, Battlefield, Belle 
Vue, Bowbrook, Castlefields & Ditherington, Column, Copthorne, Harlescott, Meole, 
Monkmoor, Porthill, Quarry & Coton Hill, Radbrook, Sundorne, Sutton & Reabrook 
and Underdale, each returning one member. Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Council 
has agreed that these electoral arrangements are appropriate for us to consult on, 
but we welcome further comments on them during the consultation stage. 
 

Draft recommendations 
Shrewsbury parish should comprise 17 councillors, representing 17 wards: Abbey, 
Bagely, Battlefield, Belle Vue, Bowbrook, Castlefields & Ditherington, Column, 
Copthorne, Harlescott, Meole, Monkmoor, Porthill, Quarry & Coton Hill, Radbrook, 
Sundorne, Sutton & Reabrook and Underdale, each returning one member. The 
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Maps 3 and 4. 
 
123 During Stage One we received comments from the parish councils of 
Loppington, Montford, Norton-in-Hales, Stockon and West Felton to retain their 
existing parish electoral arrangements. As these are not affected by our draft 
recommendations, we are content to support this. 
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3 What happens next? 
 
124 There will now be a consultation period of eight weeks, during which everyone 
is invited to comment on the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements 
for Shropshire Council contained in this report. We will take into account fully all 
submissions received by 25 August 2008. Any received after this date may not be 
taken into account.  
 
125 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for 
Shropshire and welcome comments from interested parties relating to the proposed 
division boundaries, number of councillors, division names, and parish and town 
council electoral arrangements. We would welcome alternative proposals backed up 
by demonstrable evidence during Stage Three. We will consider all the evidence 
submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final 
recommendations. 
 
126 Express your views by writing directly to: 
 
Review Officer 
Shropshire Review 
The Boundary Committee for England 
Trevelyan House 
Great Peter Street 
London SW1P 2HW 
 
reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk 
 
Submissions can also be made by using the consultation section of our website,  
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk or by emailing reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk. 
 
127 Please note that the consultation stages of an electoral review are public 
consultations. In the interests of openness and transparency, we make available for 
public inspection full copies of all representations the Committee takes into account 
as part of a review. Accordingly, copies of all Stage Three representations will be 
placed on deposit locally at the offices of Shropshire County Council and the district 
and borough councils in the county, at the our offices in Trevelyan House (London) 
and on our website at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk. A list of respondents will be 
available from us on request after the end of the consultation period. 
 
128 In the light of representations received, we will review our draft 
recommendations and consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, 
it is therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and 
evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft recommendations. We will then 
submit our final recommendations to the Electoral Commission. After the publication 
of our final recommendations, all further correspondence should be sent to the 
Electoral Commission, which cannot give effect to our recommendations until six 
weeks after it receives them. 
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4 Mapping 
 
Draft recommendations for Shropshire 
 
115 The following maps illustrate our proposed electoral division boundaries for the 
prospective Shropshire Council 
 
• Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for the proposed 

Shropshire Council 
 
• Sheet 2, Map 2a illustrates the proposed divisions in Oswestry town. 
 
• Sheet 2, Map 2b illustrates the proposed divisions in Market Drayton town. 
 
• Sheet 3, Map 3 illustrates the proposed divisions in Shrewsbury town. 
 
• Sheet 4, Map 4 illustrates the proposed divisions in Shrewsbury town. 
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Appendix A 
 
Glossary and abbreviations 
 
AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty) 

A landscape whose distinctive 
character and natural beauty are so 
outstanding that it is in the nation’s 
interest to safeguard it 

Boundary Committee The Boundary Committee for England 
is a committee of the Electoral 
Commission, responsible for 
undertaking electoral reviews 

Constituent areas The geographical areas that make up 
any one ward, expressed in parishes 
or existing wards, or parts of either 

Council size The number of councillors elected to 
serve a council 

Electoral Change Order (or Order) A legal document which implements 
changes to the electoral 
arrangements of a local authority 

Division A specific area of a county, defined 
for electoral, administrative and 
representational purposes. Eligible 
electors can vote in whichever 
division they are registered for the 
candidate or candidates they wish to 
represent them on the county council 

Electoral Commission An independent body that was set up 
by the UK Parliament. Its mission is to 
foster public confidence and 
participation by promoting integrity, 
involvement and effectiveness in the 
democratic process 

Electoral fairness When one elector’s vote is worth the 
same as another’s 
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Electoral imbalance Where there is a difference between 
the number of electors represented 
by a councillor and the average for 
the local authority 

Electorate People in the authority who are 
registered to vote in elections. For the 
purposes of this report, we refer 
specifically to the electorate for local 
government elections 

Multi-member ward or division A ward or division represented by 
more than one councillor and usually 
not more than three councillors 

National Park The 12 National Parks in England and 
Wales were designated under the 
National Parks and Access to the 
Countryside Act of 1949 and can be 
found at www.nationalparks.gov.uk  

Number of electors per councillor The total number of electors in a local 
authority divided by the number of 
councillors 

Over-represented Where there are fewer electors per 
councillor in a ward or division than 
the average  

Parish A specific and defined area of land 
within a single local authority 
enclosed within a parish boundary. 
There are over 10,000 parishes in 
England, which provide the first tier of 
representation to their local residents 

Parish council A body elected by electors in the 
parish which serves and represents 
the area defined by the parish 
boundaries. See also ‘Town Council’ 
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Parish (or Town) Council electoral 
arrangements 

The total number of councillors on 
any one parish or town council; the 
number, names and boundaries of 
parish wards; and the number of 
councillors for each ward 

Parish ward A particular area of a parish, defined 
for electoral, administrative and 
representational purposes. Eligible 
electors vote in whichever parish 
ward they live for candidate or 
candidates they wish to represent 
them on the parish council 

PER (or periodic electoral review) A review of the electoral 
arrangements of all local authorities in 
England, undertaken periodically. The 
last programme of PERs was 
undertaken between 1996 and 2004 
by the Boundary Committee for 
England and its predecessor, the 
now-defunct Local Government 
Commission for England 

Political management arrangements The Local Government and Public 
Involvement in Health Act 2007 
enabled local authorities in England 
to modernise their decision making 
process. Councils could choose from 
two broad categories; a directly 
elected mayor and cabinet or a 
cabinet with a leader  

Town Council A parish council which has been 
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More 
information on achieving such status 
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk 

Under-represented Where there are more electors per 
councillor in a ward or division than 
the average  

Variance (or electoral variance) How far the number of electors per 
councillor in a ward or division varies 
in percentage terms from the average 
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Ward A specific area of a district or 
borough, defined for electoral, 
administrative and representational 
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in 
whichever ward they are registered 
for the candidate or candidates they 
wish to represent them on the district 
or borough council 
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Appendix B 
 
Code of practice on written consultation 
 
The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation 
(http://archive.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/servicefirst/2000/consult/code/_consultation.pdf) 
requires all government departments and agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set 
out below, on the conduct of public consultations. Public bodies, such as the 
Boundary Committee for England, are encouraged to follow the Code.  
 
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 
2001, which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and 
confirm that the criteria have otherwise been followed. 
 
Table B1: The Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code 
criteria 
 

Criteria Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning 
process for a policy (including legislation) or service from 
the start, so that it has the best prospect of improving the 
proposals concerned, and so that sufficient time is left for 
it at each stage. 

We comply with this 
requirement. 

It should be clear who is being consulted, about what 
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose. 

We comply with this 
requirement. 

A consultation document should be as simple and concise 
as possible. It should include a summary, in two pages at 
most, of the main questions it seeks views on. It should 
make it as easy as possible for readers to respond, make 
contact or complain. 

We comply with this 
requirement. 

Documents should be made widely available, with the 
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the 
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the attention 
of all interested groups and individuals. 

We comply with this 
requirement. 

Sufficient time should be allowed for considered 
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve weeks 
should be the standard minimum period for a consultation.

We consult at the  
start of the review  
and on our draft 
recommendations. Our 
consultation stages are 
a minimum total of 16 
weeks. 
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Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly 
analysed, and the results made widely available, with an 
account of the views expressed, and reasons for 
decisions finally taken.  

We comply with this 
requirement. 

Departments should monitor and evaluate consultations, 
designating a consultation coordinator who will ensure the 
lessons are disseminated.  

We comply with this 
requirement. 
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Appendix C 
 
Table C1: Draft recommendations for the prospective Shropshire Council 
 

 Electoral 
division 
name 

Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2007) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

Electorate 
(2012) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

1 Abbey 1 2,872 2,872 -8% 3,369 3,369 1% 

2 
Albrighton, 
Shifnal & 
Sheriffhales 

3 10,721 3,574 15% 11,106 3,702 11% 

3 Alveley and 
Claverley 1 3,320 3,320 6% 3,370 3,370 1% 

4 Bagely 1 3,228 3,228 3% 3,603 3,603 9% 

5 Battlefield 1 2,777 2,777 -11% 2,950 2,950 -11% 

6 
Bayston Hill, 
Column & 
Sutton 

3 9,736 3,245 4% 9,974 3,325 0% 

7 Belle Vue 1 3,217 3,217 3% 3,337 3,337 0% 

8 Bishops 
Castle  1 2,902 2,902 -7% 3,041 3,041 -8% 
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Table C1: Draft recommendations for the prospective Shropshire Council (continued) 
 

 Electoral 
division 
name 

Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2007) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

Electorate 
(2012) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

9 Bowbrook 1 2,884 2,884 -8% 3,129 3,129 -6% 

10 
Bridgnorth 
East & Astley 
Abbotts 

2 5,438 2,719 -13% 5,805 2,903 -13% 

11 
Bridgnorth 
West & 
Tasley 

2 5,182 2,591 -17% 5,910 2,955 -11% 

12 Brown Clee 1 3,034 3,034 -3% 3,154 3,154 -5% 

13 Burnell 1 3,209 3,209 3% 3,364 3,364 1% 

14 Castlefields & 
Ditherington 1 3,061 3,061 -2% 3,481 3,481 5% 

15 Cheswardine 1 3,078 3,078 -1% 3,270 3,270 -2% 

16 Chirbury & 
Worthen  1 2,436 2,436 -22% 2,484 2,484 -25% 

17 
Church 
Stretton & 
Craven Arms 

2 6,986 3,493 12% 7,358 3,679 11% 
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Table C1: Draft recommendations for the prospective Shropshire Council (continued) 
 

 Electoral 
division 
name 

Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2007) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

Electorate 
(2012) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

18 Clee 1 3,687 3,687 18% 3,812 3,812 15% 

19 Cleobury 
Mortimer 2 5,543 2,772 -11% 5,852 2,926 -12% 

20 Clun 1 3,111 3,111 0% 3,330 3,330 0% 

21 Copthorne 1 3,120 3,120 0% 3,152 3,152 -5% 

22 Corvedale 1 3,002 3,002 -4% 3,057 3,057 -8% 

23 Ellesmere 
Rural 2 6,770 3,385 8% 7,296 3,648 10% 

24 Ellesmere 
Urban 1 2,901 2,901 -7% 3,441 3,441 4% 

25 Harlescott 1 3,371 3,371 8% 3,399 3,399 2% 

26 Highley 1 2,866 2,866 -8% 2,932 2,932 -12% 

27 Hodnet 1 2,826 2,826 -9% 3,022 3,022 -9% 

28 Llanymynech 1 3,178 3,178 2% 3,434 3,434 3% 

29 Longdon 1 3,141 3,141 1% 3,249 3,249 -2% 
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Table C1: Draft recommendations for the prospective Shropshire Council (continued) 
 

 Electoral 
division 
name 

Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2007) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

Electorate 
(2012) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

30 Loton 1 3,047 3,047 -2% 3,142 3,142 -5% 

31 Ludlow East 1 3,200 3,200 3% 3,244 3,244 -2% 

32 Ludlow North 1 3,088 3,088 -1% 3,453 3,453 4% 

33 Ludlow South 1 3,046 3,046 -2% 3,272 3,272 -1% 

34 Market 
Drayton East 1 3,555 3,555 14% 3,796 3,796 14% 

35 Market 
Drayton West 2 6,688 3,344 7% 7,263 3,632 9% 

36 Meole 1 3,405 3,405 9% 3,458 3,458 4% 

37 Minsterley 1 3,081 3,081 -1% 3,171 3,171 -5% 

38 Monkmoor 1 3,326 3,326 7% 3,369 3,369 1% 

39 Much 
Wenlock 2 7,148 3,574 15% 7,496 3,748 13% 

40 Oswestry 
East 2 6,781 3,391 9% 6,955 3,478 5% 
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Table C1: Draft recommendations for the prospective Shropshire Council (continued) 
 

 Electoral 
division 
name 

Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2007) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

Electorate 
(2012) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

41 Oswestry 
South 1 3,201 3,201 3% 3,562 3,562 7% 

42 Oswestry 
West 1 2,994 2,994 -4% 3,267 3,267 -2% 

43 Porthill 1 3,228 3,228 3% 3,399 3,399 2% 

44 Prees CP 1 3,285 3,285 5% 3,582 3,582 8% 

45 Quarry and 
Coton Hill 1 2,473 2,473 -21% 3,169 3,169 -5% 

46 Radbrook 1 2,821 2,821 -10% 3,317 3,317 0% 

47 Ruyton & 
Baschurch 1 2,835 2,835 -9% 3,127 3,127 -6% 

48 Selattyn & 
Gobowen 2 5,629 2,815 -10% 6,089 3,045 -8% 

49 Severn Valley 1 3,310 3,310 6% 3,462 3,462 4% 

50 Shawbury 1 3,469 3,469 11% 3,593 3,593 8% 

51 St Oswald 1 3,216 3,216 3% 3,412 3,412 3% 
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Table C1: Draft recommendations for the prospective Shropshire Council (continued) 
 

 Electoral 
division 
name 

Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2007) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

Electorate 
(2012) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from 

average  
% 

52 Sundorne 1 2,971 2,971 -5% 3,095 3,095 -7% 

53 Tern 1 3,323 3,323 6% 3,457 3,457 4% 

54 Underdale 1 2,936 2,936 -6% 3,041 3,041 -8% 

55 Wem 2 6,391 3,196 2% 6,921 3,461 4% 

56 Whitchurch 
North 2 5,398 2,699 -14% 6,233 3,117 -6% 

57 Whitchurch 
South 1 3,327 3,327 7% 3,457 3,457 4% 

58 Whittington 1 3,167 3,167 1% 3,222 3,222 -3% 

59 Worfield 1 2,999 2,999 -4% 3,025 3,025 -9% 

 Totals 74 230,935 – – 245,730 – – 
 Averages - – 3,121 – – 3,321 – 

 
Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Shropshire County Council. 
 
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor in each 
electoral division varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. 
Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Appendix D 
 
Additional legislation we have considered 
 
Equal opportunities 
 
In preparing this report we have had regard to the general duty set out in section 
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the statutory Code of Practice on the Duty 
to Promote Race Equality (Commission for Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have 
due regard to the need to: 
 
• eliminate unlawful racial discrimination 
• promote equality of opportunity 
• promote good relations between people of different racial groups 
 
National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the 
Broads 
 
We have also had regard to: 
 
• Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 (as 

inserted by section 62 of the Environment Act 1995). This states that, in 
exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in a 
National Park, any relevant authority shall have regard to the Park’s purposes. If 
there is a conflict between those purposes, a relevant authority shall attach 
greater weight to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Park. 

 
• Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. This states that, in 

exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an 
AONB, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of the AONB. 

 
• Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act (as inserted by section 97 

Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000). This states that, in exercising or 
performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in the Broads, a 
relevant authority shall have regard to the purposes of the Broads. 

  
 









The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of the Electoral
Commission, an independent body set up by the UK Parliament. The
Committee’s main role is to conduct electoral reviews of local authorities
in England with the aim of ensuring the number of electors represented
by each councillor is approximately the same. Other duties include
reviewing local authority boundaries and advising the Government on
local authority bids for unitary status.
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