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Introduction 
 
1. The County Council welcomes the fact that the Local Government Boundary 

Commission for England (LGBCE) has accepted the majority of the proposals put 
forward by the Council in its Stage 1 submission.  This recognises the approach 
taken in order to address the levels of electoral variance across Staffordshire to 
ensure that electoral arrangements provide effective and convenient local 
government arrangements whilst reflecting community identities. 

 
2. The County Council particularly welcomes the fact that the draft recommendations 

significantly reduce the number of electoral divisions where the number of electors 
varies by more than 10% of the County average.  This should mean that there 
would not be a need for any further review, with the consequent cost and upheaval, 
for some time.  The previous electoral review of the County Council by the 
Boundary Committee for England concluded in 2004 and the final recommendations 
included 21 divisions with a variance of 10% or more.  Throughout the review 
process Members have expressed concern about how soon a further review has 
been required, particularly as the level of variance is not significantly different than 
predicted. 
 

3. The Council’s proposals in the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council and 
Tamworth Borough Council areas have been accepted in full and the Council has no 
further comments on the proposals in these areas.  In addition, the Council is 
content to make no further comments on the minor amendment proposed to the 
Council’s submission in Newcastle-under-Lyme between Westlands and 
Thistleberry and Newcastle South. 
 

4. In the remaining five district Council areas (Cannock Chase District Council, East 
Staffordshire Borough Council, Lichfield District Council, South Staffordshire District 
Council and Stafford Borough Council), the Council is concerned that, where the 
County Council’s stage 1 proposals have not been accepted, some of the draft 
recommendations do not reflect community identity.  These concerns, along with 
alternative boundaries, are detailed below and maps and detailed electoral data are 
attached as appendices to this report. 
 

Cannock Chase District Council Area 
 

5. The LGBCE has not accepted the Council’s proposals in the north of the district 
council area including Rugeley, the Cannock Chase forest and the area covered by 
the two Member Hednesford and Rawnsley division.  This is due to the impact of the 
proposals on warding arrangements for the parish councils in the area under the 
provisions of Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and 
Construction Act 2009. 

 
6. The Council notes these statutory provisions and recognises that they make it 

extremely difficult to make alternative suggestions for new boundaries in this area at 
this time.  However, the Council would like to express its concern that electoral 
quality at County level has been undeniably compromised as a result.  Throughout 
the review process, elected Members have been concerned that the County 
Council’s boundaries have been dealt with in isolation.  Had it been possible to take 
a more holistic approach it may have been possible to develop a warding 
arrangement for both District Council wards and County Council divisions that did 
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not result in unviable parish wards in either Hednesford or Brindley Heath parishes. 
 

7. Due to the issues outlined above, the County Council will not be proposing any 
alternative arrangements in this area of Cannock Chase. However the Council 
would ask the LGBCE to take the views expressed above into account when 
planning future reviews in two tier areas. 
 

East Staffordshire Borough Council Area 
 

8. The County Council is concerned that some of the LGBCE’s proposals for East 
Staffordshire do not provide the most effective and convenient arrangements across 
the area as a whole, as they do not reflect significant community identities and 
linkages.  In particular, there is concern about the proposal to include the parishes 
of Newborough and Hoar Cross in the Uttoxeter Rural division and the proposals for 
the current Horninglow and Stretton division. 

 
9. During the previous electoral review of Staffordshire, the County Council proposed 

an alternative configuration for the Uttoxeter area comprising Uttoxeter North and 
South divisions that split the town’s urban area in two and combined it with rural 
areas.  At that time, it was proposed that the Uttoxeter South division include the 
Yoxall ward – which includes the parishes of Hoar Cross and Newborough.  These 
proposals were opposed locally, including by the parish councils concerned.  The 
Boundary Commission for England did not accept the Council’s proposals, noting 
that they failed to adequately reflect the community identities and linkages in the 
Yoxall area. 
 

10. In developing its current proposals for East Staffordshire, the Council recognised the 
need to address the significant level of overrepresentation in the current Uttoxeter 
Rural division.  In purely numerical terms, the LGBCE proposals would go some 
way to addressing this issue.  However, in putting forward proposals at Stage 1 of 
the current review, the County took into account the statutory criteria as well as the 
views expressed and the decision reached in the previous review.  The parishes of 
Hoar Cross and Newborough do not share linkages with the remainder of the 
proposed Uttoxeter division; as clearly stated in the previous review, they identify far 
more closely with the rural communities around Burton-on-Trent that make up the 
Needwood Forest division.  The residents of both parishes look towards Burton-on-
Trent as their major centre of population, to the larger village of Yoxall for more local 
amenities and read local papers from the Burton area.  In addition, both parishes 
are within the catchment area for John Taylor High School in Barton-under-
Needwood, whilst the remainder of the Uttoxeter Rural division is within the 
catchment for Thomas Alleyne’s High School in Uttoxeter.  The highway 
infrastructure and public transport links in this area also support this, as they 
provide direct routes through the Needwood Forest division into Burton itself.  No 
such direct linkages exist with Uttoxeter and to include these parishes in a Uttoxeter 
Rural division would ignore the community identities in the area. 
 

11. The County Council therefore recommends that the boundaries of the Uttoxeter 
Rural division put forward in its Stage 1 submission are reconsidered.  These 
boundaries provide the most appropriate mechanism of addressing the significant 
level of over-representation, providing better electoral equality than the LGBCE 
proposals.  The communities from the Crown that it is proposed to include 
(Marchington and Draycott-in-the-Clay) share far more linkages with Uttoxeter and 
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the surrounding rural areas that the parishes from the Yoxall ward, including 
transport and educational links with the Uttoxeter Rural division.  Indeed, prior to the 
2004 review, these parishes were part of the Uttoxeter Rural division and returning 
to these historic representative linkages will provide the most suitable arrangements 
for these areas. 
 

12. The second area of East Staffordshire where the LGBCE have not accepted the 
Council's stage 1 proposals is the recommendation to retain the majority of the 
current boundaries of the Horninglow and Stretton division.  This is another area 
where the Council's proposals attempted to address significant levels of variance 
due to the underrepresentation in the current arrangements.  The Council's stage 1 
proposals sought to address this variance by combining the wards of Stretton and 
Rolleston-on-Dove, communities which the LGBCE's own recommendations 
recognise share many common linkages.  During the previous review of the County, 
significant evidence was submitted to demonstrate how it would be inappropriate for 
either Rolleston or Stretton to be linked representatively with the more urban parts 
of Burton itself.  Indeed, Rolleston and Stretton shared historical representational 
linkages under the previous arrangements.  Whilst Stretton’s physical location on 
the outskirts of the town suggests that it is a suburban area the community itself 
clearly defines itself as a village, with a history dating back before the Domesday 
book.  The growth of the town of Burton has resulted in the boundaries between the 
communities becoming blurred however the characteristics of the community have 
not.  For this reason, there are clear common linkages with Rolleston-on-Dove and 
it is entirely appropriate that these are reflected in their representative 
arrangements. 

 
13. The LGBCE, in making their draft recommendations, have in part recognised these 

common linkages by proposing that part of Stretton should be transferred into the 
Dove division.  However, the County Council considers that this is a less coherent 
approach to the provision of local government in this area.  In particular, the Council 
is concerned about the significant impact that will be felt by the division of the parish 
of Stretton between three County electoral divisions.  This will create 
representational tension between the areas moving into the Dove division with its 
more rural focus and the remaining parts of the parish that will share representation 
with the town.  The Council believes that this does not provide for coherent or 
effective local government arrangements, particularly in comparison with those in 
the Council's own stage 1 proposals.  Under those proposals, not only is the vast 
majority of the parish is part of a single division (as currently) with a single ward in 
the Burton Town division, the parish becomes linked with other communities with 
which there are strong common linkages.  The County Council is aware that 
Stretton Parish Council is currently conducting a campaign against the LGBCE 
proposals, reflecting the strength of local feeling about the impact on community 
cohesion. 

 
14. The consequence of the Council’s proposals for Rolleston and Stretton are that part 

of the Horninglow ward must become part of the Dove division, which is 
predominately rural.  As in other areas, the Council recognised the issues inherent 
to this approach but believes that it is justified in order to accomodate the strong 
community identities reflected in the other proposals in neighbouring area.  Several 
alternatives have been drawn up; however these sacrifice community identity and 
do not provide an effective balance across the area as a whole.  The Dove division 
does already include a small urban part of the parish of Outwoods, which is on the 
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outskirts of the area of Burton it is proposed to include in the division so there will be 
commonalities to be drawn.  The overall effect of the Council’s proposals in this 
area will be to focus the Dove division’s linkages to Burton principally using the area 
of Horninglow included in the division as a gateway.  As highlighted in the stage 1 
proposals, this area includes the Queen’s Hospital so highways and public transport 
links with the remaining rural areas are strong.  The impact of the new boundaries 
overall will ensure that this division evenly reflects the distribution of communities in 
the area. 

 
15. The County Council therefore recommends that its original proposals for the Dove 

and Rolleston and Stretton divisions are reconsidered.  As outlined above, this 
would provide strong representative links between Rolleston and Stretton and 
provides a better balance of representation across the East Staffordshire Borough 
Council area, providing an appropriate solution to the electoral issues outlined.  
These arrangements provide the most effective way of using the statutory criteria to 
ensure convenient and effective local government for the area as a whole. 
 

Lichfield District Council Area 
 
16. In the Lichfield District Council area, the County Council is concerned about the 

draft recommendations in Lichfield City South, Lichfield Rural South and Lichfield 
Rural East.  These recommendations follow a suggestion from Lichfield City Council 
to retain the current boundary of the Lichfield City South division and new boundary 
between Lichfield Rural East and Lichfield Rural South.  The City Council 
highlighted this suggestion during consultation on the development of the County 
Council’s proposals and was commented on in the County Council’s Stage 1 
submission.  In the submission, reservations were expressed about the both the 
impact on electoral quality in Lichfield Rural South and Lichfield Rural East and that 
the proposals would geographically isolate Fazeley and Drayton Bassett from the 
remaining communities in Lichfield Rural East.  The County Council recognised the 
strong linkages between these communities when developing its own proposals, 
including a strong history of collaborative working across the division, particularly in 
areas such as community safety and policing, with parish councils sharing funding 
across the division for maintenance arrangements and specialist equipment.  This 
was recognised during the previous review of the County Council by the Boundary 
Committee for England, and the Council concluded that retaining the current 
boundary of the Lichfield Rural East division represented the most appropriate 
method of ensuring effective and convenient local government for these linked local 
communities.   

 
17. The development of the County Council proposals for the Lichfield District Council 

area sought to address a number of distinct issues, one of which was the significant 
overrepresentation in the current Lichfield Rural South division.  The County Council 
sought to address this by including part of the St Johns ward in Lichfield City with 
the remainder of the current Lichfield Rural South division.  In doing so, the County 
Council recognised the potential impact of housing led population growth in the 
current Lichfield City South division on the future size of the electorate.  This 
approach aims to deal with electoral inequality over the long term and reduce the 
need for a further disruptive review within one or two electoral cycles.  By combining 
part of this area on the edge of the City with the neighbouring rural populations to 
the South, the County Council’s proposals address both the current inequality in 
Lichfield Rural South as well as reducing the potential for future 
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underrepresentation in Lichfield City South as a result of further housing led 
population growth. 
 

18. In contrast, one of the major impacts of the LGBCE’s draft recommendations will be 
the creation of additional and unnecessary overrepresentation in the Lichfield Rural 
East division.  Lichfield City Council’s stage 1 submission speculated that the 
announcements about the planned greater use of the barracks at Whittington by 
Defence Medical Command would lead to an increase in the electorate in Lichfield 
Rural East that would address some of this inequality.  However, it is not expected 
that this will result in significant increases of personnel stationed at the barracks and 
the experience in other parts of the County suggests that military voters tend not to 
register where they are stationed and are not therefore likely to result in a significant 
increase in the electorate locally.  The County Council is concerned that, by seeking 
to address the overrepresentation in Lichfield Rural South by creating more 
underrepresentation in Lichfield Rural East, the LGBCE’s draft proposals may 
create the potential of a further review being required in a much shorter timescale 
than the Council’s own proposals.  Overall, as well as providing much greater 
electoral equality, the County Council’s proposals ensure that balanced levels of 
electoral representation across the area will be maintained in the future by 
recognising the areas where trends in population changes are likely to create 
representational pressure. 
 

19. The County Council recognises that it is not ideal to combine urban and rural areas; 
however it is sometimes necessary in order to ensure effective electoral equality.  
There is also a precedent for this in the Lichfield area where the Boley Park District 
and City Council ward is part of the Lichfield Rural North County division.  This 
arrangement works successfully and provides effective and convenient local 
government and the County Council’s proposals for Lichfield Rural South will work 
in a similar manner.  The boundary between the area of the City that it is proposed 
to move into Lichfield Rural South division and the remainder of the St Johns ward 
is clearly and logically demarcated by the railway line, providing a physical 
boundary.  This area also includes the part of rural Southern area of the City 
Council’s parish area that borders the parish of Wall on the outskirts of the City to 
provide strong community linkages and the road network, principally Fosseway and 
Claypit Lane provide direct communication links between the City and the 
remainder of the division. 
 

20. As the comments above highlight, the arrangements proposed by the County 
Council at stage 1 would provide effective and convenient local government for the 
Lichfield District Council area as a whole.  The County Council is concerned that the 
draft proposals put forward by the LGBCE do not provide sufficiently balanced 
electoral equality or reflect communities across the District.  The County Council 
therefore recommends that the boundaries of Lichfield City South, Lichfield Rural 
South and Lichfield Rural East put forward as part of its stage 1 submission are 
reconsidered.  
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South Staffordshire District Council Area 
 

21. The LGBCE has accepted the majority of the County Council’s proposed divisions 
in the South Staffordshire area, proposing different boundaries between the 
Wombourne and Kinver divisions and the Penkridge and Brewood divisions.   The 
Council’s stage 1 submission highlighted the fact that transferring the parish of 
Lower Penn from the Wombourne to Kinver division had been considered during the 
development of the Council’s own proposals.  The local Member for the area 
expressed concern around this proposal, highlighting the historical linkages 
between Lower Penn and Wombourne.  He also referred to the most recent review 
of the District Council ward boundaries, when the linkages were recognised through 
the formation of the Wombourne North and Lower Penn ward.  Whilst these 
concerns remain, in view of the electoral quality achieved by the LGBCE proposals, 
the Council is content to make no further comments and will not submit any 
alternative boundaries in this area. 

 
22. The County Council has significant concerns about the LGBCE’s proposals in the 

Penkridge and Brewood area, particularly the fact that they involve dividing the town 
of Penkridge.  The Council recognises that to achieve greater electoral equality in 
this area it is necessary to divide the parish of Penkridge and the intention of the 
proposals was to do this in way that maintained both the integrity of the urban area 
and the rural nature of the Brewood division. 
 

23. The Council also recognises that its original proposals, in an effort to reflect 
community identities, did not take sufficient account of the impact on warding 
arrangements for parishes.  Therefore, an alternative configuration for the boundary 
between the Penkridge and Brewood division is proposed that follows the Council’s 
originally proposed boundary in the North along the Penkridge North East and Acton 
Trussell ward boundary to the railway line, which is used as the East West boundary 
between the Divisions until it reaches the boundary of the Penkridge parish ward of 
Gailey.  The boundary between the Parish wards of South East and Gailey is then 
used as the North South boundary until the boundary between Penkridge and 
Hatherton parishes, which is used as the remainder of the North South boundary.  
The boundary between the parishes of Hatherton and Huntington is used as the 
East West boundary in the South. 
 

24. This proposal would result in a Penkridge Division with a current electorate of 
11,052 (3.8% in variance) which is projected to rise to 11,841 (8.2% in variance) by 
2016 and a Brewood Division with a current electorate of 9,819 (-7.8% in variance) 
which is projected to fall slightly to 9,780 (-10.7% in variance) by 20161.  The 
proposals involve incorporating the whole of the parish of Hatherton, the Gailey 
ward and part of the West ward of the parish of Penkridge into the Brewood division.  
As a result of these proposals, two new parish wards (currently with 1,350 and 340 
electors) would need to be created from the existing West ward of Penkridge parish. 
 

25. The County Council believes that, whilst these proposals would not achieve the 
same level of electoral equality as the LGBCE proposals, they provide the most 
appropriate method of reflecting the community identities in the area.  In particular, 
this approach ensures that the urban area of Penkridge is retained within a single 
division which is essential to the provision of local government in this area.  The 
                                                 
1 See Table 1 of Appendix 1 for Detailed Electoral Data and Map 1 of Appendix 3. 
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town forms a distinct area within the parish that has a defined set of needs that 
would be best served through being represented as a whole.  In contrast, the areas 
of the parish which would form part of the proposed Brewood division are 
predominately rural and it makes greater sense for these communities to share 
representation with the existing rural populations in the Brewood division.  Brewood 
itself has no comparably large centre of population and thus the communities 
across the division share common features with the rural areas of Penkridge and 
Hatherton and not with the western part of Penkridge.  Including this area in the 
Brewood division would create arbitrarily linkages between urban and rural area that 
are likely to result in some representative tensions. 
 

26. These new proposals also address the issues raised by the commission in respect 
of the unviable parish wards in Penkridge South East.  The required rewarding 
would involve the creation of a West ward of 340 electors (on the current electorate) 
and a Central ward of 1,350 electors.  Both of these would be viable (the current 
Gailey ward of the parish has only 160 electors) and could return 1 and 3 
councillors respectively, reflecting the level of representation in the current West 
ward.  These proposals are supported by Penkridge Parish Council, which is 
extremely concerned about the LGBCE’s recommendations and their impact on 
effective and convenient local government within their parish.  The County Council 
believe that these alternative boundaries provide a more appropriate balance of the 
statutory criteria, achieving better electoral equality than the proposal outlined in its 
stage 1 submission whilst retaining the importance of reflecting community identities 
and linkages. 
 

Stafford Borough Council Area 
 

27. The development of proposals for the Stafford Borough Council area was an 
extremely complex process.  It proved difficult to find an appropriate balance 
between electoral quality and community identities, particularly in reconfiguring the 
boundaries between the rural part of the Borough and the urban centre of Stafford 
town.  A number of draft proposals were developed and the final proposals were 
only agreed following an amendment at the full meeting of the County Council in 
February. 

 
28. The LGBCE’s draft recommendations for the Stafford Borough Council area (with 

the exception of the arrangements for Stone Rural and Stone Urban which are 
based on the County Council’s own stage 1 submission) are based on proposals 
that the County Council consulted on whilst developing its own submission.  They 
also formed part of the draft submission put forward to the County Council meeting 
in February.  At that meeting, Members were concerned that the proposals would be 
overly disruptive and agreed an amendment to the proposals that would be closer to 
the current arrangements and affect fewer voters.  The County Council remains 
concerned that the draft recommendations as they currently stand are not the most 
appropriate arrangements for securing convenient and effective local government 
for the Stafford Borough Council area. 
 

29. The County Council has no comments to make on the amendment to the proposed 
boundaries between the Stone Rural and Stone Urban divisions in the LGBCE’s 
draft recommendations.  In addition, the Council will not be making any comments 
or proposing alternative boundaries in respect of the draft recommendations for 
Gnosall and Doxey and Eccleshall.  Whilst the Council still has some concerns 
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about these proposals, particularly the addition of a further urban area to the 
Gnosall and Doxey division, it is recognised that these changes are necessary in 
order to reach an appropriate level of electoral equality throughout the Borough 
Council area.  In particular, accepting these proposals enables the Council to 
develop arrangements in the remaining urban part of Stafford that will provide 
similar levels of electoral equality to the LGBCE draft recommendations whilst better 
reflecting community identities. 
 

30. The proposals that formed part of the Council’s Stage 1 submission aimed to 
address the issues of electoral inequality whilst providing as little disruption as 
possible to the established arrangements.  In particular, the Council’s proposals 
aimed to retain defined, physical boundaries where possible and this is why it was 
proposed that the current boundaries of the Stafford West division were retained.  
This follows ward boundaries along main roads and railway lines which provide 
defined community links.  There are strong sub areas within the division in particular 
the Highfields area (including the part of the Rowley ward south of the A518 
Newport Road) and the Rising Brook and Burton Manor area.  These areas have 
distinct identities within the division and would be split by the LGBCE 
recommendations.  Both of these areas also share many common features and 
communication and community links, including common educational provision.  The 
level of electoral quality in the division is sufficient for it to be viable in the future and 
any proposal for changes will cause unnecessary disruption by compromising both 
the quality of its boundaries and community links.  The County Council therefore 
recommends that its proposal for these boundaries to remain unaltered is 
reconsidered. 

 
31. Similarly, the proposals for the Stafford North division aimed to provide as little 

disruption as possible and were not only the views of the Council but were also 
advocated at Stage 1 by the MP for Stafford.  The proposal involved the transfer of 
part of the Coton Borough Council ward, an area which already has close links with 
the remainder of the Stafford North division.  This also provided better levels of 
electoral quality than the recommendations supported by the LGBCE.  In contrast, 
the draft recommendations include the transfer of a much more significant part of 
the Coton ward and part of the Forebridge ward into Stafford North which has the 
effect of bringing Stafford town centre into the division.  This will have strategic 
implications as the current arrangements, which include the town centre in the 
Stafford Central division, provide greater synergy of representation.  The impact of 
the town centre in terms of development plans and traffic management is mostly felt 
by the communities in the Stafford Central division.  It therefore makes greater 
sense for these communities to share representation with the town centre itself.  
The County Council therefore recommends that its proposed boundaries for the 
Stafford North division outlined in its Stage 1 proposal are reconsidered. 

 
32. In terms of electoral inequality, the biggest difference between the County Council 

proposals and the LGBCE draft recommendations is the level of variance in the 
Stafford South East division.  The County Council has therefore developed an 
alternative set of boundaries that recognise community linkages and provide a 
better level of electoral equality than its original stage 1 proposals.  These new 
proposals involve transferring part of the Penkside ward from Stafford Central to 
Stafford South East.  This area, to the South of the railway line which forms the 
current boundary, is made up of a recently constructed estate on the site of a former 
industrial works (British Reinforced Concrete) and the proposed new boundary in 
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this area follows the A34 Cannock Road to its junction with Silkmore Lane, this will 
then form the southern boundary until the junction with Meadow Road which is used 
as the western boundary for its northern length when the boundary rejoins the 
railway line. 
 

33. The remainder of the boundaries of Stafford Central and Stafford South East would 
remain as proposed in the County Council’s Stage 1 proposals.  This would result in 
a Stafford Central division with a current electorate of 10,505 (-1.4% in variance) 
which is projected to rise to 11731 (7.2% in variance) by 2016 and a Stafford South 
East division with a current electorate of 11,709, (9.9% in variance) which is 
projected to rise to 11,883 (8.6% in variance) by 20162.  The boundaries for Stafford 
Trent Valley would follow those proposed in the Council’s stage 1 proposals. 
 

34. These boundaries clearly provide better electoral equality than the Council’s original 
proposals and reflect established community identities more effectively than the 
LGBCE recommendations.  They allow the centre of Stafford to retain its current 
representative links which will be highly relevant given the level of housing led 
population growth that is expected in the division by 2016.  They also address the 
electoral inequality in Stafford South East without compromising the strong 
community links across the division.  The area that is affected by this proposal is a 
relatively new estate that has different characteristics to the older communities to 
the south of the boundary on Silkmore Lane.  The A34 provides a direct 
communication link into the remainder of the Stafford Central division and the area 
actually shares more common features with other areas of this division than with the 
other communities in Stafford South East.  The County Council believes that these 
proposed new boundaries provide a better balance of the statutory criteria than the 
LGBCE recommendations whilst addressing the issues with electoral equality in the 
Council’s original Stage 1 proposals.  They also allow the strong community 
identities in the other parts of Stafford to be adequately represented by addressing 
inequality without leading to unacceptable disruption. 
 

Conclusion 
 

35. The County Council broadly welcome the draft recommendations and proposes to 
make no comments on the recommendations for the Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Borough Council, Staffordshire Moorlands District Council and Tamworth Borough 
Council areas.  No changes to the draft recommendations are proposed for the 
Cannock Chase District Council area and in the East Staffordshire Borough Council 
and Lichfield District Council areas the County Council has provided further 
evidence in support of its original proposals for the Uttoxeter Rural, Needwood 
Forest, Dove, Rolleston and Stretton, Lichfield Rural East Lichfield Rural South and 
Lichfield City South divisions.  In the South Staffordshire District Council area, the 
County Council proposes new boundaries for the Brewood and Penkridge divisions 
in response to the issues raised by the LGBCE in forming their own 
recommendations.  In the Stafford Borough Council area the County Council 
proposes new boundaries for Stafford Central and Stafford South East and has 
provided further evidence in support of its original proposals for the Stafford North, 
Stafford West and Stafford Trent Valley divisions. 

 

                                                 
2 See Table 2 of Appendix 2 for detailed electoral data and Map 2 of Appendix 3. 
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36. The County Council believes that these proposals represent the most effective 
arrangements across the County, balancing the LGBCE’s statutory criteria to 
achieve effective and convenient local government that reflects community identities 
and achieves good electoral equality.  Where the County Council has proposed 
changes to the draft recommendations it has done so in order to ensure the 
community identities of Staffordshire are effectively reflected.  This, along with 
achieving high levels of electoral equality has been the aim of the County Council’s 
approach to this review and these comments are submitted in the hope that this will 
be achieved. 
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Appendix 1 – Detailed Electoral Data for New Divisions 
 

Table 1 – South Staffordshire (Penkridge and Brewood) 
 

Penkridge      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

AAA Penkridge North East & Acton Trussell Penkridge 709 765   
ABA Penkridge North East & Acton Trussell Penkridge 367 360   
ATA Penkridge North East & Acton Trussell Penkridge 243 269   
AUA Penkridge North East & Acton Trussell Penkridge 229 261   
BNA Huntington And Hatherton Penkridge 1167 1,249   
BPA Huntington And Hatherton Penkridge 2029 1,942   
CAA Penkridge South East Penkridge 1030 932   
CCA Penkridge North East & Acton Trussell Penkridge 1527 1,860   
CDA Penkridge South East Penkridge 2401 2,531   
CEA 
(part) Penkridge West Penkridge 1350 1,672   
   11,052 11,841 3.8% 8.2% 
       
Brewood      

Polling 
District District ward 

Current 
County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

ADA Wheaton Aston, Bishopswood & Lapley Brewood 367 358   
AEA Wheaton Aston, Bishopswood & Lapley Brewood 270 271   
AGA Wheaton Aston, Bishopswood & Lapley Brewood 615 663   
AHA Brewood And Coven Brewood 2528 2,544   
AJA Brewood And Coven Brewood 2625 2,577   
AKA Brewood And Coven Brewood 302 290   
BJA Huntington And Hatherton Penkridge 477 478   
BUA Wheaton Aston, Bishopswood & Lapley Brewood 261 261   
BVA Wheaton Aston, Bishopswood & Lapley Brewood 90 84   
BWA Wheaton Aston, Bishopswood & Lapley Brewood 1784 1,759   
CBA Penkridge South East Penkridge 160 149   
CEA (part) Penkridge West Penkridge 340 345   
   9,819 9,780 -7.8% -10.7% 

 
Table 2 – Stafford Borough (Stafford Central and Stafford South East) 

 
Stafford South East   

Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

BSA Baswich Stafford South East 952 1,066   
BSB Baswich Stafford South East 1310 1,289   

BSC (part) Baswich Stafford South East 1054 1,113   
FRE Forebridge Stafford South East 821 805   

PKB (part) Penkside Stafford South East 545 507   
PKA Penkside Stafford South East 895 978   
PKC Penkside Stafford South East 873 885   

WXA (part) Weeping Cross Stafford South East 1084 1,093   
WXB Weeping Cross Stafford South East 1123 1,109   
WXC Weeping Cross Stafford South East 1345 1,321   
WXD Weeping Cross Stafford South East 1707 1,716   
   11,709 11,883 9.9% 8.5% 
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Stafford Central      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

CNA Coton Stafford Central 1457 2,070   
CNC Coton Stafford Central 694 740   
FRA Forebridge Stafford Central 1008 1,007   
FRB Forebridge Stafford Central 171 330   
FRC Forebridge Stafford Central 710 844   
FRD Forebridge Stafford Central 321 325   
FRF Forebridge Stafford Central 345 322   
FRG Forebridge Stafford Central 148 151   
LIA Littleworth Stafford Central 516 723   
LIB Littleworth Stafford Central 1043 1,072   
LIC Littleworth Stafford Central 670 713   
LID Littleworth Stafford Central 763 750   
LIE Littleworth Stafford Central 844 860   
LIF Littleworth Stafford Central 1040 1,102   
PKB (part) Penkside Stafford South East 775 721   
   10,505 11,731 -1.4% 7.2% 
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Appendix 2 – Detailed Electoral Data for Divisions recommended for 
reconsideration 

 
Table 1 – East Staffordshire Borough Council (Uttoxeter Rural, Dove, Rolleston and 

Stretton and Needwood Forest) 
 

Uttoxeter Rural      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

AA Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 106 114   
AB Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 97 88   
AC Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 820 853   
AD Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 519 511   
AE Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 209 216   
AF Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 583 592   
AG Abbey Uttoxeter Rural 13 13   
AJ Bagots Uttoxeter Rural 1,418 1,496   
AK Bagots Uttoxeter Rural 211 195   
AL Bagots Uttoxeter Rural 502 521   
AT Churnet Uttoxeter Rural 913 1,027   
AU Churnet Uttoxeter Rural 1,290 1,256   
AV Crown Dove 714 796   
AX Crown Dove 723 751   
AY Crown Dove 253 348   
BZ Weaver Uttoxeter Rural 277 289   
CA Weaver Uttoxeter Rural 1,036 1,041   
CB Weaver Uttoxeter Rural 53 47   
CC Weaver Uttoxeter Rural 21 16   
CD Weaver Uttoxeter Rural 204 212   
CE Weaver Uttoxeter Rural 113 114   
   10,075 10,498 -5.4% -4.1% 
       
       

Dove      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

AN Branston Needwood Forest 606 565   
AO Branston Needwood Forest 398 374   

BD (part) Horninglow Horninglow and Stretton 251 261   
BE (part) Horninglow Horninglow and Stretton 3,068 3,182   

BF Horninglow Horninglow and Stretton 156 143   
AW Crown Dove 452 469   
BV Tutbury & Outwoods Dove 646 661   
BW Tutbury & Outwoods Dove 197 190   
BX Tutbury & Outwoods Dove 1,231 1,248   
BY Tutbury & Outwoods Dove 2,653 2,668   

   9,658 9,760 -9.3% -10.8% 
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Rolleston and Stretton      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

BD (part) Horninglow Horninglow and Stretton 2,448 2,543   
BE (part) Horninglow Horninglow and Stretton 312 324   

BM Rolleston on Dove Dove 2,719 2,680   
BS Stretton Horninglow and Stretton 6,348 6,258   
   11,827 11,804 11.0% 7.8% 
       
       

Needwood Forest      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

AM Branston Needwood Forest 4,663 4,891   
BG Needwood Needwood Forest 3,718 3,858   
BH Needwood Needwood Forest 80 85   
BI Needwood Needwood Forest 90 94   
BJ Needwood Needwood Forest 316 311   
BK Needwood Needwood Forest 268 288   
BL Needwood Needwood Forest 97 125   
CJ Yoxall Needwood Forest 197 202   
CK Yoxall Needwood Forest 382 393   
CL Yoxall Needwood Forest 1,618 1,696   
   11,429 11,944 7.3% 9.1% 
       

 
Table 2 – Lichfield District Council (Lichfield City South, Lichfield Rural South and 

Lichfield Rural East) 
 

Lichfield City South      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

RL Leomansley Lichfield City South 1,519 1,520   
RN Leomansley Lichfield City South 2,044 2,271   
RM Leomansley Lichfield City South 1,798 2,173   
RP St John's Lichfield City South 1,524 1,622   

RQ (part) St John's Lichfield City South 1,307 1,320   
RR St John's Lichfield City South 1,278 1,310   
   9,470 10,216 -11.1% -6.7% 
       
       

Lichfield Rural South      
Polling 
district District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

RQ (part) St John's Lichfield City South 841 853   
LA Hammerwich Lichfield Rural South 940 904   
LC Hammerwich Lichfield Rural South 1,873 1,825   
UA Little Aston Lichfield Rural South 2,482 2,565   
UB Shenstone Lichfield Rural South 2,042 2,023   
UC Shenstone Lichfield Rural South 292 290   
UD Stonnall Lichfield Rural South 1,247 1,322   
WA Shenstone Lichfield Rural South 374 388   
   10,091 10,170 -5.3% -7.1% 
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Lichfield Rural East      
Polling 
district District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

DA Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 673 689   
DB Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 73 73   
GA Fazeley Lichfield Rural East 214 202   
GB Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 590 600   
HA Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 489 490   
JA Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 515 536   
KA Fazeley Lichfield Rural East 949 942   
KB Fazeley Lichfield Rural East 745 935   
KC Fazeley Lichfield Rural East 1,811 1,794   
NA Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 342 350   
PA Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 96 95   
PB Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 226 202   
VA Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 151 124   
VB Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 132 90   
XA Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 19 22   
XB Bourne Vale Lichfield Rural East 150 217   
YA Whittington Lichfield Rural East 102 94   
YB Whittington Lichfield Rural East 1,872 1,768   
YC Whittington Lichfield Rural East 168 179   
ZA Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 553 547   
ZB Mease and Tame Lichfield Rural East 311 312   
   10,181 10,260 -4.4% -6.3% 
       

 
Table 3 – Stafford Borough Council (Stafford North, Stafford West and Stafford 

Trent Valley) 
 

       
Stafford Trent Valley      

Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

CHA Chartley Stafford Trent Valley 155 161   
CHB Chartley Stafford Trent Valley 312 312   
CHC Chartley Stafford Trent Valley 324 323   
CHD Chartley Stafford Trent Valley 763 799   
HHA Haywood and Hixon Stafford Trent Valley 1572 1,525   
HHB Haywood and Hixon Stafford Trent Valley 2152 2,163   
HHC Haywood and Hixon Stafford Trent Valley 1509 1,533   
MDA Milford Stafford Trent Valley 1523 1,476   
MDB Milford Stafford Trent Valley 924 988   
MDC Milford Stafford Trent Valley 454 467   
MDD Milford Stafford Trent Valley 149 128   
MDE Milford Stafford Trent Valley 193 177   
MDF Milford Stafford Trent Valley 672 695   

WXA (part) Weeping Cross Stafford South East 4 4   
BSC (part) Baswich Stafford South East 230 217   

   10,936 10,968 2.7% 0.2% 
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Stafford North      
Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

CMA Common Stafford North 932 934   
CMB Common Stafford North 1238 1,270   
CMC Common Stafford North 927 969   
CNB Coton Stafford Central 713 773   
HOA Holmcroft Stafford North 1592 1,577   
HOB Holmcroft Stafford North 1357 1,378   
HOC Holmcroft Stafford North 833 793   
HOD Holmcroft Stafford North 1369 1,335   
TLA Tillington Stafford North 1263 1,254   

   10,224 10,283 -4.0% -6.1% 
       
       
Stafford West      

Polling 
District District ward 

Current County 
Division 

Electorate 
2010 

Electorate 
2016 

2010 
Variance 

2016 
Variance 

ROB Rowley Stafford West 354 312   
ROC Rowley Stafford West 675 832   
ROE Rowley Stafford West 653 643   
ROA Rowley Stafford West 845 819   
HWA Highfields and Western Downs Stafford West 857 801   
HWB Highfields and Western Downs Stafford West 1311 1,335   
HWC Highfields and Western Downs Stafford West 1627 1,623   
HWD Highfields and Western Downs Stafford West 940 867   
MAA Manor Stafford West 1079 1,052   
MAB Manor Stafford West 875 881   
MAC Manor Stafford West 1581 1,524   
MAD Manor Stafford West 1139 1,095   

   11,936 11,785 12.1% 7.7% 
       

 


