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1.

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the metropolitan
borough of Wolverhampton, in accordance with the requirements of section 63
of, and Schedule 9 to, the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals
for the future electoral arrangements for that district.
. 2.

In accordance with the procedure laid down in Section 60(1) and (2) of

the 1972 Act, notice was given on 8 August 1975 that we were to undertake
this review. This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to
Wolverhampton Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to the West

i
Midlands County Council, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies
concerned and the headquarters of the main political parties. Copies were
also sent to the editors of the local newspapers circulating in the area and
of the local government press. Notices inserted in the local press announced
the start of the review and invited comments from members of the public and
from interested bodies.
•\

3-

Wolverhampton Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration.

When doing so, they were asked to

observe the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972,
and the guidelines set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
Council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward.

They were also

asked to take into account views expressed to them following their consultation
with local interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of

their provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft
scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

4.

Section 7(3) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires that in metro-

politan districts elections shall be by thirds. Section 6(2)(b) of the Act
requires that every metropolitan district shall be divided into wards, each
returning a number of councillors divisible by three.
5«

On 27 April 1976 Wolverhanpton Borough Council presented their draft

scheme of representation.

The council proposed to divide the area of the

borough into 20 wards, each returning 3 members to form a council of 60.
6.

We considered the draft scheme and noted that the wards in the southern

part of the Borough were over-represented as compared with the wards in the
north-east. A major factor was the Borough Council*s apparent wish that
district ward boundaries should not breach Parliamentary Constituency
boundaries. The Borough Council were therefore invited to re-examine their
electoral forecasts and, if these were confirmed, to devise a scheme with
balanced representation by redrawing ward boundaries and disregarding
parliamentary constituency, boundaries, if necessary.
7«

On 1 February 1976 the Borough Council presented a revised draft scheme

•which also provided for 20 wards, each returning 3 members to form a council
of 60.

8.

We considered the revised draft scheme together with copies of corres-

pondence received by the Borough Council during the preparation of the scheme
and after its publication, as well as comments we had received direct. We
received an alternative draft scheme from the minority group on the council
and general comments from two local political party branches and a district
councillor.

In addition two district councillors objected to boundary

alterations in specific areas of the Borough.

9.

We consulted Ordnance Survey and accepted thoir suggestions that some

of the proposed ward boundaries should be.adjusted in order to secure
boundary lines which ware easily identifiable,
10. Subject to the changes referred to in paragraph 9 above we decided that
the Borough Council's revised draft scheme provided a reasonable basis for
the future electoral arrangements for the borough in compliance with the rules
in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act and our guidelines, and we formulated our
draft proposals accordingly.
11. On 8 June 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Borough
Council's draft scheme. The Borough Council were asked to make these draft
proposals, and the accompanying map, which illustrated the proposed ward
boundaries, available for inspection at their main offices.

Representations

on our draft proposals were invited from those to whom they were circulated
and, by public notices^ from other members of the public and interested bodies.
We askod for comments to reach us by 8 July 1977*
12. We received 83 written representations in response to our draft proposals,
Generally, the comments were adverse, apart from those of the Borough Council
who expressed support for the draft proposals, and of three local political
associations who raised only points of detail on boundaries and ward names.
13. The minority group on the Borough Council strongly opposed our draft
proposals and submitted a revised version of the alternative scheme referred
to in paragraph 8 above.

A local political association wrote in support of

the alternative scheme in respect of the south eastern part of the borough.
Two other local political associations also put forward suggestions for
amended ward boundaries in specific parts of the Borough, which were similar
to those contained in the alternative scheme.

1'*. A local councillor, a county councillor and four residents deprecated
the alteration contained in the draft, proposals to the present Bilston North
ward boundary.
15-

Two residents criticised the proposals for the wards in the south west

of the Borough and four local councillors and twenty three other residents
opposed the proposals in relation to Tettenhall Regis and Tettenhall Wightwick wards.
16. A local councillor and three local residents were concerned about the
proposal to associate the area known'as Penn Fields with Merry Hill ward
instead of leaving it in P.enn ward.

In addition a local political association,

a county councillor, four local councillors, a petition bearing ^00 signatures
and eight residents objected to the proposed Penn ward, because it involved
the combination of the areas of the Goldthorn Park and Park Hall Estates,
at present in Blakenhall ward., with part of the present Penn ward.

Six

residents of the existing Renn ward opposed the proposed new boundary for
P.enn ward, on community and historic grounds.
17«

A local political committee and several residents protested that the

proposed new boundary of Park ward did not follow an easily recognisable line.
18. A local political committee, a county councillor, three residents and a
petition bearing 270 signatures objected to the proposal to divide the
existing Graiseley ward among the proposed Blakenhall, Park and St Peter's wards,
i

19- Several residents, a local councillor and a local association protested
variously that the proposed changes to ward boundaries were detrimental to'
existing communities and historic associations, would destroy the local
identity of shopping areas and in some cases were unnecessary.

20.

In view of these comments we decided that we needed further information

to enable us to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with section

65(2) of the 1972 Act and at our request., Mr B Harder QC was appointed an
Assistant Commissioner.

He was asked to hold a local meeting and to report

to us. Notice of the meeting was sent to all who had received our draft
proposals, or had commented on them, and was published locally.
21. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at Uolverhampton on 19 December
1977. A copy of his report to us of the meeting is attached at Schedule 1
to this report.

22.

In the light of discussions at the meeting and his inspection of the

areas concerned, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that we should not

adopt our draft proposals, but should adopt instead the revised alternative scheme
submitted by the minority group on the council; subject to a minor
modification of the boundary between the suggested Wednesfield North and
Wednesfield South wards.
23*

We have reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments we had

received and of the report of the Assistant Commissioner.

We noted the

Assistant Commissioner's conclusions that the criticisms levelled at the
draft proposals were justified, while the alternative scheme, as amended,
achieved a higher' degree of parity between the wards, had good boundaries
almost everywhere, and respected existing local ties more than did the
draft proposals.
24. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to
this report. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number of
councillors to be returned by each.

Schedule 3 is a description of the area

of the new wards, ^he boundaries of the new wards are shown on the attached

map.

PUBLICATION

25. In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972 a
copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Wolverhacpton
Borough Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council's
main offices. Copies of this report (without the map) are also being sent
to those who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments,

L.S.
Signed:
NICHOLAS MORRISON (CHAIRMAN)

JOHN 1-1 RANKIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN

TYKRKLL BROCKBANK

G E CHERRY

I) P HARRISON

R R THORNTON

j

LESLIE GRIMSHAW (Secretary)
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January 1978.

Sir Edmund Compton, GCB, KBE,
Chairman,
Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
London S.E.I.

Dear Sir Edmund,
Review of Electoral Arrangements
Metropolitan Borough of Wolverhampton
1.

I have to report that following my appointment by the Home

Secretary as an Assistant Commissioner fox1 the purpose of this review,
I presided at a local meeting called to hear representations and held at
the Wolverhampton Polytechnic on-Monday 19 December 1977.

2.

The meeting opened promptly at 10 a.m. and was concluded at

6.30 p.m.

As the attached attendance list shows, at least 59 members

of the public were present, and the meeting was also attended by several
professional officers of the Borough Council, whom I found most helpful.
A high proportion of those attending remained throughout the proceedings,
and as ^iV&J report will show, there were many participants in the
*J
discussion.
i
3.

On the day-.foilowing the meeting, I made an extensive tour of

the Borough, visiting all those areas which were referred to in the
discussion.

At the will of the meeting, I was accompanied and assisted

on this inspection by two officers of the Council,

The Background to this Review
*K

Wolverhampton is a town of ancient foundation, which has in

the recent past absorbed outlying parishes, and is now a large constituent
"borough of the West Midlands Metropolitan County.

The 19?6 electorate is

191,000 and it is expected to be over 196,000 by 1981.
divided into 3 parliamentary constituencies.
politically diverse,

The borough, is

It is socially and

There are extensive areas of outworn housing and

industrial mess; there is a great deal of modern redevelopment in large
housing estates, private and municipal; and there are several areas where
the charm and character of what were outlying villages has been retained
to a surprising extent,

5.

The existing arrangements were made in 1972 and provide a

Council of 60 members in 20 x 3 member wards.

The processes of clearance

and redevelopment and of expansion have inevitably resulted in shifts
of population, and these arrangements are now clearly unacceptable in
numerical terms.

Although in the course of this review the Commission

received a number of representations from people seeking to resist any
further change, nobody at the meeting sought to suggest that the
existing arrangements are satisfactory.

)
6.

The present review began in August 1975 when the Commission

invited the Council to submit proposals for consideration.

The initial

draft scheme submitted by the Council in response to this invitation in
April 1976, was regarded by the Commission as so far inadequate that the

Council were invited to reconsider the matter.

This was done and a

revised draft scheme was submitted by the Council in December 1976.

Among

the representations received in response to these proposals was an
alternative scheme submitted by the Conservative minority group on the
Council in December 19?6.

After consideration, the Commission adopted

the Council's proposed scheme as its draft proposals and these were duly
published,

A large number of representations to the Commission followed,

including the submission of a revised alternative scheme by the Conservatives
in July 1977.

After further consideration the Commission determined that

this public meeting should be convened.

7.

In approaching the meeting, I had in mind firstly that all the

proposals mooted would provide for a Council of 60 members in 20 x 3
member wards.

Secondly, that although an infinite variety of solutions

was theoretically, possible, the representations made suggested that the
major controversy would be concerned with the comparative merits of the
Commission's draft proposals on the one hand and the minority group's
revised alternative scheme on the other.

Both were of course fully

illustrated and analysed in the plans and tables supplied to me.

The

meeting turned out to be devoted almost exclusively to this central issue
as I have defined it.

For convenience 1 shall refer throughout to the

revised proposals of the Conservative group as "the minority scheme" and the
pwbVviVuc*.
Commission's published draft proposals as "the/scheme".

Representations at the meeting
8.

I opened the meeting by explaining its purpose and the

procedure I proposed to follow.

I arranged to hear the views of those

with a specifically local interest, grouped in order of the districts
with which they were concerned, and to follow with representations of
more general import, concluding with a summing-up on behalf of each of
the major parties represented.

I was assisted throughout by the Chief

Executive and his staff in the clarification of maps and other matters
of a factual nature.

9. .

The first speaker was Mr G.H, Parker, representing Vtednesfield

North and South Wards Conservatives.

He.wished to support the minority

scheme in its effect on Wednesfield, which retained the present division
between North and South, but used an excellent natural boundary, for the
most part along the Wyrley and Essington Canal.

10.

Cllr. F.J. Wadsworth represented Wednesfield Heath Conservative

Association.

He was not in favour of the minority scheme and its

effect on Wednesfield Heath and he considered the published scheme was
to be preferred, although with reservations.

The existing Wednesfield

Heath ward would lose under the published scheme an area to the West
"between Cannodk Road and ?ark Lane .(approx. 1200 electors) and the
triangular area in the North-East bounded by Cannock Road, Blackhalve Lane,
and the Borough boundary (approx. 700 electors).

He realised the

5

difficulty of recovering the Western area, "but could see no reason why
the area to the North East should be lost.

He claimed that the numerical

effect of transferring ?00 electors from Low Hill Ward back into Wednesfield
Heath would be acceptable.

11.

Cllr. A.G, Laws represented Wolverhampton N.E. Constituency

Labour Party, and lives in the Low Hill area.

He said that Wednesfield

Heath was not an area of strongly homogeneous character.

He considered

the published scheme to be reasonable and sound in this area, having regardespecially to the need to reduce the size of the existing Wednesfield
wards.

He felt the use of the canal as a boundary in the minority

scheme was of little merit.

It was not a recognised local government

boundary.

12.

Mr H. Hillier represented Oxley & Bushbury Conservative

Association.

He referred me to the letter of explanation accompanying
i
the submission of the minority scheme, with particular reference to the
criticisms of the Commission's proposals for the Bushbury/Low Hill area.
He pointed out that the published scheme produced a Bushbury ward 3 miles
long, "like a long piece of chewing gum", with consequent problems likely
to arise in canvassing and organisation.

The minority scheme was closer

to existing boundaries, better in retaining undivided the major community
around Bushbury Hill, numerically superior, and he urged its acceptance
as eminently more reasonable.

13.

Cllr. laws countered these comments "by noting that the use of

Bushbury Lane as a "boundary in the published, scheme is clean, neat and
natural•

lif-.

Mr J.W.C.G, Jones represented Woiverhampton N.E. Conservative

Association.

He referred me to the Association's letter of objection

dated 29 July 1977 (Comment 12).

He could see no reason for the

artificially contrived boundary running N-S between Wednesfield and
Wednesfield East in the published scheme, when the canal afforded an
excellent adjusted boundary between the existing Wednesfield North and
South wards.

15.

He therefore urged support for the minority scheme.

Cllr. W B G. Morrison (Conservative) referred to the South-

western part of the borough, where the published scheme involved the
disappearance of Graiseley ward altogether.

He said this was one of

the oldest wards in the Borough, with good boundaries, and with strong,
solid community ties in the churches, community centres, etc.

It was

decimated in the scheme initiated by Labour for purely political
advantage.

When asked to explain this, Cllr. Morrison said that the

ward was at present held by Labour, and although precision was impossible
in these matters, the numerical effect of the published scheme could well
lead to a change in control of the adjoining Park and Blakenhall wards.
On the other hand, the proposals in the minority scheme would retain the
Graiseley ward relatively intact.
have no discernible social effect.

The slight boundary changes would

16.

Mr. Roy Boffy is Sec. of Wolverhampton S.W. Constituency

Labour Party.

He said Graiseley should not be discussed in isolation,

but in the context of the S.W. area of the town as a whole.

Ke could

not understand Cllr. Morrison's point about political advantage - the
published scheme involves loss of a ward held by Labour.

Graiseley

is an area of large-scale redevelopment with a consequently mobile
population.

This is particularly marked in the N part of the ward,

which is rapidly changing character, whilst the S part which is more
homogeneous, will remain largely intact, although within a different ward.
In the minority scheme, he claimed that transfer of part of the existing
Penn ward to Graiseley was politically motivated.

The area between

Birches Barn Road and Coalway Road had no real connection with Graiseley,
and the effect would probably be to enable the Conservatives to take
control of Graiseley.

Finally, he did not think the distribution of

Graiseley electors between Park and Blakenhall wards in the published
scheme would give Labour control of those wards.
Conservative majority would be reduced.

In Park ward, the

Blakenhall would be virtually

a new ward, and in his judgment likely to be marginal.

17. '

Mr. B. Cole represented Graiseley Conservative Association.

He referred to a petition containing about 2?0 signatures which had
.been submitted to the Commission (ref. Comment 19/6) protesting at the
proposed disappearance of Graiseley ward.

He explained that the petition

had been circulated locally from door to door on a non-political basis,
and clearly demonstrated the strong feeling of c ommunity in Graiseley,

18.

Mr, Eoffy commented that "community feeling" in Graiseley was ••

a somewhat meaningless thing having regard to the large-scale pending
redevelopment, whilst Cllr. Laws pointed out that the community centre
referred to by Cllr. Morrison was at Bradmore, and was btt no means
confined to Graiseley ward, being close to four existing wards.

19.

Mr, Philip Smith is Chairman of Graiseley Conservative

Association.

He did not accept Mr. Boffy's references to "massive"

redevelopment, since only about b streets with perhaps 200 houses had
pending demolition orders.
far' secret.

If more redevelopment was proposed it was so

The Graiseley petition had been a - political - it was

signed by many known Labour supporters who resented the lack of
consultation.

20.

Gllr, G.Fo Howella (Labour) said, there had been consultation

on the labour proposals in the area and these had attracted general
support, whilst Mr. Boffy pointed out that there was anyway a close
affinity between Graiseley and Blakenhall, as the Conservatives themselves
admit.

He drew my attention to p.2 of the memorandum of Blakenhall Ward

Cons. Assoc, addressed to the Commission and dated 29 July 1977
(Comment l6/l).

21.

.

...

Mr, B. Butler had written to the Commission (Comment 5/9)

objecting to the undemocratic way in which the labour proposals-had been
pushed through the Council by the majority party, and he repeated this
view to the meeting.

22,

Cllr. B.K, Carpenter (Cons) referred to a petition with over

JjQQ signatures collected in the Goldthorn Park area of Blakenhall Ward,
and objecting to the proposals in the published scheme which would
transfer this area to the Perm Ward,

(see Comment 16/3).

He explained

the geographical features which isolate Goldthorn lark .from the Penn

-. •

area to the West, and that the existing Blakenhall ward, including
Goldthorn Park, constituted a good socio-economic and ethnic m:bc with
good communal facilities0

Under the published scheme, Blakenhall ward

with radically altered boundaries, would have an overwhelmingly immigrant
electorate.

He urged the importance of paying regard to the expressed

wishes of electors;

the petition had been circulated on a non-political

basis and signed by supporters of all parties, and only time prevented an
even bigger response.

The points made would be wholly met by the minority

scheme.

23.

Cllr, G.A. Bickley is Chairman of Penn Ward Conservative

Association.

He told me that his family had been settled in Wolverhampton

since 1680 and had lived in the area of Perm since 1851.
himself had lived there for the last 36 years.

Mr Bickley

He agreed entirely with

CUr. Carpenter's views, and emphasised the topographical division between
Penn and GoldthQ^Park.

At the Wp side of Penn Ward, the minority scheme

would transfer part of the existing Merry Hill ward into Perm, but this
area E. of Warstones Road had always been a part of Penn, and Warstones
Road provided an adi.iirable main road boundary between the two wards.

10

At the N. end of Penn ward, -an area N. of Coalway Road known as Perm
Fields would be transferred to Graiseley ward in the 'minority scheme.
This was to be regrettfi^ , but it was better to lose that area to
Graiseley than to shift it into Merry Hill ward as the published scheme
proposed;

there was no community of interest at all with the Merry Hill

area.

24,

Mr Boffy dealt with the points raised by the last two speakers.

He said the Goldthorn Park area was wholly dependent on the A.4039
Goldthom Hill anyway, and that road had to be used to get from Goldhorn
Park to anywhere.

He considered there was no real identity of interest

between those areas p£ N. of Goldthorn Hill, which could be categorised
as "City centre area" and the area to the South, which was essentially
"suburban estate".

The major secondary school in the area was Cotton

Hill, S of the Goldthorn Park estate, and the catchment area for the
'school was virtually the whole of Penn ward.

As for the Perm/Merry Hill

boundary, he pointed out that the published scheme combined in Merry Hill

hac\
(which he thought better named Oxbarn) two areas which tei until recently
been included in a single ward.

i

25.

Cllr. Carpenter did not accept the distinction drawn by

Mr. Boffy as to the areas N. and S. of Goldthorn Hill.

He instanced

Blakenhall Conservative Club, in the N. part of the ward, but drawing
many of its members from Goldthorn Park.

11

26.

Cllr. G.F, Howells (Labour) supported Mr. Boffy. He said

Goldthorn Park was spoken of by people in Blakenhall as "over the hill."

2?.

After an adjournment for lunch, attention was paid to the E

and S.E. areas of tfolverhampton. Gllr. N.J. Speakman criticised the
published scheme in Parkfield/Bilston North.

He said that the area

known as Portobello had existed for several hundred years and retained
its distinct identity, but was split in half by the published scheme.
The minority scheme succeeded in adjusting the boundary between these
wards without dividing Portobello between them.

28.

Gty. Gllr. G.F. Brueton objected to the published scheme in

the S.E. part of the town.

The proposed Ettingshall ward included a

large part of Parkfield and the Rough Hills estate sandwiched between
Parkfield and Spring Vale wards, and ignored the best possible boundary
in the'area, the A.4-12. Birmingham New Road.
scheme for this part of Wolverhampton.

He supported the minority

He accepted that this scheme

still included in Ettingshall a fair slice of what he considered to be
Blakenhall, but it was necessary to give way somewhere.

The minority

scheme preserved better boundaries and retained the Rough Hills estate
i
intact.

/
29. '

Gllr. Howells disagreed.

He said that under earlier

arrangements the Rough Hills estate had always been part of Parkfield.
As to the Parkfield/Eastfield wards boundary, the published scheme used

12

the A. 45^ throughout.
use made good sense.

This was the existing boundary, and its continued
There was no affinity between the areas K and S

of this road, i though he did not seek to make the same distinction as
Mr. Boffy had done in regard to Goldthorn Hill.

30.

Gllr, S,Q» Morton (Cons) referred to the W. side of the Borough.

He said the radical changes proposed in the published scheme would
destroy the identity of the Tettenhall Regis and Tettenhall Wightwick
wards, and amount to betrayal of promises made at the W. Midlands
inquiry in 1966.

He said that the minority scheme demonstrated that

minor adjustments could.be made with excellent numerical results.

31.

Ollr. G.R. Watson (Cons) elaborated this point.

He described

the Tettenhall area, which was formerly in the Brierley Hill constituency,
and defined the four local "centres" at Tette$$hall village, Aldersley,
Tettenhall Wood, and Finchfield/Com.pton.

The published scheme would

carve up the area unharmoniously and without regard to communities.

For

instance, Tettenhall Wood would be split by the use of Church Hoad and
School Road as the boundary.
through the core of the area.

This was not a "boundary road" but went
Explaining the minority' scheme, he

described the canal and the former railway line along the valley floor
as the natural E. boundary of Tetten hall.

The transfer of part of the

existing T. Regis ward to T, Wightwick was regrettable but necessary in
the interest of parity, whilst at the H end of T0 Regis ward the "boundary
was shifted N.E. to the canal, to take in the major development area at
Barnhurst/Pendeford,

V.

i

32.

Mr. Boffy regarded this as one of the most important issues

before the meeting.

There was large-scale housing development proceeding

in the Barrihurst/Pendeford area, some of it already completed, and the
schemes as a whole would produce about 6000 electors.

The view of the

Labour Party was that the whole of what was really a single development
shculd be in a single ward, and logically should be attached to the
Tettenhall/Aldersley area..

The linking of this large, new settlement

to a long-established community was considered valuable for purposes of
. UAraArGct'iotft •
securing io^sis222dSd£te*»
Hence the proposals now embodied in the
published scheme proceeded from the creation of. a new Aldersley ward.
The sentiments expressed by Tettenhall people were appreciated - it was an
ancient community with solid ties - but he could see no real alternative.
The consequent adjustments meant that parts of Finchfield had to be
acided to T, Regis and T, Wightwick wards, and the published scheme sought
to achieve this with due regard to local ties.

These proposals were in

line with popular feeling as expressed in letters, and deserved the
Commission's support.

As to the minority scheme, he did not think it

an advantage to divide the major development area between two wards, and
he said that whenwards of about 10,000 electors each are necessary, the
word "community" tends to lose much of its meaning anyway.

In Wolverhampton

there is really a series of smaller community areas which have to be
grouped into larger electoral units; this will not always be possible
using the most obvious "tidy" boundaries.

33-

In reply, C!Br. Watson expressed concern at the gigantic "mini-town"

under construction in the North, and thought there would be considerable
advantage in dividing it "between wards.

In any event, he did not accept

a natural affinity with Aldersley, and said a large part of the traffic
from the new development would go E and S.E. into Wolverhampton.

He

criticised the method which resulted in what is now the published scheme.
Having started with the big new ward, the Labour proposals were short of
V^Vrabers at T. Regis and T. Wightwick, so they carved out pieces of
Finchfield and Compton to make up the 'deficiency.

3^.

At this stage I sought assistance from the Council's Planning

Dept. as to the actual proposals for the Barnhurst/Pendeford area.

I

ascertained that development was proceeding at the Barnhurst (southwestern) end; that there was no final end-date for the scheme as a whole,
but it would not be complete until after 1981;

that there were 2 phases

equal' to about 1400 dwellings in the current programme;, this was all S.
of the canal; and that it was calculated that completed development
would house between 5-6000 electors by 198!.

35.

A CCpu A TO> M<

Gllr. Mrs. P.M. Seiboth (Cons) lives in the Aldersley area,

which she complained had been used as a pawn in the past. But in recent
i
years the area had been' successfully welded into T, Regis ward, and she
felt that further substantial change at this stage would be unsettling
and confusing.

She expressed opposition to merger with the enormous

development area to the North, which would entail breaking their links

with Tettenhall, where there was the mother church, clubs, and other
social facilities.

The minority scheme added the Barnhuxst estate

(i.e. S. of the canal) to the existing T0 Regis ward, but this was
acceptable,
to absorb

36.

The area was already developing and the ward would be happy

these newcomers.

Gllr. R. Hart objected to the published scheme proposal to

transfer out of Merry Hill ward the area N of Trysull Road.

He said

there was a deep sense of community in the two polling districts concerned
the area was quite distinct from Finchfield and had an affinity with
that area of Merry Hill S. of Trysull Road.

He therefore urged

acceptance of the minority scheme which retained the Merry Hill ward
almost intact.

37.

Cllr, E.G.L. Pearce (Cons) spoke of the historic associations

of Tettenhall, having been chairman of the former Tettenhall UDC.

He

expressed 10C$ agreement with the views of Cllr. Morton (see para. 30
supra) as to the desirability of retaining existing boundaries, but for
that reason could not accept either scheme in relation to this area.

38.

• City, Cllr, R.B. Swatman is Chairman of Park Ward Conservative

Association,

He said Park Ward had for long had very good boundaries

formed by main roads and the canal, except that the Graiseley Brook
had now been culverted and was invisible.

He strongly objected to the

published scheme in this area, and made two specific points.

First, a
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thoroughly unsatisfactory and vague "boundary for ?ark/St. Peters wards
in the area of the West Park circle; secondly, the proposed transfer
of the Meridale area into Tettenhall Regis.

He described this as

ludicrous and hard to believe.

Tettenhall was the sort of place people

vent to by car for a day trip.

He commended the minority scheme as

much superior, using beautiful straight lines formed mainly by good main
roads and the canal.

39-

Mr. M. Berrington lives at Bradmore,. and spoke of the present

Merry Hill ward as a single community which should be preserved.

In

this he was supported by Mr Hailey of Telford Gardens, Merry Hill.
He said he would be transferred to Tettenhall Wightwick by the published
scheme, but had no uish to change wards.

Mr. Hailey is a Conservative

candidate in the Oxley area in the N of the Borough, and reverting to the
question of the Earnhurst/Pendeford estates, he saw merit in their being
represented by 6 councillors rather than 3«

40.

Cllr. W„E, Clarke undertook to summarise the case in favour

of the minority scheme on behalf of the Conservatives,

He referred

first to the correspondence between the Commission and the Council
and said that the scheme adopted flew in the face of the Commission1 s
own rules and guidelines.

He referred particularly to para. ? of the

Commission's letter of 1st July 19?6, and the suggestion there of a new
ward in the Eastfield/St. Peters/Wednesfield Heath area, a suggestion which
the Labour group ignored.

The minority group started at that point,

1?

forming the proposed East Park ward (No 11 on Plan D) on the strong clear
axis of the A»45^ Willenhall Road, and then working outwards, found that
good numerical results were achieved with clear "boundaries and very little
social disturbance, making maximum use of existing "boundaries and social
ties.

In contrast the published scheme was disruptive and markedly

inferior numerically.

In Parkfield for instance, the ward was a
!!••-* Illl niMJII

peculiar shape through rigid adherence to the A. 4-5^ as a boundary;
Portobello was split at the £0 end and Rough Hills split at the S. end.
The numerical defects in the published scheme were serious, e.£. at
Bilstoji North, Oxley, and Merry Hill,

In the case of the latter, the

deviation would be more marked in 1981 than at present.

The defects are

not the consequence of loyalty to other desirable criteria however, since
many of the boundaries in the published scheme are tortuous and divisive.

4-1.

In the S.tf, part of the Borough the minority group used Penn Ward.

as the key, devising a ward with the best shape and boundaries in
Wolverhampton , which is satisfactory numerically and socially.

Working

out from there, it enables Graiseley ward to be improved in form and
numbers, instead of disappearing, as it did in the published scheme.
Further North, the Blakenhall/Park boundary in the published scheme is
wholly contrived and artificial.

The minority group sought to avoid

a ward spreading across the important and complex Chapel Ash junction.

kZ.

In general also the minority scheme aims to achieve a good

social mix as far as possible, and in an area of large-scale immigration
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to avoid wards with predominance of immigrant or indigenous electors,
a point of particular relevance in Penn and Blakenhall wards.

^3* •

Having determined Perm ward, an automatic reduction in

Merry Hill ward followed, leaving it as a triangle with excellent
boundaries and almost precisely ideal size,

l±b.

In the Tettenhall area, the minority group wholly accept that

the published scheme is very damaging to the social identity of the
area.

The canal and railway line in the valley floor offers the

obvious and correct boundary.

They have great sympathy with the view

that there should be no change at all, "but found that impossible.

On

the other hand the large-scale transfers envisaged by the published
scheme were wholly unjustified and avoidable.

Nor is there any merit

seen in including the whole of the Bariaurst/Pendeford development area
in a single ward.

^5*

Cllr. Alan Garner is Chairman of the Council's Electoral

sub-committee, and undertook to summarise the case in favour of the
published scheme.

In the process of formulation, they were always

bedevilled by the problems of depopulated inner areas and expanding
outer areas; their efforts were focussed on achieving a just balance.
The Commission's guidelines offered excellent advice but were often
difficult to follow, because of these problems and the need to play the

V.,
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"numbers game1';
problem.

The existing electorates illustrated the extent of the

Wednesfield North had over 12,000 electors; Parkfield had

8000; whilst Ettingshall had only 6500.

46.

Reference was made to the large-scale development proceeding

in the Barnhurst/Pendeford area.

A decision was taken to include the

whole area in a single ward,/ allied with the Palmers Cross area to the
N of Tettenhall in the interests of encouraging community identification
and social integration.

Having made that conscious decision, the

"ripple effects" then had to be dealt with and to a large extent
determined the other, boundaries.

4?.

Dealing with the specific points raised, in the NE a Wednesf ield

East ward was created by combining areas to H and S of the Lichf ield Road
which were felt to have a sensible identity of interest.
ward comprises the core of the old town of Wednesfield.

The Wednesfield
On the

Wednesfield Heath/Low Hill boundary, the use of Gannock Road throughout
was preferred, so as to retain the Scotlands area intact, but this was
ruled out for numerical reasons.

In the Bushbury/Oxley area, it is

agreed that Bushbury is a long narrow ward, but the railway line is used
as boundary throughout; it is a real and formidable barrier, and
divides areas which are separate entities.
Stafford Road as its spine throughout.
Aldersley was explained earlier.

Oxley ward has the main

The decision relating to

It is not thought desirable to

diversify the interests of a newly growing community among 6 councillors;
rather there is a need for political stability.
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48.

In the area of Park/Blakenhall/Fenn, the disappearance of one

ward was an inevitable result of the ripple effect following the
creation of Aldersley;

but the disappearance of Graiseley ward is not

politically motivated.

In fact Labour loses a safe ward in order to

meet the numerical requirements of the Commission.
was too small and had to be enlarged;

Ettingshall ward

the enlargement was carried out

by adding a similar type of area around Parkfield Crescent.

In Parkfield

ward there is a -strong sense of community which should be.retained and not
disturbed by creating new wards.

The Portobello area is similar in

character and best added to this ward.

In Park ward the Chapel Ash

junction is a plain and logical focal point; the ward is undergoing
considerable change and should be kept together as far as possible.

49.

At Penn the Goldthorn Park area was added to the Fenn ward,

as it is considered that physical barriers are not insurmountable and
their effect has been exaggerated.

There is.a good solid connection

between Goldthorn Park, Goldthorn Hill and Penn,

The minority attitude

to this is illogical, since their scheme would transfer the Penn Fields
area to Graiseley.

At Tettenhall, it is right to emphasise the sense

of community but there is a wider loyalty to Wolverhampton.

It is not

asking too much of Tettenhall to take Finchfield and Compton within their
boundaries.

In any case Compton and Tettenhall comprise a tightly bound

community.

50.

Cllr. Garner concluded by stating that if in fact the figures

demonstrated a marginal superiority for the minority scheme, that in the
view of the majority party was far outweighed by the social "benefits
derived from the published scheme.
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Conclusions
51.

It emerged clearly at the meeting that each of the major

parties considers the scheme initiated "by the other to "be devised with a
view to political advantage.
to me to be the main issue.

Both may be right, but that does not seem
I consider it necessary to assess the

alternative schemes objectively, against the statutory requirements to
secure parity of representation as nearly as may be, and subject thereto
to have regard to the desirability of fixing good boundaries and of
preserving local ties,

52,

Numerical analysis of the two schemes suggests that there is not

a great deal to choose between them, and it may be that both would be
regarded by the Commission as falling within normal limits of acceptability.
Nevertheless, the comparative tables appear to me to demonstrate that
the minority scheme is generally superior in its results; whether the
difference be called "marginal" or not, I consider that the minority scheme
achieves a higher degree of parity between wards than does the published
scheme.

53•

It was claimed by the majority party that any such numerical

superiority of the minority scheme was outweighed by the social
advantages of the pblished scheme, but on careful consideration of the
evidence I heard, I find myself unable to accept that contention.

On

the contrary, the published scheme seems to me unnecessarily disruptive
of existing boundaries and of existing local ties, without any discernible
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social advantages.

It will be recalled (see para.^6 above) that the

"keystone" of the published scheme was the creation of the new Aldersley
ward to contain all of the proposed extensive new .development in the
N.W. part of the town, and to ally that area with a part of Tottenhall.
For my part, I can see no reason why this huge area of new housing,
roughly bisected by a canal planned as a recreational amenity and green
buffer, should all be in a single ward.

The desired social integration

is as likely to be achieved by linking parts of the new estates to
established communities to East and West, as in effect the minority
scheme proposes.

This would have the added advantage of doubling the

number of councillors serving the area during the period of development.

5^.

Many of the defects of the published scheme are admitted, and

are admitted to flow from the initial decision regarding Aldersley.
I do not propose to set out in detail my conclusions on each point raised
at the meeting, since in general I consider the criticisms levelled at
the published scheme to be well-founded.

But I regard the following

points as important and deserving of specific mention:(a)

Tettenhall.
;

It has a marked character of its own,

and the existence of strong local ties and sense of

/
community is conceded.
'

It is geographically very

distinct, and all these factors are in my view disregarded
in the published scheme;

(b)

Graiseley.

The disappearance of this ward, rendered necessary

by the numerical dictates of the published scheme, is not in
itself of great significance.

But it results in an arbitrary

Merry Hill ward, a Penn ward sprawling' across a clear barrier,
and the divorce of the Goldthorn Park area from Blakenhall.
I regard all these features as unfortunate;

(c)

Eastfield/Parkfield/Bilston

North,

The Commission suggested

a new ward in this area, and I think the suggestion was wellfounded, but the published scheme did not act on it.

(d)

Bushbury

In my view there is substance in the complaint that

Bushbury ward in the published scheme is inconvenient and unwieldy.

55-

Turning to the minority scheme, I have concluded that it is in

general satisfactory.
was not.

Indeed I heard no solid evidence to suggest that it

The scheme achieves a good standard of parity between wards

at both ends of the review period; it is based almost everywhere on
boundaries formed by major features such as railways, canals and main
roads;

and in my opinion it is considerably more respectful of

existing local ties, and of established boundaries, than is the published
scheme.

56.

Finally, I have considered whether any amendment of the minority

scheme seems to be called for.

Whilst I think it satisfactory as a whole,

a minor adjustment would improve it In the area of Wards 6 and 7 on the
submitted plan,

I include this adjustment in my recommendations below.

Recommendations
57.

For the reasons given, I recommend that the draft proposals

set out in the Commission's letter of 8th June 1977 and accompanying
documents should not be adopted.

I further recommend that the draft

proposals submitted by the minority group in the Council and set out
in a letter dated 28th July 1977 from Mr. G.R. Watson, -. and accompanying
documents including the plan marked Plan D, should be adopted, subject
only to the variation following:-

The boundary between Wards 6 and 7 (on Plan D) at their
western end should be Wood End Road between Idnthouse lane
and Koat House Lane West, provided that the effect of this
variation is numerically acceptable..

I have the honour to be, Sir,
Your obedient servant

(BERNARD HARDER Q.C.)
Assistant Commissioner.
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The Secretary,

29,Cricket l&oadcw,

Local Government Boundaries
CoTWQioicn for England^
Room l£3,
20 Albert Embankment 9
London
SEI 7LJ

FordhouseSp,
Y/olvsrto.mpton,
W»fi'idlands»
VATCO 6LS
let August 1977

Dear Sir, On behalf of the Oxley & Btishbury Y&rdo Conserrcitivo Aaeociatiori
I am writing to you to object to tho proposed VJaard Boundary changes in
the Northeast V.'olveriianpton area on. the following groimds,
I* Y.'e object to Bushbury Parish. Church being taken out of the traditional
Bushbury Ward end bein? transferred to Low Hill V/ard»
2, we object to the proposed elongatioa of Bushbury Y?ard by including
the area boundod by Parl: Lans taid Caajiool-c Hocd t en t5is grouadn that this
makes Bushbury a long straggling v&rd in. ;<hioh there ia no identification
of the psople from one end of "tiio 7ard TTitih those froi-i tho other.
Also, thereiis no Canmunity affinitj r between the afcrs-*3sntioned area
with tlie Bushbury people.
3. A sirailar objection, is aleo irji-Je to the elongation of the Oxley
Ward by the inclusion of the area bounded V>j- Lower Stafford Street and

/my information you inay require at a possible enquiry will be
forthcoming at your request*

Ycura ?aithfu,lly,
Hon. Secretary

SCHEDULE 2
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF WOLVERHAMPTON

; NAMES OF PROPOSED WA3DS

AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

'

NO OF COUNCILLORS

Bilston East

3

Bilston North

3

Blakenhall
Bushbury

'

3

.

3

East Park

3

Ettingshall

3

Fallings Park

3

Graiseley

3

Heath Town

3

Low Hill

3

Merry Hill

"

3

Oxley

3

Park

3

Perm

3

St Peter's

3

Spring Vale

3

Tettenhall Regis

3

Tettenhall Wightwick

3

Wednesfield Horth

3

Wednesfield South

.

3

BOROUGH OF WOLVERHAMPTON

Note:

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSSD WARD BOUNDARIES

Where the boundary is described as following a road, railway,
river, canal or similar feature, it should be -deemed to follow
the centre line of the feature unless otherwise stated.

BUSHBURY WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of the Borough meets
Stafford Road, thence eastwards and southwards along said Borough boundary
to the footpath which leads from Cannock Road to Underbill Lane, thence
south-westwards along said footpath to Underhill Lane, thence southeastwards
'along said lane to a point opposite the path, track and unnamed road
leading to Sandy Lane thence southvestwards along said path, crack and
unnamed road to Sandy Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to
Bushbury Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to the Stafford to
i
Bescot railway thence southeastwards along said railway to the branch line
leading to its end west of Grimstone Street, thence southwards along said
branch line to Showell Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
i
Stafford Road, thence generally northwards along said road to the point of

commencement.

LOW HILL WARD .

Commencing at the point where Showell Road meets the eastern boundary of
Bushbury Ward thence generally northeastwards along said eastern boundary
to National Grid Reference SJ 9^89602^80 being the prolongation northwestwards
i
>
of the access road from Ruskin Road to the Reservoirs, thence southeastwards along said prolongation and access road to Ruskin Road, thence
southwestwards along said road to Emerson Road, thence southeastwards

along said road and Leason Lane to Cannock Road, thence

o
and southwards along said road to Bushbury Road, thence southwards along
said road to Victoria Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
Cannock Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the access road
.leading to the garages to the west of Nine Elms fioad, thence northwards
along said access road to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 26
Nine Elms Road, thence eastwards to and northwards along said rear
boundary and continuing along the rear boundaries of Nos 28-82 Nine Elms
Road to the northern boundary of the last mentioned property, thence
eastwards along said boundary to a point opposite Smestov; Brook, thence
northwestwards to and along said brook to the railway branch line which
.ends west of Grimstone Street, thence northwards along said railway to
the point of commencement.

FALLINGS PARK WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Bushbury Ward meets
'the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southeastwards
along said northern boundary and in prolongation thereof to Linthouse
Lane east of Prestwood Avenue thence westwards along said lane to Lower
Prestwood Road, thence southwestwards along said road, Prestwood Road
West and Prestwood Road to Thorneycroft Lane, thence southwestwards
along said lane to the eastern boundary of Low Hill Ward, thence
generally northwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

WE3KESFIELD NORTH WARD

•Commencing at a point, where the eastern boundary of Fallings Pa^X Ward
meets the northern boundary, of the Borough, thence generally eastwards
along the northern boundary of the Borough and southwards along the
eastern boundary of said Borough to the Wyrley and Easington Canal, thence

•generally northwestwards and southwestwards along said canal to the footi
.path leading from Moat House Lane East to Moat House Lane West, thence
i
generally northwestwards along the said footpath to Moat House Lane V/est,
thence generally westwards along said lane to Wood End Road, thence
.northwestwards along said road to the southeastern.boundary of Fallings
i
Park Ward, thence northeasbwsrds along said boundary to the point of
commencement.

WEDNESFIELD SOUTH WARD

'Commencing

at a point where the southeastern boundary of Fallings Park

Ward meets the western boundary of Wednesfield North Ward, thence generally
southeastwards along the v/estern boundary of said ward and northeastwards
.and southeastwards along the southern boundary of said ward to the eastern
i
boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwards along the said
boundary to the Beecot to Stafford railway line, thence generally northwestwards along said railway to the Wyrley and Essington Canal, thence
northeastwards and northwards along said canal.crossing Pinfold Bridge to
;Lichfield Road, thence southwestwards along said road to V/ood End Road,
thence northwards

along said road to Amos Lane, thenco northwestwards

along said lane to the southeastern boundary.of Fallings Pa-rk Ward, thence
northeastwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

o
HEATH TOWN WARD
Commencing at a point whore' the southeastern boundary- of Fallings Park.Ward
'meets the western boundary of Wednesfield South Ward, thence generally
.southeastwards, southwards and southwestwards along said western boundary
and continuing southwestwards along the V/yrley and Essington Canal to
•"the Coseley to Wolverhampton railway line, thence northwestwards along
the said railway to the prolongation of the unnamed road from Sun Street
to Bailey Street at National Grid Reference SO 9220^98777, thence northwestwards along the prolongation and unnamed road to Sun Street, thence
northeastwards and northwestwards along the said street to Wednesfield
(Road,

thence westwards along the said road to a point opposite the

'western boundary of the Engineering Works, thence northeastwards to and
northeastwards and northwestwards along said boundary to Culwell Street,
'thence northeastwards along said street and Hilton Street to Cannock
Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the southeastern boundary
•of Low Hill Ward, thence northeastwards along said boundary and the
southeastern boundary of Fallings Park Ward to the point of commencement.

i
EAST PARK- WARD

' •

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Heath. Town Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Wednesfield'South Ward, thence southeastwards along the southwestern boundary of Wednesfield South Ward to
the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence southwestwards and southeastwards along the said boundary to Noose Lane, thence southwestwards along
the said lane to Willenhall Road, thence westwards along said road to
Moseley Road, thence southwards along the said road to a point opposite
the southern boundary of the property known as Uplands in Uplands Koad,
thence southwestwards to and along the said boundary to the northwestern
boundary

of No 18 Hilcote Prive, thence southwestwards along said boundary,

crossing Hilcote Drive, to the rear boundaries of Nos 20-36 Milcote Drive,
thence southwestwards and southwards along said boundaries to a point

• where it meets the eastern boundary of No ^7 Uplands Avenue, thence
'southwards along said eastern boundary arid thence due southwards to the
River Tame, thence westwards and generally southwestwards along said
river to a point due north of the western boundary of the Bilston College
of Further Education, thence due southwards to the said western boundary
and continuing southwestwards along the said boundary to the rear boundary
of No 171 Wellington Road, thence eastwards along said boundary to the
eastern boundary of said property thence southwestwards along said boundary
to Wellington Road, thence northwestwards along said road and Wolverhampton
Road to Dixon Street, thence southwestwards along said street to the
Birmingham Canal Wolverhampton Level, thence generally northwestwards

i

and northeastwards along said canal to the southeastern boundary of Heath
Town Ward, thence northeastwards along the said boundary to the point of

'commencement,

i
BILSTON NORTH WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of East Park Ward
'meets the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence southeastwards and
southwestwards along said' eastern boundary to Willenhall Road, thence
southwestwards along said road and the road known as Mount Pleasant to
Wellington Road, thence northwestwards along the said road to the southeastern boundary of East Park Ward, thence northeastwards along the
southeastern boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.
i
• !

BILSTON EAST WARD
Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Bilston North
'Ward meets the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwards along said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of the Borough,
.'thence generally southwestwards and northwestwards along said boundary

;to National Grid Reference SO 9^70^9562^, thence due eastwards to the
i
'eastern boundary of the dismantled railway, thence northwestwards along
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said boundary to the unnamed stream, thence northeastwards along said
unnamed stream and its continuation as a covered stream to Dudley Street,
thence northwestwards along said street to High Street, thence northeastwards along said street to Broad Street, thence northwestwards along said
street to the southwestern boundary of Eilston North Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary and northeastwards along the southeastern
boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

ETTINGSHALL WARD
Commencing at a point where the southwestern boundary of Bilston North
Ward meets the western boundary of Bilston East Ward, thence generally
southeastwards along the said western boundary to the southern boundary
of the Borough, thence southwestwards along said southern boundary to the
Coseley .to Wolverhampton railway, thence northwestwards along said railway
to a point due east of the footpath, north of the Works, leading to Taylor
Road, thence due westwards to and northwestwards and southwestwards along
said path to Taylor Road, thence southwestwards in a straight line to the
junction of Birmingham New Road and Lawnswood Avenue, thence northwestwards
along Birmingham New Road, Thompson Avenue and Birmingham Road to All
Saint's Road, thence eastwards along said road to Steelhouse Lane, thence
northwestwards along the said lane to Eagle Street, thence northeastwards
along said street to Bilston Road, thence southeastwards along the said road
to the southwestern boundary of East Park Ward, thence generally southeastwards along the said boundary and continuing southeastwards along the
southwestern boundary of Bilston North Ward to the point of commencement.

o

SPRING VALE WARD
Commencing on the western boundary of Ettingshall Ward at the junction of
Birmingham New Road and Lav/nswood Avenue, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along the said western boundary to the southern boundary of the
Borough, thence southwestwards and generally northwestwards along the
said boundary to the A^59 road, Wolverhampton Road East, thence northeastwards
along said road to Lawnswood Avenue, thence eastwards along the said
avenue to the point of commencement.

BLAKENHALL WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Ettingshall Ward.
meets the v/estern boundary of said ward at the junction of Birmingham Road

i
and All Saint's Eoa6, thence southeastwards along the said western boundary
,to the northern boundary of Spring Vale Ward, thence westwards along said
•northern boundary and southwestwards along the western boundary of said
ward to the southern boundary of the Borough, thence northwestwards,
generally southwards and northwestwards along said borough boundary to the
.footpath to the rear of Nos 11-25 Whitehall Road leadirg to Cotton Road,
thence northeastwards along said footpath and the said road to the road
known as Goldthorn Hill, thence northwestwards along said road to Penn
Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the southern carriageway
of the roundabout, thence northeastwards along said carriageway and the
southern carriageway of the Ring Road to Dudley Road, thence southeastwards
'along said road to Birmingham Road, thence southeastwards along said road
'and continuing southeastwards along the western boundary of Ettingshall
V/ard to the point of commencement.

PENN WARD
-'Commencing at a point on the western boundary of Blakenhall V/ard at the
.junction of Penn Road and the road known as Goldthorn Hill, thence eastwards
and southwards along the said western boundary to the southern boundary of

the Borough, thence south-westwards and generally westwards along said southern
boundary to Warstones Road," thence generally northeastwards along said road
to Coalway Road, thence eastwards along the said road to the point of
commencement.

•MERRYHILL WARD
Commencing at a point on the western boundary of Perm Ward where Warstones
Road meets Coalway Road, thence southwestwards along said western boundary
to the southern boundary of the Borough, thence westwards along said
southern boundary and generally northwestwards along the western boundary
,of the Borough to Castlecroft Road, thence northeastwards along said road
.arid Finchfield Road West to Broad Lane, thence south-eastwards along said
lane to Trysull Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Oxbarn
Avenue, thence southwestwards along said avenue to the point of commencement.

GRAISELEY WARD
Commencing at a point on the northwestern boundary of Blakenhall Ward where
the southern carriageway of the roundabout meets Penn Road, thence south;westwards

along said northwestern boundary to the 'northern boundary of Penn

Ward, thence westwards along said boundary to the eastern boundary of
Merryhill Vfard, thence northeastwards along said boundary and continuing
northeastwards along Bradmoor Road and Herridale Road to Compton Road,
'thence northeastwards along said road to the road known as Chapel Ash,
thence generally southeastwards along said road to the southwestern
.carriageway of the roundabout, thence southeastwards along said carriageway
to the western carriageway of Ring. Road, thence southeastwards along said road
to the western carriageway of the roundabout at the junction of Ring Road
and Penn Road, thence southwards along said western carriageway to the point
of commencement.

!
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'PARK WARD
Commencing at a

point where Tettenhall Road crosses the Staffordshire

and Worcestershire Canal; thence southeastwards along said road to .
New Hampton Road West, thence southeastv:ards along said road and New
Hampton Road East to Waterloo Road, thence southwards along said road to
the northern carriageway of Ring Road, thence generally southwards along
said carriageway to the northwestern carriageway of the roundabout, thence
southwestwards along said carriageway to the northern boundary of Graiseley
Ward, thence westwards and southwestwards along said boundary and the
'western boundary of said ward to the northern boundary of Merryhill Ward,
thence northwestwards and southwestwards along said boundary to the western
boundary of the Borough, thence westwards along said boundary to the
dismantled railway, thence northeastwards along said dismantled railway to
'the

Staffordshire and Worcestershire Canal, thence-northeastwards along

the said canal to the point of commencement.

.TETTENHALL WIGHTWICK WARD
Commencing at a point where V.'rottesley Road V/est meets the western boundary
iof the Borough, thence southeastxvards along said, road and V.'rottesley Road
to Wergs Road, thence southeastwards along said road and- the road known as
The Rock to Tettenhall Road, thence southeastwards along said road to the
western boundary of Park Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary to
the western boundary of the Borough, thence westwards and generally
northwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.
i
i
TETTENHALL REGIS WARD
Commencing at a point where the Shropshire Union Canal meets the western
boundary of the Borough, thence southeastwards along the said canal to
the Staffordshire and V/orcestershire Canal, thence southwards and south'westwards along said canal to the northern boundary of Tettenhall Wightwick
Ward, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the western boundary of
the Borough, thence generally northwestwards and northeastwards along said
Borough boundary to the point of commencement. '
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.OXLEY WARD

•

-

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Eushbury Ward meets
'the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwards along
said western boundary and continuing southwards along Stafford Road to
•Jones Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the Wolverhampton
•to Codsall railway, thence southeastwards along said railway to the
Birmingham Canal Wolverhampton L^vel, thence northwestwards along said
canal to the eastern boundary of Tettenhall Regis Ward, thence northwestwards along said eastern boundary to the western boundary of the Borough,
thence generally northeastwards along said western boundary and southeastwards along the northern boundary of the Borough to the point of
commencement.

i
,ST PETER'S WARD

'Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Bushbury Ward meets
the western boundary of Low Hill Ward, thence southwards and southeastwards
along said western boundary to the western boundary of Heath Town Ward,

i
thence southwestwards and southeastwards along the said boundary to the
western boundary of East Park Ward, thence generally southwards along
said boundary to the northern boundary of Ettingshall Ward, thence generally
westwards along the said boundary to the eastern boundary of Blakenhall
Ward, thence northwestwards along said boundary and westwards along the
northern boundary of said ward to the eastern boundary of Graiseley Ward,
thence northwestwards along said boundary to the northeastern boundary of
Park Ward, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said boundary to

the eastern boundary of Tettenhall Eegis Ward, thence northeastwards along

1
said boundary to the southern boundary of Oxley Ward, thence southeastwards
along the said boundary and northwards along the eastern boundary of said
ward to the, southern boundary of Bushbury V/ard, thence northeastwards along
said boundary to the point of commencement.

"BOROUGH OF WOLVERKAMPTON
1.

REMARKS SHEET

LOW HILL WARD
FALLINGS PARK WARD

SJ 90 SW

2.

LOW HILL WARD
ST PETER'S WARD

SJ 90 SW
SO 99 NW

Map supplied.
Local Authority intention
not clear.
Boundary realigned to detail.
Electorate involved.

3.

HEATH TOWN WARD
ST PETER'S WARD

SO 99 NW

Map supplied.
Boundary realigned to give
a technically better
boundary.
No electorate involved.

k.

EAST PARK V/ARD
BILSTON NORTH WARD

SO 99 NW

Map supplied.
Boundary realigned to give
a technically better
boundary.
No electorate involved.

5.

EAST PARK WARD
BILSTON NORTH WARD

SO 99 NW

Map supplied.
Boundary'realigned to give
a technically better
boundary.

Map supplied.

Boundary realigned to give
a technically better
boundary.
No electorate involved.

No electorate involved.

6.

ETTINGSHALL WARD
SPRING VALE WARD

SO 99 NW

Map supplied.
Local authority intention

not clear.
Boundary realigned to give
a technically better
boundary.

No electorate involved.

