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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 Sunder! and 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 borough*
2.

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

1972 Act, notice was given on 26 August 1975 that we were to:;undertake this
review* This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the
Sunderland Metropolitan Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to
Tyne and Wear County Council, parish councils, the Members of Parliament for
the constituencies concerned and the headquarters of the main political parties.
Copies were also sent to the editors of 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.

Sunderland Metropolitan Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft

scheme of representation for our consideration* In doing so, they were asked
to observe the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972
and the guidelines which we 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 asked also to take into account any 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 thei'r draft scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local
comment.

4.

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

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

Sunderland Metropolitan, Borough Council forwarded their draft scheme of.

representation to the Commission on 4 October 1976.

They proposed to divide the

area into 26 wards each returning 3 members to form a council of 78.
6.

We considered the Borough Council's draft scheme together with the related

comments and an alternative scheme submitted by local political associations
providing for a 78 member -council. Neither scheme presented a consistently good
standard of representation throughout the Borough, but we noted that a combination
of parts of the two schemes with some modifications produced a more evenly"."balanced1,
scheme returning 75 members. We decided to adopt this 75 member scheme as the
basis of.our draft proposals.
7.

...

,

On 5 August 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all

who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's
draft scheme* Sunderland Metropolitan Borough Council were asked to make these
draft proposals, and the accompanying map which defined 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
asked that comments should reach us by 14. October 1977*

-.8,

Two political associations accepted the draft proposals.

Objections to the draft

proposals, in whole or in part, were received from the Borough Council, the
County Council, five councillors, two HP's, a town council (including a petition
with 3>600 signatures), two local political parties, seven local '

organisations, a church council, a trades union, a residents1 association
and a number of local residents.
9*

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 S Astin, MBE, 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*
10* The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Town Hall and Civic Centre.
Sunder land, on 23 March 1979*
and after the local meeting.

He made an inspection of the borough, both before
A copy of his report is attached at Schedule 1

to this report,
11* In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of the
area, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft proposals, for 25
3-momber wards, be confirmed subject to several boundary realignments and the
"renaming-of three wards. "7

~" •

12*. We have reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments which we
had received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report.

We noted that in

advocating modifications to our draft proposals the Assistant Commissioner had
sought as far as possible to reflect local wishes and to maintain identifiable
communities within single wards.
13.

We compared the standard of representation resulting from the Assistant

iCommissioner's recommendationswith the.alternative scheme for a 78-member
council advocated by the Borough Council and were in no doubt that in terms of
• electoral equality the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations were very much
better*

Although we would have been prepared in principle to accept either a

78 or a 75 member council we decided that the Assistant Commissioner's scheme should
be preferred because it clearly provided a better standard of representation.

14.

We were conscious of the difficult situation in the Hetton/Houghton area

and sympathised with, those residents and organisations who objected to the
changes proposed in the electoral arrangements for the area.

We carefully

considered the Assistant Commissioner's report and recommendations in respect of
this area but, given the need to secure as near equality of representation as
possible and taking into account that he had recommended as much change in this
area as the constraints of equality of representation in the borough as a whole
would allow, we decided -to accept his recommendations for the Hetton/Houghton
area.
15-

Taking all these considerations into account, we decided-- • "that we should

accept in full the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations and have

- .-.-.

formulatedour final proposals accordingly.
16.

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this report

and on the attached map.

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number

of councillors to be returned by each.

A. detailed description of the boundaries

of the proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out in Schedule 3»

PUBLICATION
17»

In accordance with Section-6o(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, a

copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to the Sunderland
Metropolitan Borough Council and will be available for inspection at the Council's
main offices.

Copies of this report (without map) are being sent to those who

received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.

\
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SCHEDULE 1

LOCAL GO^RNT'iEHT BOUNDARY
Review of Electoral Arrangements Borough of Sunderland

In accordance with the instructions contained in the Commission's letter
of 9th Karch 1979> I conducted a Local Meeting as Assistant Commissioner at the
Civic Centre, Sunderland, on 23rd March 1979 to hear and discuss representations
with regard to the future electoral arrangements in the Borough of Sunderland - a
Metropolitan District in the County of Tyne and Wear (Note: because of the severe
Winter weather the meeting was postponed from 20th March to' 23rd March)
1.

ATTEKDAHCBS
I attach as "Appendix A" a list of the persons attending the Meeting and,
where appropriate, the organisations they represented.

2.

CONCESSION'S PROPOSALS'
The Commission's Draft Proposals for the Metropolitan Borough of Sunderland
set out in the Commission's letter of 5th August 1977 proposed 25 wards returning
75 Coun6illors (3 Councillors per ward). In considering and formulating the
Draft Proposals, the Commission had before them:(a)

The Draft Scheme submitted by the Metropolitan Borough Council which
suggested 26 wards returning 78 Councillors (3 Councillors ?er ward);

(b)

Proposals submitted separately by Sunderland, Houghton-le-Spring and
Chester-le-Street Conservative Associations to be considered together as an
alternative 78 members scheme;

(c)

Support for the Conservative proposalsfcin so far as they affected the
Monkwearmouth, Raker and Fulwell areas^expressed by Monkweamiouth and
Hoker Conservative Ward Committee and other comments from Councillor J.D.S. Brown
and C.R. Anderson to be considered with the alternative scheme;

(d)

Representations in respect of the Hetton-le-Hole and Koughton-le-Spring areas
from Mr* 0. Marlow, Hetton Town Council, Rotary Club of Ketton-le-IIole,
Hetton-le-Hole Old Peoples Welfare Committee, Inner Wheel Club of
Ketton-le-Kole, Eppleton Women's Institute, Ketton Community Centre,
Hetton-le-Spfing Conservative Association and Houghton-le-S?ring Constituency
Liberal Association;

(,•=)

A suggestion' by Washington Levelopment Corporation for a realignment of the
boundary between the Council's proposed Washington East Ward and Washington
North Ward;

(f)

Representations from Moorside Residents' Association concerning the
Iioxford Park Area; and

(g)

Representations from Councillor L. Heads and Hylton Castle Labour Party
requesting that the Bownhill Ward proposed by the Council in the Draft
Scheme should be named Town End ?arm Ward.

In considering the Draft Scheme and the suggestions and Comments referred
to above, the Commission decided that a Scheme, more evenly balanced than either
that of the Borough Council or the Conservatives, could be achieved by a hybrid
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combination of both, and the Commission's Draft Proposals were based on
Conservatives' suggestions for the area of the former 3underland County
(17 W3.rds) and the Council's Draft Scheme for the rest of the Borou£h(8
(i.e. a division of the Borough into 25 wards returning 75 Councillors)
Proposals also embodied the following; modifications:(l)

the
Borough
words),
but the

adoption of the alternative wards of Washington North Ward and Washington
3sst Ward proposed by Washington Development Corporation;

(il) an adjustment of the boundaries between (a) the proposed Castletown and
Eownhill Wards; (b) the proposed Houghton East and Houghton West Wards;
and (c) the proposed Fulwell and St. Peter's Wards; to balance the
representation of those wards; and
(ill) the change of the name of the proposed Downhill Ward to rlylton Lane Ward.
OEJSCTIQ1IS A2fl) REPRESENTATIONS received before the Local Meeting
- From Sunderland Conservative Association, accepting the Draft Proposals.
- From Houghton-le-Spring
Draft Proposals.
-Prom

Conservative Association stating no objections to

Sunderland Borough Council objecting to the reduction in the number of wards
from 26 to 25* and re-introducing the Council's 26 wards Draft Scheme.

- From Tyne and Wear County Council (letters from Chief Executive and from Leader
of County Council) objecting to reduction of number of members from 78 to 75
and the reduction of wards from 26 to 25«
- From Councillor J.D.3. Brown objecting to the proposed 3t. Peter's Ward and the
re-naming of Downhill Ward in the Draft Scheme as Hylton Lane Ward in the
Draft Proposals.
- From Mr. W. Sidawaypof Houghton-le-Spring^agreeing
suggesting changes to the remaining wards.

to several proposed wards but

- From Councillor C.B. Anderson objecting to the proposed Central Ward.
- From Moorside Residents' Association giving general support to Draft Proposals,
but objecting to proposed Silksworth Ward,
i
- From the following numerous organisations and persons objecting to the proposed
Hetton-le-Hole and Houghton-le-Spring Wards in the Draft Proposals, namely,
Hetton Methodist Church Council, Ladies Group of Hetton Methodist Church,
Neighbourhood Committee of Hetton Kethodist Church, Hetton Town Council
(with petition containing some 3»600 signatures), Mr. R. Blackburn,
Miss J. Young, Mr. and Mrs. Laverick, Mrs. A. Robinson, Mr. and Mrs. M. Harrison
Mr. and Mrs. M. Lynn, Kr. and Mrs. E. Last, Ketton Ward Labour Party,
Eppleton Lodge National Union of Mineworkers, St. Nicholas Mothers' Union^f"
Hetton-le-Hole, Lyons (Hetton-le-Hole) Male Voice Choir, Mr, and Mrs. W. Emery,
Hetton Amateur Swimming Club, Hetton and District Art Club, Ketton Luncheon
Club, Mr. and Mrs. D.J. Robson, Miss J. Waggitt, Mr. and Mrs. J. Maughan,
Mr. and Mrs. R. Bilton, Mr. E. Last and Others, a one-time Chairman of former
Hetton tfrban District Council (un-named), Councillor and Mrs. S.P. Ellis,
Koughton No.1 Ward Labour Party, and Mr. J. Winter.
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- From Rt. Hon. T.W. Urwin, I'!.?, (with also letter from Mr. Brynmor John, Minister
of State, Home Office) objecting to proposed Ketton and Hou£'hton-le-Spring
Wards.
- From Rt. Hon. F.T. Willey, H.P., with general comments concerning the Draft
Proposals, particularly as to the proposal for reducing the Council from
78 members to 75 and reducing the number of wards from 26 to 254.

SUBHISSIOI'IS made at the Local Meeting.
(l)

Introduction

In making preliminary introductions, I first apologised for the necessity to
postpone the Meeting from 20th March to the present day, 23rd March, a.nd explained
that my prioary consideration in taking this decision was to ensure that the many
persons in Hetton-le-Eole and Hough t on- le -Spring who had made objections to the
proposals should be enabled to attend the Meeting. There appeared to be general
approval to my decision to postpone the Meeting-.
I then said that I hoped the Meeting would be an informal one without the
submission of formal evidence and cross-examination and that the emphasis would be
on discussion of the various problems and proposals. I explained that I had come to
Sunderland two days ago and that on the day of my arrival I had visited certain parts
of the Borough, and on the day before the Meeting, in the company of Mr. J.H. Trebble,
Borough Solicitor, I had carried out a very extensive tour of the whole Borough.
I said that after at the Meeting, if it was necessary, I would again visit those
areas of the Borough which would be referred to in our discussions today.
I explained that, in writing my report of what transpired at the Meeting, I
would also give my assessment of the various arguments put forward and then it would
be my duty to make firm recommendations as to the number of wards and their boundaries
and the names of the wards.
Having regard to some of the comments which had been made as to the necessity
of carrying out this ward review, I pointed out that in the existing arrangements
there was very uneven representation indeed. 'Ihere were now 26 wards, each returning
3 Councillors, and the smallest wards were Ketton ;k>,2 Ward (4#92 electors),
Central Ward (5358) and Colliery V.'ard (5370) whilst the largest ward was Washington
Ward ( with as many as 23,370 electors) and also ?ord and Fennywell Ward (with 11,749)
and Honkwearmouth and Roker Ward (10,91? electors). It was obviously necessary to
formulate a new scheme giving a. better equality of representation ward by ward.
I reminded the meeting that under the Local Government Act 1972 the Borough of
Sunderland, in the ."Tetropolitsn County of ^-ne snd Wear, was made up of the County
.' Borough of Sunder.'land , the Urban District of Hetton (now a successor Parish), the
Urban District of Koughton-le-Spring, the Urban district of V.? shin <•; ton , and parts of
the Rural Districts of Chester-le-3treet and zlasin~:ton.
I then informed the meeting of the rules laid down in the Local Government
Act 1972 as to the carrying out of the present electoral review. I first referred
to Section 6 of the Act wriich provided that "3very :'etropolita.n District shall be
divided into wards each returning a number of Councillors divisible by three." and
then to Schedule 11 (3)(2) which provided that, having- regard to any change in the
number or distribution of electors of the Borough likely to take place within the
period of 5 years immediately following the consideration, (a) the ratio of the
number of electors to the nunber of Councillors to "be elected shg.ll be, as nearly
as may be, the same in every ward in a Borough; (b) in a. rorou^-h every ward of a.
parish shall be wholly within a single ward of t:ie ?orourh; ?.iid (c) in a B'oroujh
ever,'' parish which is not divided into parish wards sh"ll be wholly within a single

ward of the Borough." Schedule 11 (3)0) went on to say "Subject to the above
rules, regard si.ia.ll be hsd to (a) the desirability of fixing1 boundaries which are arid
will remain easily identifiable; and (b) any local ties which would be broken by the
fixing of any parti:,ular boundary."
I pointed out that the requirement as to the ratio of electors to Councillors
was to be regarded as a primary rule which the Commission were required to observe,
whereas the other rules were somewhat secondary in that the Commission had to have
regard to these rules. It was also important to note the rule as to the inclusion
of whole wards of parishes within any ward.
Finally, I referred to the Boundary Commission's Report Number 6 which set out
criteria within which the Boundary Commission had proposed to work, one of these
being in relation to the suggested size of Councils. The Commission had suggested
that for Metropolitan District Councils the size of the Council, save in exceptional
circumstances, should be within the range of 50—30 members. I pointed out that a
size of 78 members (suggested by the Council) or a size of 75 members (as suggested
by the Commission) was within this range. 'Hiis was, of course, one of the important
points which we were to discuss at this Meeting.
I then informed the Meeting of the various comments and representations which
had been received by the Commission (these are listed in paragraph 3«)
(2)

Warding Arrangements Generally

Before asking Mr. Trebble, the Borough Solicitor, to present the Council's
case in this matter, I asked the meeting to note that, subsequent to the submission
by the Council of the Draft Scheme and later the publication of the Commission's
Draft Proposals, (both of which had been based on a 1981 projected electorate of
235i923)» the Council in October 1977 had published revised projected electorate
figures giving a reduced total of 229*324 (which figure was still put forward at
the present time as the likely 1981 electorate total.) I then said that I thought
it was pertinent to note that, in applying to the Commission's Draft Proposals
these more recent 1981 projected electorate figures, it was shown that the
representation from the various areas would be most evenly balanced, namely:Electors
Entitlement
Former Sunderland County
Borough area
156,237
50-99
,
(returning 51 Councillors)
Washington Area
(returning 12 Concillors)

37,000

12.07

Eetton and Houghton-le-Spring
(returning 12 Councillors)

36,586

11-94

229,323

75.00

Applying the revised electorate figures to the Council's Draft Scheme gave
the following figures:Slecjtors
Entitlement
Former Sunderland County
Borough area
(returning 54 Councillors)

156,257

53.03

Washington Area
(returning 12 Councillors)

37,00

12.55

Hetton and Houghton-le-Spring
(returning1 12 Councillors)

$6,586

12.43

229,623

73.01

I then called on Mr Trebble, Borough Solicitor, to present Sunderland Borough
Council's submissions.
1-Ir. Trebble first referred to the necessity of a review of the Borough ward
boundaries because of the current wide discrepancies in the electorates from ward
to wa,rd. He then referred to the various rules set out in the Local Government
Act 1972 to which I had given earlier mention and he said that there had also been
some early hope that there coxild be compatibility in the County of Tyne and 'wear in
the various Schemes, District by District,but that, following1 a meeting which
representatives of the various Districts had had with the Chairman of the Boundary
Commission in June 1976, it had been agreed that the arithmetical problems of
drawing up the five District Schemes with strict compatibility with the County were
insuperable and some degree of flexibility was desired. Compatibility was something
to be aimed for, therefore, and it would be a source of satisfaction if it could
be achieved, but it was understood that the Commission now considered it ?ii
"optional extra" and not of primary importance.
Mr, Trebble then pointed out that, in the procedure as to the review of ward
arrangements, two Schemes had been officially published and opportunity given for
comments to be made thereon. The first scheme published was the Council's Draft
Scheme, which had been published locally giving a period of six weeks for comments
to be made either to the Council or to the Boundary Commission, and then later, when '
the Commission's Draft Proposals were issued, similar opportunity for comment
had been given. Perhaps the point ought to be made, he said, th;:.t no other
Scheme (e.g. the Conservatives' Scheme) had been published in this way.
First, he referred to the Council's Draft Scheme and said that, in drawing
up this Scheme, the Council had adhered to all the criteria as nearly as was
possible - wards with electorates as nearly equal as may be and wards returning
a number of Councillors divisible by three, regard being- had to local communities,
and boundaries following easily identifiable lines and features. He said it was
important to point out that the Council's Schene was non-partisan in nature, this
having been drawn up by Officers without political bias and in accordance with the
Commission's guidelines. He said it was significant tha.t, although the Council was
currently Labour controlled, he knew that present at the meeting today were
Members of the Council of that Party who did not agree, at least not entirely, with
all the submissions made by the Borough Council, and they no doubt would be putting
their own views later on.
He said that the Council felt that the Borough roughly divided itself into
four distinct areas. The River Wear disected the rorourh from west to east and
crossing points across the river were limited to five only. Clearly,the River was
the most obvious boundary line in the Borough and no ward could logically bridge
across it. So he claimed the area north of the River must be dealt with separately
from the area to the south of the River. Similarly, a wide expanse of gxeen belt
drove a wed^e through the Boroug-h generally from north to south and this separated
the old County Borough area from (a) the Washington area; and (b) the area,
comprising Hou^hton-le-Spring and Hetton-le-Hole. (So m:-:king four distinct oxeas).
The Council regarded it as important that any scheme produced should show an
equality of electorate, as nearly as may be, between the four separate areas. Ke
remarked that, at the commencement of the meeting, I ha.d shown equality of representation
in the Boundarv Commission's Scheme between three areas only. Sunderland County
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Borough c-rea as a whole; the Washington area; rjid the area of Hetton-le-Eole end
Houghton-le-Spring. In this way, no account had been taken of the relative
electorates in the area north of the river sjid the area south of the river.
Before dealing with this aspect in more detail, he said that he first wanted
to deal with a most important matter as to the Boundary Commission's actions prior
to the publication of the Draft Proposals. He said the Borough Council was placed
in great difficulty in even commenting upon or responding to the Boundary Commission's
Draft Proposals because those Proposals were based on a total future Council of
75 members elected from 25 wards, whereas the Council had been led to believe that a
Scheme of 26 wards and 78 members would be acceptable and had b?sed their Draft
Scheme on this size of Council accordingly.
He then referred to the Commission's proposed rs.nge of 50—30 Kembers for
Metropolitan District Councils and said that Sunderland was a District with a
population of about 300,000, larger even now than Newcastle and, with an electorate
of some 230,000, it was not unrer£onrble to consider that (along with Newcastle)
Sunderland should have a Council at the higher end of the range, namely, continuing
with their present membership of 78 Councillors. This view, he sr.id, was
reinforced most importantly with actual and specific information from the Boundary
Commission itself in a letter of 30th April 1976 to the Chief Executive of Tyne
and Wear County Council, tv.en Secretary of the Inter-authority Committee, with copies
sent to each of the District Councils. He produced a copy of this letter but I
already had a copy in my possession. He quoted the relevant part of the letter
as follows:"The Commission do not rule out the possibility that local circumstances
may be such as to require electoral arrangements in one or rr.ore Districts
which would not be compatible with the likely future County arrangements.
In that case, the Commission's general guideline", endorsed by the then
Prime Minister, x^culd apply to the size of a District Council within a
range of 50-30 Members, namely, that its place in the ranes should reflect
the number of electors. Cn this basis, the Commission would accept
Councils of 73 for the Newcastle and Sunderland Districts as within the
guidelines but they would expect
".
He said this letter was received before the Council submitted its Draft Scheme
to the Commission on 1st October 1976 and, therefore, the importance of the contents
of this letter,in leading the Council to believe that a Scheme based on 26 wards
would be acceptable^could not be over-emphasised. In all good faith the Council
prepared its Scheme for 26 wards, 78 Councillors, never for one moment believing
that a Council of any other size would be contemplated by the Commission.
Furthermore, the Council was now in very grea.t difficulty in commenting on
the Council's Scheme.
(l interposed here to say that, whilst I fully understood the Council's
point of view in this matter, I felt that I could not wholly agree that
the terms of the Commission's- letter of 30th April 1976 gave a categoric
assurance that,ft.Scheme for 26 wards 78 members would be approved.
Surely, the letter said that the size of the Council would be within the
range ^nd thatL__ijs place__j.n the range s:iouj.d_ ref lec_t the num'oer_of electors.
How could the Commission in 1976 give a categoric assurance as to the size
of the Council when the size w-js to be calculated according to the 19B1
projected electorate of the Borough not at that time known?.
I also said that, when I took the Local Meeting in Newcastle =s long ago
as January 1978 the projected electorate for the City had been ^'iven at
£36,924 and I had recommended s. Council of 73 memberstwith a ratio of
Councillor to electorate of 1:3037* As to the Borough of Bunderland,
the figures before us today showed a 19S1 projected electorate of 229-824
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and with a Council of 75 menibers; that would give a similar ratio of 1:3064.)
Mr. Trebble, however, preferred the Council's point of view in this natter and
then referring to the projected electorate figure for Newcastle, he said that he
felt this was a rather high figure. He said that total electorates in the Register
of'Electors in Newcastle hsd been 225ip69 in 1977 and 226,523 in 1973, whereas in
Sunderland the electorate figures had been 221,327 in 1977 and 224,504 in 1978.
He pointed out however that, as to population of the respective Districts, in
Newcastle 1976 population was 293,900 but had reduced to 288,600 by 1973. " In
Sunderland, however, the 1976 population was 298,200 and had risen to 300,200
by 197S. He claimed that Siirtderland had an increasing population>which would
continue to inct€ftT|!and furthermore had a younger population, so there w^s likely to
be a much greater population in 1931. Newcastle, however, seemed to be reducing
in population.
(Neverthelessi, I had to say that the fi^-ure given for Newcastle was
2p6,924ywhich was presumably the best fugure that was available- at
the Local Meeting in January !97S;snd here in Sunderland I had a figure
of 229,824, again the best figure available for 1981.)
To this, !Ir. 'Irebble acknowledged the figures which I hsa but then referred
to the methods of forecasting future electorate totals, which included forecasting
possible future developments and also taking account of population loss, due to
people leaving the District, resulting in vacant dwellings and lower number of
electors per dwelling. He felt that this latter factor affected Newcastle more
than Sunderland, because Sunderland had Washington New Town to balance population
losses in the older parts of the Borough.
He then referred to the Boundary Commission's L-raft Proposals and said that,
when these proposals were first published, they were received by the Council with
great consternation. He ventured to suggest that, *t no time prior to the
publication of the Commission's Draft Proposals, did anyone, whether a r:olitic-al
party or any other interested party, ever suggest that the size of the Council should
be other than its present 73 Members and, in these circumstances, he contended that
the Boundary Commission's decision in this matter was completely, arbitrary and
indeed contrary to the earlier advice. It was also inconsistent with their
Proposals for the slightly smaller City of Newcastle. However, enquiries of the
Commission had elicited the information as to taking the 17 wards in the former
Sunderland County Borough area in the Conservatives' Scheoe and eight T.-.rards for the
Washington, Houghton-ie-Spring and Hetton areas from the Council's Scheme.
He said the Council found* it difficult to have any confidence in the BoundaryCommission's Eraft -Proposals when it appeared that the Commission were some^;h;-.t
uncertain e-.s to the electorate figures for the wards that they were proposing.
(I interposed here to say that I could not readily understand the point of
this letter submission for, surely, we now hj.d the verified figures end,
in fact, these had been revised in the meanti.--.= , .-Mid 1C ^-.i*.1 thv',; I co"l?.gn;.re tfve—-one th.-1 I would look at the various Schemes and, if necessary
re-appraise the various wards in the light of t'.e "---•• elaf.-^rar.e .f'i.'j-m'e:
we had before us.)
Fir. Trebble the went on tosay that all this meant that the Couniil. hA'L "x-ci?
left in a very difficult position not expecting to have to answer to a smaller
Scheme, .^nd he contand.'jr-. that it was unreasonable to ha.ve to consider 25 wards
Scheme when, in fact, Newcastle ha£ F 26 v?rds schema s.::c v'^en s.3A ";-'-"e o*her
factors mentioned indicated th,-,t Sunderland should have 26 w?rds.
(I agaiii interposed to s.-; •;':•'; I fov-r.d this ratl.er difficult to-understand
for, surel", the- 2o:.-icl.-.r-/ CornmissiorJs rro^osals Ivrc. ".••<•• :l Published in
August 1977 ?nd t::ers h.^d been sufficient tine for t>.ere to be ^:vpro;.ri.vte
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study of the Proposals with a view to submitting a reasoned case for
any modifications thereof*)
Mr. Tremble then referred to detailed figures which I had ^iven at the
commencement of the meeting showing the respective total electorates for (a) the
former County Borough of ^underland area; (b) the Washington area; and (c) the
Hetton and Houghton-le-Spring area, which showed that these electorate figures gave
Councillor entitlement figures almost exactly equal to the number of Councillors
allocated, namely 51 Councillors for the County Borough area, 12 Councillors for
the Washington area and 12 for Hetton and Houghton-le-3pring, whereas in the
Council's Draft Scheme similar calculations gave the County lorough area an
entitlement to 53Councillors (with 54 allocated), Washington an entitlement of 12.6
(with 12 allocated) and Hetton and Houghton-le-^pring an entitlement of 12.4
(with 12 allocated).
He said that these figures belied the fact that, if one looked more closely
at the former County Borough area, it was divided into north of the river and
south of the river, and for the northern part, on the Boundary Commission's Scheme
the entitlement was found to be 17 Councillors but the actual allocation was 13 one too many, and south of the river the entitlement was 34 (and the allocation 33 one too little). In comparison^ the Council's Scheme was much better, for the
northern area had an entitlement of 17-7 (allocation 18) and the southern part
entitlement was 35«3 (allocation 36).
He said that, therefore, the Boundary Commission were achieving equality
throughout the rest of the District but were sacrificing equality in the County
Borough area as between north and south of the &iver. He said it was not good
enough to consider the whole of the County Borough area as a. complete entity.
Because of the division of the River, one must find a comparative equality for the
areas both north and south of the River. Furthermore, Sunderland County Borough area
comprised by far the greater part of the Metropolitan District of Sunderland and»
therefore, it was more important that there should be proper representation here.
(I interposed here to ask generally in the meeting whether there was
an accepted division of the former County Borough area of Sunderland by
the River Wear. The meeting generally agreed that there were two
separate areas. Later in the meeting, however, it was suggested to me
that a better comparison would be of the respectice Parliamentary
Constituencies which made up the former County Borough area. The dividing
boundary between these being not the River Wear but a line further south.
I ti.en said that I understood the argument being put forward in this matter,
but it also.seemed clear to me that under the Council's Draft Scheme
the County Borough area of Sunderland would have 54 Councillors(but
yet entitled to only 53) s^d the combined areas of Washington,
Houghton-le-3pring and Hetton would have 24 Councillors (and entitled
to 25)» It seemed to me that there were obvious difficulties in merging
these 'outside1 areas into the new Sunderland Metropolitan District
oxid to adopt a Scheme which did not give them their full entitlement of
Councillor representatives would not be readily understood and would
appear unfair.
However, I would have to weigh these two different submissions one
with the other and finally make a recommendation thereon.)
Mr. Trebble then submitted schedules of ward electorates and entitlements for
the 26 wards in the Council's Scheme and also for the 25 wards in the Boundary
Commission's Draft Proposals.
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These figures showed that in the Council's Draft Scheme there were ten wards
outside the 'tolerance1 range of 2.8 to 3-2 entitlement, whereas in the Commission's
Draft Proposals there were nine wards outside this 'tolerance* range. The
figures submitted also showed the total electorate and entitlement for the four
areas which rir. Trebble had earlier referred to.
Kr. Trebble then referred to the wards ("in both the Council's Draft Scheme
and the Commission's Draft Proposals) in the area of the former County Borough
of Sunderland and he emphasised the imbalance shown as to the area north of the
River and the area south of the River in the Commission's Scheme, claiming that
in the Council's Draft Scheme there was far better equality for, in the
Council's Scheme, an additional ward had been drawn in the area south of the River.
Mr.. Trebble then referred to the Washington area, the whole of which was
separated from the rest of the Borough by the green belt and the River Wear,
which enabled it to be considered on its own so far as the Boundary Review was
concerned. Sunderland was the only Metropolitan District in the Country to
contain a New Town within its boundaries and this made Sunderland the only
Borough within dyne and Wear where the population was likely to continue to
increase to the 1980's. He emphasised that the Washington area generally was
difficult to assess because of the sheer size of change involved and the future
demand for private housing, and even though the development life of the Hew
Town was now nearing its end (a transfer of housing assets to the Borough was
due to take place in 1930 with the winding up of the New Town Corporation in 1932),
there was still some uncertainty about the exact size the New Town would
eventually reach and^therefore, doubt about the precise distribution of future
electorate, because of the difficulties of forecasting demand for future
private housing.
He said that the Council's Lraft Scheme and the Commission's Draft
Proposals were very much similar except that the Commission, in the Draft
Proposals, had included the area of the old Washington village in the proposed
Washington North Ward, whereas the Council had thought it better to include
that area in Washington East Ward, in view of the general uncertainty about
future population and distribution, and the Council,he claimed, had given more
weighty consideration to the factor of community interest. It had to be
admitted, however, that the Commission's Draft Proposals gave a better equality
of electorate in the four Washington Wards.
He then referred to the Houghton-le-Spring area and said that the
boundaries of Shiney 3ow Ward were almost identical in the Commission's Draft
Proposals and in the Council's Draft'Scheme, but the two other wards in
Koughton, namely, Houghton East and Houston West had been drawn differently.
The Council had considered that the Durham Road was the better dividing
boundary between the two East and West Wards, whereas the Boundary Commission
had used the A.182 road as the boundary. Unfortunately, this tended to divide
the Newbottle village area and he claimed that this was contrary to the rules
in Schedule 11 of the Act. At the same time, he had to admit that, using the
Council's suggested boundary line, the electorate of Houghton i^ast Ward was
rather low (entitlement 2.59) whilst Houghton Vest Ward would be high above the
tolerance limit (entitlement 3«59). Nevertheless, this was a very tightly knit
village community with a long history of being a farming and residential village
and more recently a mining community,in respect of which the Planning Department
had recently published a Village plan.
(I interposed to say that I was not happy with the dividing ward
boundaries here at the village of Newbottle and perhaps some
modifications might be made to the boundary dividing the i^ast and
West Wards and perhaps also the southern boundary of ^hiney Row V.'ard
to make the division of the village more satisfactory.)
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Hr. Trebble then referred to the problems of ward arrangements in the
Eetton-le-Eole area. Ee said that both the Council and Commission agreed in
substance about the proposals here. It was known that there was very strong
feeling in the area by local residents about the proposals as they now stood
and he wanted to emphasise, at the outset, that the Council hac every sympathy
with the feeling; of the Hetton residents. The Council considered that Hetton
was clearly a separate identifiable conunui":ity with its own independent history
and its own Town Council since Reorganisation and, therefore, it would be
preferable if it were not divided in the way suggested. Under the Council's
Scheme and the Commission's Proposals, it was proposed that the part of Hetton
known as Ketton Downs was to be taken out of the Ketton Ward (as existing)
and joined with a neighbouring psrn of Eoughton-le-Spring, to become Kough"fron
East Ward. The objectors from Ketton maintained that all the social and cultural
links of Eetton Downs were with Hetton and that the two communities should not
be separated in the way proposed.
The difficulty was ths.t the electorate of Hetton, without Hetton I'owns,
was 9>300 and Hetton Downs Parish Wsrd was approximately 3,200 so that together
they would make an electorate of about 12,500, This was obviously far too
large a ward for 3 Councillors only (entitlement 4-24) but equally it was far
too small to be represented by 6 Councillors, for then it would be over-represented
in respect of the electorate for the ward compared with the rest of the Borough.
One of the difficulties with IZetton was that it was a warded parish area
and, of course, Schedule 11 provided that a Parish ward, must lie wholly within
a single wsrd of the District, thus parts of each of the Parish wards could not
be divided between other Borough Wards in an attempt to achieve electoral
ecuality. There was no easy solution to this matter and it was difficult to
see how compensations could be achieved to enable Hetton to come within the
"norms" for entitlement of Councillors, whilst at the same time retaining the
identity of Eetton within one ward. Hr. Trebble said that, whilst he would
always urge the Comraission to adopt a flexible attitude to take into account
community feeling where that was possible without deviating too far from the
"norm" of electoral equality (iJewbottle perhaps being an example of this approach),
in this instance, electoral equality was so far from being achieved that it was
difficult to see what proposals, other than those put forwsrd by the Council and
the Commission, could be supported.
7.e said that it may of course be argued that Hetton would be prepared
to be under-represented (i.e. by Councillors only for Hetton together with
Eetton Downs) in order to retain unity, but the majority of the electorate would
not really tolerate this when, in the rr.st of the Borough, roughly 9»000 electors
would be entitled to 3 Councillors. In any case, it should not be forgotten that,
even joined with part of Eou£hton-le-Spring the people of Hetton Downs would still
be able to put up their own representatives for election and he saw no reason v.'hy,
at 'local level, arrangements could not be made for at least one representative
from Eetton Downs to be nominated, as a Councillor to look after their interests.
Reluctantly, therefore, he hsd to say that, whilst there was sympathy
for retaining the unity of Eetton and Eetton Downs together, there did not seem
to be any other solution to the problem other than that proposed by the Council
and the Commission.
In conclusion, Hr. Trebble said that the Council felt they had a most
justifiable case to argue against the Boundary Commission's Proposals. 'The
Council were not asking for a large increase in the number of Councillors and
a size of Council contrary to the criteria of the 1972 ..ct, as laid down by the
Commission, but on the contrary, the Council's case was justified on (1) the
initial advice given by the Connnission themselves in Ai'ril 1976; (li) T;he size
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of Sunderland District compared to other Authorities in l^ne eind Wear;
(11i) the fact that the Commission was agreeable to 26 wards for Ilewcastle;
arid (iV)the fact that Sunderland*s case for 26 wards was justified for the area
of the former County Borough south of the River. He said that Sunderland's
population would continue to increase and the population of other Districts
was becoming smaller. In all equity it was right, therefore, that Sunderland
should be accorded its proper status and awarded a Council size of 26 wards
and ?Q members in accordance with the Scheme it had submitted.
As a large number of persons present at the meeting were from Ketton-leHole (with also Mr. A. Gordon, Solicitor, representing Ketton Town Council)
I intimated that I would devote the next part of the meeting solely to the
question of the ward representation in Hetton.
Mr* A. Gordon, Solicitor, said he represented Ketton Town Council who,
with the people of Hetton, were opposed to the proposition to create a new
Houghton East Ward incorporating the Eetton Downs part of Hetton. He said
that he was there to speak for democracy. People were people, not numbers,
and his case was that no attempt should be made to take out of Ketton that part
called Hetton Downs for, if this were done, the people of Hetton Downs would
be disenfranchised. She people of Hetton wished to be represented by Retton
people (as indeed no doubt Houghton people wished to be represented by Eoughton
people). He wished to emphasise that the people of Houghton andthe people of
Hetton were completely and utterly different,without any ties to each other.
In all planning matters affecting the area there had been no planning proposals
to join Hetton with Houghton. In recent years, there had been an embargo
against further housing development in Hetton but, as soon as the large sewerage
scheme now almost completed was finished, there would no doubt be considerable
new housing development in Hetton.
Mr. Gordon then went on to refer to the effect of adding Ketton Downs
area into Houghton East Ward, especially as to the selection of candidates and
the election of Councillors representing the Ward. How would this selection
be made? How could it be ensured that there would be a Hetton Downs representative
elected? Could I give an absolute assurance to the Hetton people that a Hetton
representative would be elected?
Ihere was no doubt that 'the Hetton people wanted to have ward arrangements
as at present - two wards each returning 3 Councillors. If this were not
numerically possible, then it may be that Hetton would prefer'to have one ward
returning 6 Councillors and, if this were not possible, then they would rather
have one ward returning 3 Councillors, even if that meant that the Hetton people
would be under-represented. IThis they would prefer to adding part of Hetton
in with part of Houghton.
(I interposed here to try to ascertain whether there would be any
political considerations in the proposed ward arrangements, but
I was given to understand that this area as a whole was likely to
return Labour candidates. I then enquired of Labour Party
representatives present whether or not local arrangements might
be made for candidates to be nominated to reflect the area
interests, but I received no support or assurances in this direction.
I also referred to the fact that Hetton and Houghton were in the same
Houghton-le-Spring Parliamentary Constituency and was there,
therefore, not some.political connection between the two areas?
Here again, I received no helpful assurances of co-operation.)
Finally, Mr. Gordon re-iterated that there were no ties whatever between
Hetton Downs and Houghton East and there.Was no movement between the two areas.
Hetton Downs undoubtedly wanted to be in rletton.
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Councillor E. Weirs, Hetton Ward Labour ?arty, said that the proposals
as to ward arrangements in Hetton had been the subject of a protest meeting
in the township and the people of Ketton had shown cuite conclusively that they
wished Eetton to be a separate unit. Hetton-le-Hole had been an Urban District
and now there was a Town Council. It was an important community area concerning
which there had been a "Hetton Study", undertaken by elected representatives of
Eetton and Officers of the Council, which was finalised at a meeting in
February 1978 and which summarised the problems facing the community and the
top priorities in the provision of job opportunities, repair and maintenance
of Council dwellings and the provision of services and facilities which would
encourage the present population to stay and also attract new residents. It
had been shown that Hetton was the focal point of the immediate area for
shopping, entertainment, transport, etc.
Councillor Weirs emphasised that Hetton Downs was an integral part of
Hetton. There was really no communication between that part of Hetton and
Eoughton East,the only connection being the main road which was proposed to be
made the eastern boundary of the proposed ward. If the Hetton Downs area
were taken away from Hetton, it would take away part of the heart of the town
for, in that part, were the Library, the School, etc. A division of Hetton
Downs from the rest of Eetton would be a flagrant break of local ties.
Councillor Weirs then went on to detail the electorate figures for Hetton,
including the Ketton Downs area, and said that once the major sewerage scheme
had been completed (sometime in 1980/81) the embargo against new housing
development would be lifted and he anticipated that Eetton would then be a
developing and expanding community, as there was ample building land around.
He thought it therefore wrong to make any change in the electoral arrangements.
(I interposed here to say that I fully understood the situation,
but my difficulty was "that ward arrangements had to be made in
accordance with the 1981 Projected electorate figures. There was
one thing I could do however, namely, to recommend that, instead
of the name Eoughton East Ward, a name might be given to the ward
which would reflect the dual interest of Hetton Downs and the
eastern part of Houghton. It could be named "Hetton Downs and East
Eoughton Ward" or perhaps the meeting could suggest an even more
appropriate name. (The only name suggestion made at the meeting
was that, if the worst came to the worst and a ward had to be
formed as proposed by the Boundary Commission, the Ward might be
named "Eppleton Ward", but there was no indication that this name
would be satisfactory to Houghton people.)
I then said that, in my opinion, to retain two wards in Eetton
would be somewhat impossible and, furthermore, I did not think
that I could recommend that the whole of Eetton could be msde
into one ward (returning either J Councillors of 6 Councillors).
I also had to say that, even if I recommended such a provision,
I doubted very much whether that recorjnendation vrould be approved
by the Commission, for it was necessary to look at the Borough
of Sunderland as a whole and, of course, the statutory provision
for equality of electorate in each of the wards of the
borough, legislated against any such proposal. I then received
a number of comments froa people in the meeting referring to
"Bureaucratic nentality"; "the fallacy that bigger wss better"
and "we were dealing with people not numbers".)
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Mrs. Sidaway, who said she represented the people of Ho ugh t on -le -Spring,
said that, just as the He t ton people did not want to be joined with the Eou^hton
people, the Eo ugh ton people did not want to be joined with a part of Hetton.
Furthermore, she said that the Proposals cut up Hough ton and she wss very much
against that,
lira. H. Wright, of Sought on Conservative Association, said that it was'
absolute nonsense that there was no connection between Hetton and Hough ton.
Ketton people did go to Koughton and there was through communication along the
main road between the two areas. The community should pull together and she
could not think what all the objection was about.
Mr, J.A. Hawke, of Hetton Aged Concern, emphasised that Hetton Downs
should be retained as part of Hetton, but could it be arranged that there were
two Councillors from Houghton and one Councillor from Hetton representing
the proposed ward if such a ward had to be?
Mr. E.W. Richardson, of Hetton Rotary Club, spoke rather scathingly
about the proposals to split up the town of Hetton. He said that it was
obvious that Hetton was a small compact community, and a town which very much
regretted having been taken out of Durham. He said that the division of Hetton
Downs area away from the rest of Hetton would be the beginning of the end of.
Hetton as a township with a Town Council.
Mr. A. Gray, Hetton Parish Councillor, said he wa.s horrified at the
proposals to take Eetton Downs out of Hetton.
In Hetton there was a feeling
of unity and loyalty. Five years ago, Hetton had been ruthlessly torn out of
Durham and more recently the Eetton people had been told that they were now
to be regarded as being in Houghton-le-Spring by the amendment of their postal
address. He lived in Easington Lane, just south of the main central area of
Eetton, but he could assure me that the people of Hetton were not happy with
the Proposals. It was like the breaking up of a family. Everyone in Ketton
would tell me the same thing.
Mrs, '.'/. Ellis, Ketton Town Council, referred to the statutory provision
as to the ratio of Councillor to electors being the aune, as nearly as may be,
in all the wards of ".he Eorcugh, She wondered if the phrase "as nearly as
may be" gave opportunity for flexibility to deal with the problem of Hetton.
V/hat was certain was that the rules as laid down in the 1972 Act said that local
ties h:-id not to be broken and this was a recognition that community interests
of the ordinary people had to be recognised.
Mrs. ?. Anderson:, Hetton Aged Concern, said that so far, the meeting had
been far toe friendly and it needed to be said strongly that this proposal to
take Hetton Downs away from the rest of Hetton would affect all the
organisations centred in Hetton.
(I tried tc point out that, including Hetton Downs in another ward,
would not have any effect on the various organisations centred in
Hetton. The Town Council would remain for the whole of Hetton.)
Fir. J. Steel, Hetton Town Council, scid that he was a Hetton P'
and a member of lie t ton Methodist Church, Hetton Labour Party, Hetton Hotary
Club and Hetton Cricket Club, (He was a Hetton men). He had no wish to
denigrate Houfhton-le-S^ring but he wanted to emphasise that Hetton and Eou/jbton
were separate communities. In the ward proposals the heart of Hetton was
beins1 divided. If He t tor. could not have t;;o -.r.rds returning; three Councillors
each, then it would prefer to have one lar^e wc.rd returni-ij 3 Councillors.
The unity of the township should be preserved at all costs.
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Mrs. E. Wakefield, a Metton Eowns housewife, also spoke against the
proposal.
Tne main body of objectors from I-Ietton-le-Hole had come to the Civic
Centre by coach and at this stage (2 p.m.) the coach had to return and the
main body of objectors left. I then adjourned the meeting for lunch.
After the lunch adjournment, Mr. A. Gordon, ^olicitor, for Hetton ?own
Council, said that the only thing that Eoughton and Hetton shared was that they
were in the same Parliamentary Constituency and they shared their I'err.ber of
Parliament, Rt. Hon. T.W. Urwin, who himself had stressed the harm that would '
be done if Hetton were divided in the way proposed. There was no doubt that,
v/hatever the answer • to the problem, local ties would be broken here.
•
Mr. J.V. Ellis, Hetton Liberals and Liberal Prospective Candidate for
Houghton-le—Spring, referred to constituency organisations and the representations
made as to disenfranchiseraent. Ihere were certainly difficulties as to meetings
of selection panels for candidates and also at the elections themselves.
Certainly, candidates would lose votes if they were from the "wrong" area.
Certainly, Hetton had a strong case to be regarded as a separate compact unit.
Ee said that, whilst equality of representation was important, so was the
quality of representation and this would be better attained if communities were
not divided.
Mr. Ellis then referred to the alternative Scheme which the Liberal
Association had put forward for four different wards in the Houghton-le-Spring
and Eetton area, this including proposals for the main part of Hetton to be
a ward and the outer hamlet areas of Easington Lane, Low Hoorsley, High Koors^Ley,
East Rainton to be in a "Villages" Ward with sone part of Houghton West.
I had to say that I would give consideration to these alternative
suggestions, llhere did not appear to be any electorate figures given in these.
suggestions, but I would have these electorate figures calculated for consideration.
Councillor L. Harper, Leader of the Council, said that, in respect of the
Commission's Draft Proposals, he wished personally to suggest that the western
boundary of Fulwell V.'ard and of St. Peter's Ward should be along Newcastle Road
instead of along the Railway line, (inis would add some 1020 electors, north of
the Hospital and Binns ^ports Ground, into Pulwell Ward and some 211 electors
into St. Peter's Ward - although if the boundary were to continue along
Newcastle Road to the roundabout at Southwick ^oad and North Bridge Street some
53 electors would be taken out of St. Peter's Ward and added into Colliery Ward.)
He said that this road had been the traditional boundary and he thought that it
would be a much' preferred dividing line. Councillor Harper also suggested that
the southern boundary of Colliery ^ard should be from the roundabout at Southwick
Road and North Bridge Street, southwestwards along Wreath Road to the River,
and this would transfer 23 electors into St. Peter's Ward.
Councillor Harper and I then together made rough calculations of the new
electorate figures for the wards if his suggestions were approved, showing tha.t
Pulwell Ward would have some 9472 electors (entitlement 3-21) and St. Peter's
Ward 3938 electors (entitlement 3.03). Colliery Ward would then have only
3040 electors and would need to take in some compensstory area out of Southwick
Ward. Councillor Harper suggested that the area bounded by Faber Street,
Shakespeare Street, Cato Street and Old Hill Road, (some 782 electors) mi^ht
be transferred into Colliery Ward, this would give a ward electorate of 3S22
(entitlement 3.00). This would reduce Southwick Ward by 752, and I said that I
already had in mind suggesting that the triangular area bounded by v/ashington
Road, Rotherfield Road and the rear western boundaries of dwellings in
Rotherham Road (a further ?1C electors) be added into Kylton Lane Ward.
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Southwick Ward would then have only 8251 electors (entitlement 2.30) and
Hylton Lane Ward would have 3^74 electors (entitlement 2.34).
I had to say that the Railway line was, of course, a good boundary, and,
whilst I was sympathetic to the helpful suggestions made, I would have to check
these electorate figures and give consideration to the overall picture.
Councillor J.D.S. Brown, Conservative, Monkwearraouth and Roker Ward, said
that he had lived in the Roker area all his life ajod had represented his ward
since 1967. He very much objected to the proposals for wards in the Council's
Draft Scheme in the north-east part of the Borough. Particularly, he did not
like the proposals for the North Shore Ward, which would be a straggling ward
and would break up the Konkwearmouth and Roker community. He commended the
Conservative Scheme which had been adopted by the Commission, but he asked me
to look again at the boundary which divided Pulwell Ward and St, Peter's Ward,
suggesting that such boundary should be along the rear of the properties on the
northern side of Side Cliff Road (and south of the southern side of Iteale Road)
instead of along Side Cliff *k>ad itself. I said that I would prefer to see a
boundary along a main road but that I would look at this suggestion.
i~
I'lr. J. Bowens and Mr. X. Carty, of Conservative Association, spok3
in favour of the Conservative Scheme and the Commission's Proposals.
Councillor L. Heads, of Hylton Castle Ward, asked that consideration should
be given to the change of name of the proposed Hylton Lane Ward. The Conservatives
had asked that this Ward should be called Downhill Ward and this was the name
given to a ward in this area in the Draft Scheme. He thought a better name
for this ward would be Town End Farm 'ward and there seemed general agreement
to this suggestion.
Councillor C.R. Anderson, Central Ward Conservative Party, then referred
to the representations which he had submitted with respect to the boundaries
of Central Ward. He felt that the southern boundary of the ward did not
follow easily identifiable geographical borders and failed to contain natural
community boundaries. He pointed out to me an area south of Hudson Road,
Lawrence Street and Woodbine Street (at the furthermost eastern end of the
proposed Thornholme Ward) which he said was somewhat isolated and should be
included in Central Ward and he went on to say that the southern boundary of
Central Vard should then go along Tatham Street, Borough Road, Holmeside,
Vine Place, Green Terrace, Low Row, Silksworth Row and Hylton Head -?.nc this
new boundary would take out about 2,025 electors into Thornholne Ward but
take in about 1,140 electors from Thornholme Ward into Central Ward. He
referred to the community of Hillfield and said that he preferred the boundary
of Hylton Road for he did not believe that the Hillfield community went down
as far as Chester Road.
I said that this would then ma!:e Thornholme Ward a very large ward indeed
and the change of the boundary which he had now suggested would no doubt have
boundary repercussions in a number of wards to the south.
Councillor Anderson agreed on this point and said there were certainly
difficulties and dangers in making changes in this way.
Mr, I'lichojel A. Gray, Chairman of the Washington Zranch, Chester-le-Street
Conservative Association, referred to the different boundaries suggested by
the Council and the Commission as dividing Washington Ilorth and Washington
East. He thought it sensible to have tr-e main highway as the dividing boundary
here, leaving Old Washingor. village in Washing-con North Ward. I said that there
was no doubt that this line gave better electorate figures for each of the
wards. I was, however, concerned that Washington West Ward was a rather snail
v:ard and perhaps soine ^.-nencment could be made to th.? boundary between
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Washington North and Washington Vest. This I would consider.
v,"e were now Hearing the end. of the meeting and I, therefore, gave
opportunity xo I-ir, Trebble, Borough Solicitor, to have .a final word on behalf
of the Council. Mr. Trebble said that the Council's c-jse was that the Draft
Scheme gave better equality of wards throughout the Sunderland County Borough
area, and in the Commission's Draft Proposals the wards south of the Ftiver Wear
certainly suffered, in comparison to the wards north of the Hiver. Although
the Commission's Draft Proposals seemed to r~ive even representation as between
(a) Washington; (b) Hetton and Houghton-le-Spring; and (c) the old Sunderland
County Borough area as a whole, it seemed wrong to regard the old County
Borough area as one entity. Certainly, in that Scheme there was uneven :.
representation as between north of the Hiver and south of the River.
He said that members of the Council had made some individual comments
suggesting modification of certain ward boundaries (not necessarily following
the suggestions in the Council's Draft Scheme). These were local people well
qualified to make individual comments a.bout individual boundaries.
He- then, referred to the difficult problem of Eetton-le-Hole and
emphasised that the Council wanted to do everyt-ing possible to help Hetton.
Ee felt he had to say, however, that the Council would have to object to one
ward with six Councillors for this would-be far too many
".. ••
!••--. and would make very uneven representation (incidentally contrary to the
provisions of the Act) and at the expense of other wards in the Sunderland
Borough. It was also wrong to give Ketton -less representation than the number
of Councillors to which they were entitled.
Finally, Mr. Trebble referred to the submission made that there should
be 26 wards returning 78 Councillors, giving the area of the former Sunderland
County Borough 18 wards (ru^iy) and he said that Washington would still have
12 Councillors, and Houghton and Ketton would together still have 12 Councillors,
and these areas,-would, therefore, not suffer in a reduction of representation.
(I felt I should reply to this by saying that it was clear,
however, that although each of these two areas would still
have 12 Councillors - - their representation would be
fractionally reduced and, as there appeared to be some
dissatisfaction in Hetton (and perhaps in Eoughton) as to being
incorporated in the new Sunderland Metropolitan Borough,it would
surely cause even more dissatisfaction if it were then thought
that these areas were not receiving their proper entitlement of
representation (however fractionally reduced).
Mr. Ron Smith, Thornhill Ward, referred to the stated imbalance as to
wards north of the River and wards south of the River and said that he did not
think that the comparison ought to be made as to north and south of the River
but rather as to the different Parliamentary Constituencies in Sunderland.
Mr. David McNish, Conservative, St. Chad's Ward, said that he preferred
the Commission's Proposals for his area to the proposals in the Council's
Draft Scheme, for the Farrington area in that Scheme had been taken out of the
ward* This he thought was wrong.
Mr. S. Carty and Councillor C.R. Anderson expressed thanks to me for the
way the meeting1 had been conducted and the patience which I had shown in
receiving the representations throughout the day.
The meeting concluded at 5 P-^i.
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5.

ASS3SSM3ST 0? A3GUM5HTS
(a)

Size of Council

I think it should first be emphasised that a Council of 73 Kembers, or of
75 Members, will -be a large Council. In either case, Sunderland will be -?.t or
near the top of the Commission's 50 - 80 members Scale for Metropolitan Districts and Sunderland is by no means at the to? of the Table of Metropolitan Districts
in terms of population, electorate and acreage. A number of larger Authorities,
it would appear, axe to have Councils smaller than 75 Members - indeed smaller
than 70 Members.
It is not difficult to see, however, that Sunderland's claim for a
78 Kembers Council is to enable the Borough to have a Council no smaller that
that of Newcaatle-upon-syne. Each now has a Council of 73 Kerabers and it has
already been recommended and virtually agreed that in the new Ward arrangements
Newcastle shall have 73 Members. The Suncerland Council's formal submission
also claimed that Sewc«tle'a 1981 projected electorate figure of 256,924 (put
forward to me at the Local Meeting on 25th January,1978) was a considerable
over-estimate (for the actual February 1979 Register of Electors fignore was no
higher than 226,523) whereas Sunderland's 1981 projected electorate total was
229i324 (claimed to be a much more realistic figure,for 'the actual February 1979
Register of Electors total was 224,504)• It was further claimed and emphasised
that the population trend in Newcastle was for a reduction, whilst the trend in
Sunderland was for an increase (influenced by the Washington New Town Development).
The argument was also pursued by reference to the letter of 30th April, 1976,
from the Commission to the Chief Executive of Tyne and Wear County Council (the
then Secretary of the Tyne and Wear Inter-Authority Committee) which, it was
claimed, led the ^underland Council to believe that a Scheme based on 26 ".yards
(78 Members) would be acceptable. The letter quoted ss.id "
the Commission's
general guidelines
would apply to the size of a District Council within
the range of 50-30 Members, viz., that its place in the range should reflect the
number of electors. On this basis, the Commission would accept Councils of
73 for the Newcastle and Sunderland Districts as within the guideline....11
(The underlinings of phrases here are mine). As my Report shovs, the Council
relied on the phrase "$he Commission would accept 78" as being unconditional,
whereas I pointed, out that (as I ssw it) in 1976, without then having any
knowledge of likely 1981 projected electorate figures, the Commission must have
intended that the Council's "place in the range should reflect the number of
electors." This argument is, perhaps, now academic, but the Council said that,
having received the "acceptance" of 73 Members, they had never considered a
Scheme for 75 Members and were put in grea~ difficulty in commenting- on the
Commission's Draft Proposals. I must say that I could not accept this latter
argument, for the Draft Proposals (for 25 Wards 75 Members) were published as
long ago as 5th August, 1977 (more than 1-^ years -go) giving more thrn adequate
opportunity to the Council to study the Proposals.
Without, at this strge, consenting on or being influenced by the 2 alternative
Schemes (and the merits and demerits of these Scher.es .Tioy settle the argument)
I feel I should now say that I accepted the l-;ewcastle-upou-cyne projected
electorate figure in good faith at 236,924 and recommended confirmation of a
Council size of 73 Members (as suggested in the Council's 1'rs.ft Schene and
proposed in the Coinnission's Draft Proposals) and, in ces.li.ng with ^underland,
I cannot now a:cept that this should be regarded as a high figure in any
comparision with Bunder land's accepted 1931 projected electorate figure of 229»<324(Suffice it to say, of course, th. t in these estimates the nearer :--ne gets in
time to the projected date the more accurate should be the 'projection). furthermore,
note should also be taken of the 1 ?31 projected electorr-.te fig -l*3S riven in
recent .-souths at "*outh ~: nesice (123,550), "orth Tyneeide (155>275) end.
Gatsshead (163,596).

Therefore, after due enquiry, I must accept the figures gi"en to me ?.nd
I consider the Sunderland's 229*824 electors with a Council of 75 Members would
give a ra'cio of Councillor to electors of 1:3064 (TBMembers would reduce this
ratio to 1:294?) e^d this 1:3064 would compare^ _-."ewer- stle 's r:-.tio of 1:3057*
from an electorate of 236,924 and a Council of 13 Members. These ratios are
almost alike, giving parity of representation in the two largest Districts of
the County, and these ratios also fit into a logical pattern of representation
in all the 5 Districts of the County. (»'y recommendations for other Districts
are South Tyneside 1:2526 (Council of 51)j North Tyneside 1:2554 (Council of 60);
and Gateshead 1:2554 (Council of 66)}.

These figures and these considerations lead me to favour for Sunderland
a Council of 75 Members.
(it occurs to me that it may be more important to °underland to achieve
the parity they claim with Newcastle by seeking this in the matter of the number
of members elected to Tyne and Wear County Council. This County Review has
still to be undertaken with a projected electorate date ahead of 1931, by which
time the electorate and population trends will, no doubt, have become more
established).
(b)

Council's Draft Scheme

In my appraisal of the Council's Draft Scheme I have to record that, in
relation to individual wards, this Scheme was not discussed at any great length.
Marginally, the electorate equality is not quite as good as in the Commission's
Draft Proposals but this was occasioned by applying more recent projected
electorate figures.
The Conservatives obviously preferred their pattern of Wards for the former
Sunderland County Borough area (17 Wards instead of the Council's 18 Wards). In
the Council's Scheme there was complaint about the drawing of North ^hore Ward
(said to be a long straggling ward of unrelated areas) and Fulwell '^ard was
also criticised. There were also some uneven electorates in the wards north of
the River Wear and it seemed to be generally accepted that the Council's Scheme
here was not as good as the Draft Proposals.
The Washington Wards (particularly Washington North Ward (2.66) and
Washir.gton'-*East Ward (3«70)) were also not as satisfactory as those in the Draft
Proposals, in which latter Scheme the Washington Road had been used throughout
as the dividing boundary.
In the Newbcttle area, the division of the village had been avoided but
some equality of Ward electorates had been lost.
As is seen from the Report, great emphasis was placed on the fact that
the Council's Scheme achieved a better balance of representation in the former
County Borough area as between the area north of River Wear and the area south
of the River. The River is, of course, an accepted division but there is also
to be considered the division of the former County Eorough area into two
Parliamentary Constituencies. If these respective areas are considered
(taking a division by whole wards nearest to t;ie present line) the following
figures are shown:-

DIVISION 0? POHKEH C.3. A3EA BY HIVSH '.TEAR
DRAFT SCHEME
(78 Members)

;
1

Electorate : Entitlement; Av. electorate
i
per Ward

Wards \ Members
'

6

18

52,105

17-63

3684

i"
South of River j 12

36

104,079

35.52

8673

18

54

156,184

53.00

Wards

Members

Electorate

Entitlement

North of River j

I

DRA?T PROPOSALS

(75 Members)

6

North of River

13

11

33

52,037
.
104,200

17

51

156,237

'

South of River

DIVISION. OF FOHKSR C.E. AREA BY
DRAFT SCHEME
.
(78 Members)

,

Av. electorate
per Ward

16.93

34.00
50.98

8672
,
9472

.

1

,,.

j

PARLY. CONSTITUENCIES

i
i
,
i
Wards I Members i Electorate j Entitlement i Av. electorate

I
1

Sunderland North

9

27

77,346

26.25

3594

Sunderland South

9

27

78,838

26.75

8790

18

54

156,134

53-00

i

DRAPT PROPOSALS
(75 Members)
Sunderland North

9

27

31,117

26.47

Sunderland South

8

24

75,120

24.51

17

51

156,237

50.98

;

per Ward
—-

9013

9390

These figures show that, in dividing the C.E. area by River Wear, the
Draft Scheme £ives better area equality, but in dividing the C.5. area by
Parlia-men-ijry Constituencies, the Draft Proposals give nearer equality.

More importantly, however, in my opinion, these figures again emphasise
that the Draft ^cheme Wards give to the former Sunderland County Borough area
one Councillor more than the area is entitled to, and this is at the expense
of giving under-representation (by one Councillor) to the combined "outside"
areas of Washington, Houghton-le-Spring and Hetton-le-Hole. As I said at the
Meeting, there are always obvious difficulties in merging "outside" areas into
new Districts and to adopt a Ward Scheme which did not give those areas their
full entitlement of Councillor representatives would not be readily understood
and would appear unfair.
As to wards in Hetton (involving suggested joining of a Parish Ward area
with part of Houghton-le-^pring to fonn one ward), these are almost the same
in both the Draft Scheme and the Draft Proposals and provoked much criticism,
and I deal with this matter in a later paragraph.
Finally as to the Council's Draft Scheme, I must remark that, although
the Council's "case" (put by the Borough Solicitor) was strongly and well
submitted, it was somewhat surprising that this was not supported by any
individual submissions by Members of the Council. In fact,2 Labour Councillors
(from the Controlling Party) who spoke, suggested boundary amendments to Wards
in the Commission's Draft Proposals. There were no reference*to possible
amendment of the wards in the Draft Scheme.
(c)

Commission's Draft Proposals

These Proposals show more emphasis on electorate equality of Wards
(e.g. better equality between Washington North Ward and Washington East Ward)
and, with one less in the former County Borough area, ve?_y good equality of
representation has been^achieved as between (1) the County Borough area;
(11) Washington; and (111) Kou£hton-le-3pring and Hetton-le-Hole. (AS pointed
out above,this meant more inequality as between arer.s north and south of River
Wear but not as much inequality as between the areas of the respective
Parliamentary Constituencies).
I consider the individual ward pattern better (particularly north of
River Wear and in Washington) and this can be further improved ly modifications
(1) in these northern wards (with suggestions by Councillor Harper and
'Councillor J.D.S. Erown here to be considered); (iijin Washington and Newbottle
(following other suggestions at the Meeting); and (ill) in some other Wards
to effect improvement of ward electorate equality. I refer to suggested
modifications in a later paragraph, and Hetton Wards are also commented on later.
Finally, and perhaps obviously, I have to note that there was gocd
Conservative support for the Draft Proposals with submissions by a number of
Members of the Council.
(d)

Wards in Hetton-le-Hole and Houghton-le-Spring

The formulation of Wards in this southern part of the new Eorough (the
rather sensitive area of the former Houghton-le-Spring U.D. and Hetton U.D. - the
latter now a successor Parish) provided a very complex problem and, particularly
in respect of the proposals involving the splitting of the Hetton area, brought
forward a spate of complaint, criticism and exasperation.

In simple terms, the problem presented was that Eetton, as a whole Parish,
had a total 1981 projected electorate of approximately 12,508, and had four
Parish Wards with approximate electorates of 3208,4308,1392 and 3500, The
Council in their Draft Scheme (of 26 Wards) were looking for wards of a sise
of approximately 8850 electors and the Commission's average ward electorate for
their 25 wards was 9192. In both Schemes, therefore, Hetton was too l;?rge to
be wholly one ward returning 3 Councillors, and not large enough to be a ward
returning 6 Councillors. It seemed inevitable, therefore, that part of the
Parish would have to be added to part of Eoughton-le-Spring to form a ward and,
by statutfe,the severed part had to be a whole Parish Ward or Wards. Almost
equally inevitably, as the aim was for a 2orough Ward of some 9000 electors,
the Eetton Downs Parish Ward (with some 3208 electors) had been selected to
be joined with part of Eoughton to form a Ward (the other Parish Ward with 3500
electors covered the central p&rt of Hetton and could not as easily be joined
to part of Eoughton).
This then was the problem and, 'as my Report shows, there was much exasperated
and discontented opposition to the proposal that part of Eetton (the Hetton
Downs area) should be (a) severed from rest of Hetton Parish;and (b) joined with
part of Eoughton to form a ward. This severance was, of course, instanced as
a decided breaking of local ties (which should not be allowed) and adding1 part
of Eetton to part of Koughton to form a ward was said to be a most unsatisfactory
proposal for (a) Hetton electors would be in minority in the ward and would lose
their franchise and their representation; (b) Hetton and Eoughton had no links
and there was absolutely no contact between the two areas. Also, a number of
people,- with some degree of misunderstanding-, seemed to believe that forming
a ward in this way would mean that Eetton Downs was no longer in Eetton.
It was surprising and disappointing to find such antipathy and lack of
neighbourly co-operation here, and I tried, almost in vain, to find common
interests - e.£. did not both areas make u? the major part of the Houghton-le-Spring
Parliamentary Constituency?. The two areas are joined together by the A.182 road
with continuous development along the road. In my visits, if there* had not been
a township name sign at the dividing boundary point I would not have realised
when I was passing from one area to the other.
Furthermore, I tried to dispel the misunderstanding that joining Hetton
Downs with part of Houghton would mean that Hetton Downs would no Icn^.r be in
Eetton. It certainly would not be in Eetton (borough) Ward but it would remain
in Hetton Parish (Town) and- would..continue to have its Parish (Town) Councillors.
That Eetton has its own Parish (Town) Council is an important saving factor here
and should ensure continued unity.
Also, in some effort, to avoid the thought that Eetton Downs would
now be in Houghton (for tne suggested Ward name was Zoufhton £ast Ward) I put
to the I'eeting the idea of finding an embracing name or a neutral name.
The V.7ard could, be called "East Houghton and Hetton Downs Ward" (somewhc.t
cumbersome) but another nnrce suggested was "Eppleton Ward". I believe that
"Eppleton" has been used for a County Electoral division and therefore might be
suitable, although perhaps not wholly acceptable to Hou£hton. It was, however,
the only name put forward at the J-Ieeting and it was received without demur.
Somewhat desperate efforts were made to find a more satisfactory solution
to the problem of "-'-"ard pattern and I set out below the seven alternative ideas
put before me:-

Ward
r-RAFT ERQFQSAIS
(4 wards 12 Councillors)
(Council of 75)

Slec torate

Shiney Row
Houghton West

Hough ton Sast
He t ton

Totals
Shiney Row

2. SHAFT SCHEME

(4 wards 12 Councillors)
(Council of 73)

Ho ugh ton West
Ho ugh ton East

He t ton

Totals
Shiney Row
Hough ton East
Hough ton West
Hetton >Io.1

3. HETTON TOWN COUNCIL

(A)(5

wards 15 Councillors)
(Council of 78)

Hetton No. 2

Totals
(B) (4 wards 15 Councillors)
(Council of 78)

;
:

Shiney Row
Koughton East
Hough ton West
Hetton (6 Couns.)

;

Totals

(c) At the Meeting
(4 wards 12 Councillors)
(Council of 75)

Shiney Row
Ho ugh ton East
Koughton West
Hetton (3)
Totals

4- J-iR. J.7. ELLIS (Liberals)
(5 wards 15 Councillors)
(A) (Council of 73)

Hough ton No.1
Hough ton No. 2
Hough ton No. 3

Hetton No,1
Hetton No. 2
Totals

(B) (4 wards 12 Councillors)
(Council of 75)

,

Ho ugh ton No.1
Hough ton No. 2

; Villages
j Hetton
I

Totals

Enti tlament

9,670
9,075
.3,541
9,300
: 36, 586
9,668
9,974
7,644
9,300
36,586
8,418
3,167
7,725
7,616
4,392
36,818
8,418
3,167
7,725
12,508
36,318
8,418
8,167
7,725

3-17
2.97
2.30
3-05

11.99
3.28

12,508

36,818
8,095
7,650
8,640
7,616
4,392
36,893
8,927
13,669
6,681
7,616

i. 36,893

;

3-39
2.59
3.16
12.52
2.86
2.77
2.62
2.58
1.66
12.49
2.30
2.77
2.62
4-25
12.50
2.75
2.67
2.52
4.08
12.05
2.75
2.60
2.93
2.53
1.66
12.52
2.91
4.46
2.13
2.43
12.03

i

;

These figures show obvious weaknesses in most of the Schemes as follows:(1)

The Draft Proposals (Scheme 1) provide better equality than the Draft Scheme;

(2)

All the 3 Schemes put forward by Hetton Town Council, and the Hetton
complainants generally, are unsatisfactory for Scheme 3 (A) shows an unequal pattern of wards with entitlement of
only 12,49 (but to return 15 Councillors);
Scheme 3 (B) suggests one ward, with entitlement of only 4.25

to return

6 Councillors, with an uneven pattern in other 3 wards; and
Scheme 3 (c) suggests one war<J, with entitlement of 4«25» to return
only 3 Councillors (serious undArrepresentation) with low
entitlements in other 3 wards.
The 2 Schemes submitted by Mr. Ellis are also unsatisfactory for Scheme 4 (A) shows an unequal pattern of wards with entitlement of only 12.52
but to return 15 Councillors; and
Scheme 4 (s) again shows an unequal pattern of wards, with one ward
with entitlement of 4«4& returning only 3 Councillors (serious
under-representation).
'
Having regard to all the considerations, not least the statutory
requirements as to equality of ratio of Councillor to electors in all wards, I
am firmly of the opinion that the Wards in Houghton-le-S?ring and Eetton-le-Kole
set out in the Commission's Draft Proposals are the most satisfactory of all
the above alternatives, and this especially so if (a) some comparatively minor
modifications are made to the dividing boundaries in Newbottle (to avoid the
somewhat drastic division of the village with parts in 3 different wards) - see
later paragraph as to suggested modifications - and (b) Eoughton Ward names
are changed as suggested above - Houghton East Ward to become "Eppleton Ward"
and Houghton West Ward to become "Houghton Ward".
(e)

Modifications

It should first be noted that no suggestions were made for modification
of any of the wards in the Council's Draft Scheme, although there was some
general criticism of North Shore Ward and an acceptance that, of 26 Wards, 10 had electorate figures showing entitlements outside the tolerance range of
2.80 - 3*20 (some indeed widely outside this range) and, therefore, an inference
that re-appraisal was required,and modifications needed, to effect better
equality.
With regard to the Draft Proposals, however, a number of modifications
were put forward at the Meeting, (some arising from my visits around the
Borough) and ag;.in there was an acceptance by the Meeting that, with more
up-to-date projected electorate figures made available since the Draft
Proposals were first prepared, some re-appraisal was required with a view to
modification to effect better equality.
(1) Wards, in former County Borough area, North of River
These 6 wards are firmly bound by River Wear (to the south) and the
Washington area (to the west) and show, in total, a slightly lower entitlement
(17.08) than the number of Councillors to be returned (18) and (if this Scheme
is to be adopted) it is important that this total electorate :.hould be divided
as equally as possible into these 6 Wards, ^s I said at t.:e Meeting, therefore,
some modification is required to the dividing boundary between Southwick
Ward (3.20) and Hylton Lane (Town End ?arm ) Ward (2.53)- A suggested new
dividing boundary along Redhill Road and Radlett Hoad would transfer 963 electors
from Southwick Ward, equalising- the wards to Southwick Ward (2.36) and Hylton
Lane (Town End Farm) Ward (2.32).

Other suggestions were made at the Meeting by Councillor L. Harper and
Councillor J.E.S. Brown as to the dividing boundaries of Fulwell Ward ,
St. Peter's Ward and Colliery Ward, the main suggestions being:(a)

'The western boundaries of Fulwell Ward and St. Peter's Ward
should be along Newcastle Road (instead of along the main
Railway line) so generally following an existing ward boundary-—
this would transfer 1231 electors from Colliery Ward to Fulwell
Ward (Councillor Earper estimated this figure at 10.20 at the
Meeting) and 211 electors from Colliery 'Ward to St.Peter's Ward.

(b) The small triangular area bounded by Newcastle Road, Southwick
Hoad and the Railway line(53 electors) should be transferred from
St. Peter's to Colliery Ward;
(c)

The area of Wreath Quay Road (only 2? electors affected) should
be included in St. Peter's Ward (from Colliery Ward); and

(d)

The northern side of Side Cliff Road (139 electors) should be
included in St. Peter's Ward (from Fulwell Ward).

I must say that at the Meeting I was quite sympathetic to these changes if
these would help to keep localities together, although, as to (a) above, I still
felt that tr,e main Railway line gave a good boundary and, as to (d) above, I was
not keen to use rear boundaries of houses or back streets as a ward dividing
boundary. Furthermore, any changes made would still have to provide, overall,
satisfactory electorate figures.
Unfortunately, on more detailed study and a check on electorate figures,
I find that most of these changes would upset Ward equality as shown below:Braft Proposals Wards
Fulwell Ward - 8452 (2.77)
St. Peter's Ward - 8759 (2.86)
Colliery Ward
- 8819 (2.89)

Wards with suggested jghanges
Fulwell Ward
- 8452+1231-139 = 9544
(3-11)
St. Peter's Ward- 3759+211+139+23-53=9079 (2.96)
Colliery Ward
- 8819-1231-211-23+53=7407(2.42)

I know that at the Meeting Councillor Harper and I discussed the possibility'
of taking electors from Southwick Ward to increase the electorate of Colliery
Ward, but eventually I felt that this would make it more difficult to move
electors from Sputhwick Ward to Hylton Lane (Town End Farm) Ward.
On the above figures, therefore, I finally feel that I cannot recommend
all these modifications. The suggested changes in (b) and (c) above are only
slight, however, and would no doubt give more convenient arrangements and
these I do recommend.
I also recommend the change of name of Kylton Lane Ward to Town End Farm Ward
anc! the 6 wards north of the River would be as follows - so giving a measure of
equality:Pulwell Ward

- 3452 electors (2.77) (no change)

St. Peter's Ward

- 8729

"

(2.35)

Colliery Ward

- 3347

"

(2.89)

Southwick Ward

- 3780

"

(2.86)

Town End /arm Ward

- 3627

"

(2.32)

Castletown Ward

- 36°2

"

(2.31) (ao change)

(2) Wards,iri former County Borough area, south of River
Councillor C.H. Anderson suggested a rather drastic modification of
Central Ward by taking out some 3»500 electors (south of Fylton Road in the
western part of the ward) and taking in some 1700 electors (north of the ?ailway
line in eastern part of the ward). We spent some tJme at the Meeting
discussing this suggestion,for this ward was admittedly a big' wsrd, but we
realised that any changes here would have a ftr-reaching effect requiring
changes of many wards. Ihe ward electorate figures of nearby w?rd? are not
helpful and after further study at some length I have he.d to conclude that I
cannot recommend any change of the boundaries of this Central Ward.
As to other wards, the more recent projected electorate figures ha-e
produced some wards outside the "tolerance" range and I have looked particularly
at Pallion Ward (3.J5)» Thornholme Ward (3.37), Hendon Ward (3.11),
St. Michael's Ward (2-95)» Thorney Close Ward (2.74)» Grindon Ward (2.36) and
Ryhope Ward 0.31) with a view to effecting a tetter measure of equality and I
now suggest that the following modifications be made. I believe that these will
also provide more suitable boundaries:Pallion Ward (10,195 electors) to transfer to South Eylton Ward the area
bounded by Hylton Road, Eishopwearmouth Cemetery, Kelmsdale Road
and Holborn Road (300 electors) giving new wgrd electorate of 9393 (3»Q?)

Thornholme Ward (10,252 electors) to transfer to St. Michael's Ward
the area bounded by Barnes Burn, Sanson Street, Thornholme Road,
western boundary of Hhornhill School, Shallcross, Meadowside,
Queen Alexandria Road and Earnes Park Road (686) giving new wgrd
electorate of 9566 (3.12).
Hendon Ward (9*592 electors) to transfer to St. Michael's Ward the
area bounded by Shallcross, western boundary of Playing Field,
the rear boundaries of the northern side of Belle Vue Park,
'Punstall Road, Queen Alexandria Road and Meadowside (526) giving
new ward electorate of 9*066 (2.96)
St. Michael's Ward (9,000 electors) to transfer to Thorney Close Ward
the Plains Farm North Sstate (1124) and to take in the area from •
Thornholme Ward above (686) and the area from Hendon Ward above
(526) giving new ward electorate of 9088 (2.97).
Thorney Close Ward (8,547 electors) to take in the Plains Farm Jlorth
Estate from St. Michael's v/ard (1124) giving new ward electorate
of 9471 (3.09).
Grindon Vard (3,712 electors) to transfer to South Hylton Ward the
.triang^ilc-r area bounded by She Sros.dway, Pennywell Road and
Nookside (204) and to take in the area bounded by Hylton Road,
Grindon Lane, and South View Road and continuing footpa.th from South Hylton V/ard (813) giving new ward electorate of 9321 (5«04_)
South Hylton V/ard (3,331 electors) to transfer to Grindon V/ard the
area north of Hylton Road, above (313) and to ta-ke in from Grindon
V/ard the triangular area bounded by the Broadway, rennywell Road
and Nookside, above (204) and from Pallion Ware the area bounded
by Hylton ftoad', The Cemetery, Eelmsdale Road and Holborn Road,
above (300) giving new ward electorate of 9^72 (2.96).
Ryhope Ward (10,089 electors) - no change. Geographical features
dictate boundaries of Ward. (5-31)

(3) Wards in Newbottle area.
As I pointed out in paragraph (d)above, I wish to suggest modifications
to the Draft Proposals wards hers to rectify what I regard as a rather
unsatisfactory division (into three parts) of the comparatively small village
of Newbottle. This I mentioned at the Meeting1 and, as to possible new
boundary lines, I have had the benefit of advice from Council Officers and now
recommend that (a) the small area (in Houghton West Ward) bounded by Houghton Road (A.182),
the School and the Mineral Railway (253 electors) be transferred to
Houghton East (Eppleton) Ward; and
(b) the area (in Shiney Row Ward) bounded by the Mineral Railway, works
buildings in Hailadelphia and the rear boundaries of houses on the
east side of Houghton Road (374 electors) be also transferred to
Houghton East (Eppleton) Ward.
These modifications also achieve better ward electorate equality and give
Wards as follows:Houghton East (Eppleton) Ward

-

9,163 electors

Houghton West (Houghton) Ward

-

3,322

"

(2.88)

Shiney Row Ward

-

9,296

"

(3-03)

'

(2.99)

(4) Washington Wards.
Washington is divided into four wards and, in my opinion, the Draft
Proposals gave wards which were to be preferred to those in the Draft Scheme,
this being generally acknowledged at the Meeting. There still remained the
possibility of improving the ward electorate figures of Wash ins ton ;"orth Ward (3-12)
and Washington Weat Ward (2.63) by slightly modifying the dividing boundary
between the two wards. I therefore sought further information on this and was'
supplied with detailed plans (accompanying this Report as Appendix "D") which
show areas of new development and provide a most satisfactory recommended new
boundary line (which incidentally ^ives a line between Donwell village and Usworth
village) along Stone Cellar Road, Red Lion Lane, the eastern and southern
boundaries of Schools, Albany May, the track at the southern boundary of Albany
Park and the western boundary of Washington Grammar Technical School.

This new dividing boundary transfers 493 electors from Washington North Ward
to Washington Vest Ward and gives the following Washington Wards :Washington north Ward

-

9,00? electors

(2.94)

'Washington West Ward

-

3,493

"

(2.77)

Washington Eas't Ward

-

10,000

"

(3-28)

Washington South Ward

-

9,500

"

(5-12)

It should be noted here that in the Map of Recommended Wards (Appendix "3")
I have inserted for Washington an up-to-date Ordance Survey Sheet supplied to me
by the Council Planning Department, -I was informed that this Sheet had been
up-da~ed slightly in anticipation of events - estates are ahown as complete
once construction has well and truly got going but before completion - all
buildings marked on the Sheet will be completed by 1981.

("f)

Conclusion.

I concluded Paragraph 5 (a) - Size of Council - by saying that I favoured
for Sunderland a Council of 75 Members but that the final decision very much
depended on the merits of the alternative Schemes, and now, having appraised these
Schemes, with possible modifications of some ward boundaries, I am firmly of
the opinion that the Draft Proposals, modified as I have outlined in
Paragraph 5 (e) will give the better Scheme.
The one argument which, in my view, stood out in importance above all
others was that the Draft Proposals gave to the "outside" areas, (Washington,
Koughton-le-Spring and Eetton -le-Hole) now being merged into the new
Metropolitan Borough, their rightful representation - and this rightful
representation would not have been provided in the Council's Draft Scheme, so
fermenting dissatisfaction and antagonism.
The new Modified Wards Scheme, which I now recommend, is set out below and
it will be seen that this shows a good measure of equality of ward electorates
and provides, in my opinion, an acceptable Scheme for the effective and
convenient government of the Metropolitan Borough;-

HSi.' MODIFIED WASDS SCHEME

8,602 electors

CASTI3TOWN WART

10,004

CENTRAL WARD

»

8,347

COLLIERY WARD

(2. 31) entitlement
(3.28)
(2.89)

a

FULWELL WARD

8,452

GHIrffiON WARD

9,321

ESKDON V;ARD

9,066

"

(2.96)

PALLION WARD

9,595

"

(3.07)

10,089

"

(3-31)

RYKOE3 WARD
ST. CHAD'S WARD

»

(2.77)
(5.04)

(3.12)

9,517

ST. I-aCHAEL'S WARD

9,088

"

(2.97)

ST. PETEH'S WAHD

8,729

"

(2.85)

SILKSWORTH WARD

9,611

(3-16)

SOUTH EYLTCN WATJ)

9,072

(2.96)

SOUTHWICK WARD

8,730

»

(2.36)

CLOS2 WAED

9,471

(3-09)

T-^; WARD

9,566

(3.12)

TOWS 3HD FARM WARD

8,627

(2.32)

KETTON WAFD

9,300

(3.05)

EI"JPLET01-I V/AHD

9,168

(2.99)

EOUGHTOiJ WAR?

8,822

3HDJ3Y' HOV/ WARD

9,296

(3.03)

VASHHTGTON SAS5-WAI\D

10,000

(3.28)

W^iSHIMCTQN NORTH V/AI2)

9,007

(2.94)

WASHUTGTCK SOUTH WARD

9,500

(3.12)

W.^SKEJGTOH V/SST V/ARD

3,495

(2.77)

229,825

(75-13)

TOTAIS

"

' (2.38)

6.
On the day of my arrival in ^underland I visited Rough ton- le-3pring, and
some central and north western areas of the Borough, and on the next day (the
day "before the Meeting) I had an extensive tour of the whole Borough fin
company with I-ir. £rebble, Borough Solicitor). We spent time particularly in
Washington, Newbottle, Eoughton-le-Spring and Hetton. After the Meeting, I
again visited Pulwell Ward, St. Peter's Ward and Colliery Ward, and Newbottle,
Houghton-le-Spring and Ketton.
7. aECOI'IME&UATlONS

I recommend :(1) That the Metropolitan District (Borough) of Sunderland be divided
into 25 Wards, each to return 5 Councillors (Council of 75 Members); and
(2) That the 25 Wards be as tabulated in paragraph 5 (f ) °f this Report
and as delineated on the accompanying Map at Appendix "B", with
boundary descriptions as set out in Appendix "C".
8. APPENDICES
APPENDIX "A" - List of names of persons present at the Local Meeting and,
where appropriate, the organisation they represented.
APH2ILIX "E" - Hap of District (Borough) (SCALE 1:10,000) showing the Wards now
recommended.
AFPEMDIX "C" - Description of boundaries of Wards now recommended.
APFSMDIX "D" - Plan (SCALE 1:1,250) showing new recommended boundary line
between Washington North Ward and Washington West Ward.
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NAME

Aubrey Garden
H. Rose
J. Winter
J.W. Wild
J. Hawke
W. McDowall
Florence Anderson
John J. Flowers, F.R.C.D.
I. Bowater
J.A. MacDonald
B. Waksfield
T. Liddle
W. Walls
G. Wild
M. Lewis
J. Leuir
D. Robson
M.E. Hall
C.A. Stevens
W. Richardson
S. Bowey
E.W. Richardson
R.W. Marrs
R.W. Hodgkiss
T, Humphries
G.R. Wainwright
R. Smith
M. Wright
Bob Scott
Colin Lane
Michael A. Gray
H. Oln
T. Willis
Stan Fume as
D.A.
Councillor M.J. Wilkinson
L.A. Bloom
L. Harper
J.M. Trebble
W.J. Crawford
N. D ubbin
Coun. Arthur Gray
Beryl Bnery
Jessie Lawrence
J. Hewison
A. Maddison
Mrs. Evelyn Sidaway
J. Steel
J. Parkin
John D.S. Brown

W.H. Shaw
J. Bowens
Colin Topping

REPRESENTING
Hetton Town Council
Hetton Town Council
Eetton Town Council
Residents1 Council
Hetton Aged Concern
Hetton Downs
Hetton Age Concern
Colliery
Community Warden
Hetton Downs Care of Aged
Hetton Downs Housewife
Hetton Downs
Hetton-le-Hole
He11on-1e-Hole
Hetton-le-Hole
He tton-1e-Hole
Hetton-le-Hole
He tton-le-Hole
He 11on-le-Hole
Hetton-le-Hole
Hetton Town Council & Lyons Male Voice
Choir
Hetton Rotary Club
Hetton Town Council
Hetton Town Council
St. Michael's Ward
Ityne and Wear County Council
Thornhill Ward
Houghton Conservative Assoc.
P.W.D.
Sunderland Echo
Washington Branch, Chester-le-Street
Conservative Assoc.
Cons. Ass. St. Michael's Ward.
Houghton C.S.A.
Sunderland Coll. Ward.
»
St. Chad's Ward
Deptford Pallion Ward.
Chief Executive
Leader of the Council.
Borough Solicitor
Electoral Registration Asst.
Planning Asst.
Hetton Parish
Hetton-le-Hole Swimming Club.
Hetton Town Council
Hetton Town Council
The People of Houghton-le-Spring
Hetton Town Council
Hetton Lyons School, Hetton-le-Hole
Monkwearmouth & Roker Conservative Ward
Committee.
Thornhill Ward - Conservative Councillor,
Hetton Meth. Church.
Sunderland Cons.
Durham Chronicle.

NAME

C. Buckingham
M. Hicks
E. Box
E. Soppitt
P. Willis
G.S. Willey
Councillor E. Weirs
J.H. Kelly
F. Young
K. Corry
W. Ellis
John N. Ellis
William Sidaway
George Metcalfe
J. Summerbelle
L. Heads
Mr. E, Millee
C.R. Anderson
The Northern Echo (P. Hobson)
Sunderland Echo

EEPHESEHTING
Hetton Town Council
Hetton
Hetton
Hetton
Houghton
He 11 on-1 e-Hol e
Hetton Labour Party
He t ton-1 e-Hol e
Conservative Assoc.
Hetton Town Council
Hetton Liberals
Hongh ton-1 e-Spring
Hetton Town Council
Hetton Town Council
He tton-le-Hole
Hylton Castle Ward
Cons. Assoc.
Central Ward Labour Party

SCHEDULE 2
METROPOLITAN DISTRICT OF THE BOROUGH OF SUNDErtLAND
NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS
NAME OF WARD

MO OF COUNCILLORS

Caatletown

3

Central

3

Colliery

3

Eppleton

3

Fulwell

3

Grindon

3

Hendon

3

Hetton

3

Soughton.

3

Pallion

3

Ryhope

.

3

St Chad's

3

St Michael's

3

St Peter's

~

Shiney Row
Silksworth

3

-

-

- -

3
.

3

South Hylton

3

Southwiok

3

Thorney Close

3

Thomholme

3

Town End Fann

3

Washington East

3

Washington North

3

Washington South

3

Washington West

3

The proposed ward boundaries are shown on a map which can be inspected
at the Council's offices* A detailed description of the boundaries of
the proposed wards is attached at Schedule 3-

SCHEDULE 3

BOROUGH OF SUNDERLAND
rESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED 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.

WASHINGTON WEST WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of the Borough meets the
road known as Northumberland Way, thence southeastwards along said road to
Stephenson Road, thence southwestwards along said road and Stone Cellar
Road to Red Lion Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to Coach Road,
thence eastwards along said road to the western boundary of Coach Road
Estate,thence southwards along said boundary to the southern boundary of
Washington Donwell County Junior School,thence westwards along said
southern boundary to the eastern boundary of High Usworth County Infant
School, thence southwards and northwestwards along the eastern and
southern boundaries of said school to Well Bank Road, thence southwards
along said' road to Blue House Lane, thence eastwards along said lane to
Albany Way, thence southwards along said Way to the footpath running
along the southern boundary of Albany Park, thence southeastwards along
said footpath to the western boundary of Washington Comprehensive School
Playing Fields, thence southeastwards along said western boundary to the
Sunderland Highway (A1231), thence southwestwards along said highway,
crossing the A182 and continuing southwestwards to and along Crowther
Road and in prolongation thereof to the western boundary of the Borough,
thence generally northwestwards and northeastwards along the western and
northern boundaries of the Borough to the point of commencement.

WASHINGTON SOUTH WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the Borough meets
the southern boundary of Washington West Ward, thence eastwards along
said southern boundary to the A182 road, thence southeastwards along said
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road to the Mineral Railway, thence northeastwards along said railway to
the Washington South Junction, thence southwestwards and southeastwards
along the mineral railway running from said junction to Penshaw Junction,
to the River Wear, thence generally southwestwards along said river to the
western boundary of the Borough, thence generally westwards and northwards
along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

WASHINGTON EAST WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Washington South Ward
meets the southern boundary of Washington West Ward, thence northeastwards
along said southern boundary and continuing eastwards along the Sunderland
Highway (A1231) to the A19 road, thence southeastwards along said road to
the River Wear, thence generally southwestwards along said river to the
eastern boundary of Washington South Ward, thence generally northwestwards,
southwestwards and northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of
commencement.

WASHINGTON NORTH WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Washington West Ward
meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally eastwards
along said Ward boundary to the A19 road, thence generally southwards
along said road to the northern boundary of Washington East Ward, thence
generally westwards along said Ward boundary to the eastern boundary of
Washington West Ward, thence generally northwestwards, northeastwards and
northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

TOWN END FARM WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Washington North
Ward meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally eastwards along said Borough boundary to a point being due north of the
northernmost corner of No 29 Riddings Road, thence due south from said
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point to the northernmost corner of said property, thence generally southwestwards along the northwestern boundaries of Nos 29 to 3 Biddings Road
and Nos 3*f to 104 Rhodesia Road to the southwestern boundary of the last
mentioned property, thence southeastwards along said southwestern boundary
to Rhodesia Road, thence southwestwards along the said road to Redhill
Road, thence southeastwards along said road to Radlett Road, thence southwards along said road to Washington Road, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said road to Hylton Lane, thence northwards along said lane
to Bayswater Avenue, thence northwestwards along said avenue to Blackwood
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Bexhill Road, thence northwestwards and southwestwards along said road to Barking Crescent, thence
southwestwards along said crescent to Baltimore Avenue, thence southeastwards along said avenue and in prolongation thereof to Washington Road,
thence due west in a straight line to the A19 road being the eastern
boundary of Washington North Ward, thence northwestwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

CASTLETOWN WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Washington North
Ward meets the southern boundary of Town End Farm Ward, thence generally
southeastwards along said ward boundary and continuing eastwards along
Washington Road to Castletown Way, thence southwards along said way and
continuing southwards across the roundabout at the junction with the road
known as Wessington Way, thence due south to the River Wear, thence southwestwards along said river to the eastern boundary of Washington East Ward,
thence northwards along said ward boundary and continuing northwards along
the eastern boundary of Washington North Ward to the point of commencement.

k
SOtJTHWICK WARD

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Town End Farm Ward
meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally eastwards and
northeastwards along said Borough boundary to the footpath leading to
Snsworth Road, thence southeastwards and generally southwestwards along
said footpath to National Grid reference NZ 3778659858, thence due south
from said point to Whitchurch Road, thence southeastwards along said road
to Wembley Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Old Mill Road,
thence southeastwards and southwards along said road to Faber Road, thence
eastwards along said road to Shakespeare Street, thence southwards along
said street and continuing southwards along the eastern end of the road
known as The Green to and southwards along the road known as South Terrace
to Thirlwell Road thence eastwards along said road to the junction with
Queen's Road, thence due south from said junction to'the River Wear, thence
generally westwards along said river to the eastern boundary of Castletown
Ward, thence northwards and westwards along said ward boundary to the
eastern boundary of Town End Farm Ward, thence generally northwards along
said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

COLLIERY WARD
Commencing at the point where the northeastern boundary of Southwick Ward
meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence northeastwards along
said Borough boundary to Shields Road, thence southwards along said road
to the Felling-Sunderland railway, thence southeastwards and generally
southwards along said railway to Newcastle Road, thence southwards along
said road to Wreath Quay Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
the accessway to the rear of Nos 30 to 23 Wreath Quay Road and Wreath Quay
House, thence northwestwards, southwestwards and southwards along said
accessway to Wreath Quay Road, thence southwestwards, northwestwards and
westwards along said road to its end, thence due west from the end of
said road to the River Wear, thence northwestwards and southwestwards
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along said river to the eastern boundary of Southwick Ward, thence generally
northwestwards along the said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

FDLWELL WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Colliery Ward meets
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally

northeastwards

along said northern boundary and generally southwards along the eastern
boundary of the Borough, being Mean Low Water, to a point due east of the
junction of Whitburn Road and Chichester Road, thence due west to and
southwestwards along Chichester Road to a point opposite the rear boundary
of No 33 Mere Knolls Road (Garcia Terrace), thence southwards to and
along said boundary and continuing southwards along the rear boundary of
No 32 Mere Knolls Road (Garcia Terrace) to the southern boundary of said
property, thence westwards along said southern boundary to the rear
boundary of No J1 Mere Knolls Road (Garcia Terrace), thence southwards
along said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 30-20 Mere Knolls
Road (Garcia Terrace) to the southern boundary of the last mentioned
property, thence westwards along said southern boundary to Mere Knolls Road,
thence southwards along said road to Side Cliff Road, thence westwards
along said road to Fulwell Road, thence southwards along said road to Moray
Street, thence northwestwards along said street to the accessway running
at the rear of Nos 1-17 Moray Street, thence northwestwards and southwestwards along said accessway and in prolongation thereof to the eastern
boundary of Colliery Ward, thence northwestwards and northwards along said
Ward boundary to the point of commencement.

ST PETER'S WARD
Commencing at the point where the southeastern boundary of Fulwell Ward
meets the eastern boundary of the Borough, being Mean Low Water, thence
generally southwards along said Borough boundary to the entrance of
Sunderland Harbour, thence southwestwards and northwestwards through said
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harbour to and continuing northwestwards along the River Wear to the
southern boundary of Colliery Ward, thence generally, northeastwards and
northwestwards along the southern and eastern boundaries of said ward to
the southern boundary of Fulwell Ward, thence generally northeastwards
along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

CENTRAL WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of St Peter's Ward
meets the eastern boundary of the Borough, being Mean Low Water, thence
generally southeast wards along said eastern boundary to a point due east of
the eastern end of Oak Street, thence due west to and southwestwards along
said street to East Hendon Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
Woodbine Street, thence southwestwards along said street to Hendon Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to West Lawrence Street, thence southwestwards along said street and continuing westwards and southwestwards
along Hudson Road, Borough Road and the roads known as Holmeside, Vine
Place and Albion Place to Green Terrace, thence northwestwards along said
.Terrace to Chester Road,'thence southwestwards along said road to Kayll
Road, thence northwestwards along said road, to and continuing northwestwards along Pallion Road, St Luke's Terrace and Merle Terrace to the
Pallion Subway, thence northwestwards along said subway to and northeastwards along Woodbine Terrace and Ditchburn Terrace to National Grid
reference NZ 375^557975i thence due north from said point to the River
Wear, being the southern boundary of Southwick Ward, thence generally
eastwards along said ward boundary and the southern boundaries of Colliery
Ward and St Peter's Ward to the point of commencement.

PALLION WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Southwick Ward
meets the western boundary of Central Ward, thence southwards and southeastwards along said western boundary to Chester Road, thence southwest-
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wards along said road to Ormonde Street, thence southeastwards along said
street and Barnes Park Road to Durham Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to a point opposite the southwestern boundary of Bede Comprehensive School, thence northwestwards to said point and northwestwards,
southwest wards and northwestwards along said boundary to the northwes'tern
boundary of No 39 Ettrick Grove, thence southwestwards along said boundary
to the road known as Ettrick Grove, thence northwestwards along said grove
to Barnes Burn, thence generally westwards along said burn to Springwell
Road, thence northwestwards along said road and continuing northeastwards
along Hblburn Road to Helmsdale Road, thence northeastwards along said road
to the southwestern boundary of Bishopwearmouth Cemetery, thence northwestwards along said boundary to and. across Hylton Road to the eastern boundary
of No 38? Hylton Road, thence northwestwards along said boundary and
continuing northwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 4 to *f6 Friar.
Road.to a point opposite the. rear boundary of No 119 Front Road, thence
northeastwards to and along.said boundary and continuing northeastwards
along the rear boundaries of Nos 117 to 95 Front Road to the rear boundary
of No 85 Fordfield Road, thence northeastwards along said rear boundary and
northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of said property to Fordfield
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Front Road, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said road to St Luke's Road, thence northeastwards along said road to a point opposite the southwestern boundary of
No 268 St Luke's Road, thence northwestward to and along said boundary and northeastwards along the western boundary of said property to the western boundary
of the Trading Estate, thence northeastwards along said western boundary and
continuing northeastwards across the railway line to the southwestern
boundary of the Sports Ground, thence northwestwards along the western
boundary of said ground to its northwestern corner, thence due northwards
from said corner to the southeastern boundary of Castletown Ward, thence
northeastwards along said ward boundary and northeastwards and southeastwards along the southern boundary of Southwick Ward to the point of commencement.
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SOUTH HYLTON WARD

Commencing at the point where the southeastern boundary of Castletown Ward
meets the western boundary of Pallion Ward, thence generally southwards, southeast wards and southwest wards along said western boundary to the road
known as The Broadway, thence southwest wards along said road and Chester
Road to Pennywell Eoad, thence northwestwards along said road to Portsmouth
Road, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along the western carriageway of Portsmouth Road to the northeastern boundary of Pennywell Comprehensive School, thence northwestwards along said boundary to Portsmouth
Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Hylton Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Grindon Lane, thence northwestwards along
said lane to South View Road, thence southwest wards along said road and in
continuation southwest wards along the footpath to its westernmost point',
thence due northwestwards in a straight line to the A19 road, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said road to the southeastern boundary
of Castletown Ward, thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary
to the point of commencement.

GRINDON WARD

Commencing at the point where the A19 road meets the southern boundary of
South Hylton. Ward, thence southeastward, northeastwards, generally southeastwards and northeastwards along said southern boundary to the western
boundary of Pallion Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary to
Barnes Burn, thence generally southwestwards along said burn, crossing
Grindon Lane' and Tay Road and continuing southwestwards and northwestwards
along said burn to its issues, thence due westwards from said issues to
the path leading to Hasting Hill Farm, thence northwestwards, southwestwards and northwestwards along said path to the southern boundary of
Hasting Hill Farm, thence generally southwestwards and northwestwards along
the southern and western boundaries of said farm to the access road from
Hasting Hill Farm to Foxcover Road, thence southwestwards, northwestwards
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and southwestwards along said access road and in prolongation thereof,
crossing Foxcover Road to the A19 road, thence generally northwards along
said road to the point of commencement.

ST CHAD'S WARD
Commencing at the point where the A19 road meets the southern boundary of
Grindon Ward, thence generally eastwards along said ward boundary to the
path leading from Hasting Hill Farm to Salter Lane (path), thence southeastwards along said path to and continuing southeastwards along Salter
Lane.to a point opposite the rear boundary-of No kS Beckwith Road, thence
northeastwards to and along said rear boundary and continuing northeastwards and eastwards along the rear boundaries 'of Nos k6~2 Beckwith Road to
the rear boundary of No 73 Durham Road, thence northeastwards along said
rear boundary and continuing northeastwards across the unnamed road leading
from Townsend Road to Durham Road, to the rear boundary of No 75 Durham
Road, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along the rear and northeastern boundaries of said property to Durham Road, thence northeastwards
along said road to North Moor Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane
and continuing generally southwards along Silksworth Lane to Silksworth
Road, thence generally southwestwards along said road to the road known
as Clinton Place, thence southwestwards along the southeastern part of said
road to the track running from Clinton Place, southeastwards to the A19
road, thence southeastwards, southwestwards-and southeastwards along said
track and continuing southeastwards along the path adjacent to the northeastern boundary of parcel No VlOO as shown on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 plan
NZ 36/3751i Edition of 1973i to the A19 road, thence northwestwards along
said road to the point of commencement.

THORNEY CLOSE WARD '
Commencing at the point where the southeastern boundary of Grindon Ward
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meets the southern boundary of Pallion Ward, thence generally eastwards
and southeastwards along said ward boundary to Durham Road, thence southwestwards along said road to a point opposite the northeastern boundary of
Humbledon Hill Farm, thence southeastwards to and along said northeastern
boundary and continuing southeast wards along the rear boundaries of Nos
5-31 Tudor Grove, thence southeastwards in a straight line, crossing
Alpine Way to the rear boundary of No 33 Tudor Grove, thence southeastwards along said rear boundary and continuing southeast wards along the
rear boundaries of Nos 35-97 Tudor Way to and continuing southeast wards
along the northeastern boundary of No 88 Premier Road to Premier Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to a point opposite the eastern
boundary of the Club situated northeast of No 161 Premier Road, thence
south-eastwards to and along said boundary and southwest wards and northwestwards along the southern and western boundaries of said club to a
point opposite the rear boundary of No 161 Premier Road, thence southwestwards to and along said rear boundary and continuing southwestwards along
the rear boundaries of Nos 159 to 101 Premier Road to a point opposite
the rear boundary of No 23 Perth Road, thence southeastwards to and along
said rear boundary and continuing southeast wards and southwest wards along
the rear boundaries of No 25 to 193 Perth Road to the southwestern
boundary of the last mentioned property, thence southeastwards from the
southernmost point of the last mentioned property to the dismantled railway, thence southwestwards along said dismantled railway to the northern
boundary of St Chad's Ward, thence northwestwards, and generally southwestwards and northwestwards along said ward boundary to the southeastern
boundary of Grindon Ward, thence generally northeastwards- along said Ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

SILKSWORTH WARD

Commencing at the point where the A19 road meets the eastern boundary of
St Chad's Ward, thence generally northwestwards, eastwards and northwest-
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wards along said ward boundary to the southeastern boundary of Thorney
Close Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said ward boundary to
the easternmost corner of the club, situated northeast of No 161 Premier
Road, thence southeastwards in a straight line from said corner crossing
the Dismantled Mineral Railway, the Mineral Railway and Silksworth Lane to
the westernmost corner of No k Nursery Close, thence southeastwards along
the southwestern boundary of said property and continuing southeastwards
along the southwestern boundaries of No 5 Nursery Close and Nos 137 to 93
Nursery Road to the southernmost point of the last mentioned property,
thence due east in a straight line from said point to Tunstall Road, thence
generally southeastwards along said road, Tunstall Hope Road, Paddock Lane
and the road known as Tunstall Bank to a point'being the prolongation
northeastwards of the southern boundary of No 30 Tunstall Village Green,
thence southwestwards along said prolongation, the said southern boundary
and the southern boundaries of Nos 28 to 2 Tunstall Village Green and in
prolongation thereof to the eastern boundary of the Electricity SubStation, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along the eastern and
southern boundaries of said sub-station to a point being the prolongation
northwards of the eastern boundary of the Fire Station, thence southwards
along said prolongation to the northeastern corner of said Fire Station,
thence southwestwards along the northern boundary of said Fire Station to
Burdon Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the centre of the
roundabout junction with Mill Hill Road and Doxford Park Way, thence
generally westwards along said Way to the centre of the roundabout
junction situated northeast of the Moorside development, thence generally
southwestwards along Moorside Road (LA Name) to its junction with Midgley
Drive, thence due southwards from said junction to the A19 road, thence
northwestwards along said road to the point of commencement. .
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ST MICHAEL'S WARD
Commencing at the point where the northeastern boundary of Silksworth Ward
meets the eastern boundary of Thorney Close Ward, thence generally northwestwards and northeastwards along said ward boundary and continuing
northeastwards and northwestwards along the southern and eastern boundary
of Pallion Ward to the path leading from Barnes Park Road to the rear of
Nos 8 to 2 Nesburn Road and Ewing Road, thence northeastwards along said
path to the path joining Chatsworth Street South to Nesburn Road, thence
southeastwards along said path to Nesburn Road and continuing southeastwards along Nesburn Road, crossing Hurstwood Road to and continuing.southeastwards along Ranson Street to Durham Road, thence-northeastwards along said
road and Thornholme Road to a point opposite the southwestern boundary of
Thornhill School, thence southeastwards to and along said southwestern
boundary and in prolongation thereof to the northern boundary of the
Tennis Courts' lying due south of Thornhill School, thence northeastwards
and southeastwards along the northern and eastern boundary of the said
Tennis Courts to its easternmost corner, thence northeastwards in a
straight line to the westernmost corner of No 50 Belle Vue Park,

thence

northeastwards along the rear boundary of said property and continuing
northeastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos *f8 to k2 Belle Vue Park
to the unnamed road at the rear of Nos AC to 2 Belle Vue Park and Mowbray
House, thence northeastwards along said unnamed road to Tunstall Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to Queen Alexandra Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to Ryhope Road, thence southeastwards along
said road to Toll Bar Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
National Grid reference NZ 397775^216, thence due west from said Grid Ref
to the unnamed road being the continuation of the path running southeastwards from the property known as Tunstall Hills East to Toll Bar Road,
thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said unnamed road and
continuing northwestwards and southwestwards along said path to the access
road to Tunstall Hills East, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along
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said access road to Tunstall Road, thence southwestwards and southeastwards
along said road to the northeastern boundary of Silksworth Ward, thence
generally southwestwards and northwestwards along said ward boundary to
the point of commencement.

THORNHOIME WARD

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Pallion Ward meets
the southern boundary of Central Ward, thence generally northeastwards
along said southern boundary to the railway at Hendon Junction, thence
southwestwards along the railway running from Hendon Junction to Pall ion,
to Lindsay Road, thence southeastwards along said road to Salem Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to Salem Street, thence southeastwards along said street to the access road to the rear of Nos 31-1 Peel
Street, thence southwestwards along said access road to Toward Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to Mowbray Road, thence southwestwards
along said road, the road known as The Cloisters, Mowbray Road and the
road known as Tunstall Vale to the northern boundary of St Michael's Ward,
thence generally westwards along said ward boundary to the eastern boundary
of Pallion Ward, thence northwestwards along said'ward boundary to the
point of commencement.

HENDON WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Thornholrae Ward
meets the southern boundary of Central Ward, thence eastwards along said
southern boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough being Mean Low
Water, thence southwestwards and generally southwards along said Borough
boundary to a point at Mean Low Water due east of the junction of Ryhope
Road and Toll Bar Road, thence due west in a straight line to said junction,
being the southeasternmost corner of St Michael's Ward, thence generally
northwestwards and northwards along the eastern and northeastern boundary
of St Michael's Ward to the southern boundary of Thornholme Ward, thence

generally northeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement..

RYHOPE WARD

The parish of Burdon and that area bounded by a line commencing at the
point where the A19 road meets the southeastern boundary of Silksworth
Ward, thence generally northwards, eastwards, northeastwards and northwestwards along the southeastern and eastern boundary of Silksworth ward to the
southern boundary of St Michael's Ward, thence generally northwards and
southeastwards along said ward boundary and continuing eastwards along the
southern boundary of Hendon Ward to the eastern boundary of the Borough,
being Mean Low Water, thence generally southeastwards along said Borough
boundary to the southeastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally
southwestwards along said borough boundary to the northeastern boundary
of Burdon CP, thence generally northwestwards and southwestwards along,
the northeastern and northwestern boundaries of said CP to the A-19 road,
thence northwestwards along said road to the point of commencement.

EPPLETON WARD
The parish of Warden Law
The Hetton Downs Ward of the parish of Hetton and that area bounded by a
line commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Hetton CP
meets the A690 road, thence northeastwards and northwards along said road
to the Al82 road, thence northwestwards and northwards along said road,
Newbottle Street and Houghton Road to the track running from Houghton
Road to the area known as Sunniside at the northwestern boundary of Newbottle Primary school, thence southwestwards along said track to the
disused Mineral Railway (track) at the western boundary of the recreation
ground, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said track, to the
Mineral Railway, thence northeastwards along said railway to the Footbridge at NG reference NZ 33185188, thence southeastwards along said
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footbridge and continuing southeastwards along the footpath to the westernmost point of the northwestern boundary of the unnamed property to the
rear of Lumley Crescent, thence northeastwards along said northwestern
boundary and continuing northeastwards along the field boundary to
Philadelphia Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to the accessway
leading to the Depot and Electric Crescent, thence northeastwards along
said accessway to the southern boundary of the Depot,thence northeastwards
along said southern boundary to Voltage Terrace to a point opposite the
southeastern boundary of the Allotment Gardens, thence northeastwards
along said southeastern boundary to and along the northwestern boundary of
No 1 Voltage Terrace to the accessway to the rear of Nos 1-37 Voltage
Terrace thence southeastwards along said accessway to a point opposite the
northwestern boundary of No 9 Voltage Terrace, thence northeastwards from
said point to and along the northwestern boundary of the enclosures to the
rear of Nos 1-3? Voltage Terrace, thence generally southeastwards along
the rear boundaries of said enclosures-and the rear boundaries of the •
enclosures to the rear of Brompton Terrace, Maidstone Terrace and Cairnhill Terrace to North Street, thence northeastwards along said street to
the unnamed road, east of Bertha Terrace, which leads southeastwards from
North Street to Front Street, thence southeastwards along said unnamed road
to the northern-boundary of St Matthew's Church (C of E), thence generally
northeastwards along said northern boundary, and in prolongation thereof to
the track which leads northwestwards, northeastwards and eastwards from
Sunderland Road to the western boundary of Parcel No 51?6 as shown on OS 1:2500
Plan No NZ 3^51,

date of microfilming 197^1 thence northeastwards and

eastwards along said track to the western boundary of said parcel, thence
southeastwards along said western boundary to High Lane, thence eastwards
along said lane to the A690 road, (Durham Road), thence northeastwards
along said road to the southwestern boundary of St Chad's Ward, thence
southeastwards along said Ward boundary, the southern boundary of Silksworth
Ward and continuing southeastwards, southwestwards and southeastwards
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along the western boundary of Ryhope Ward to the western boundary of
Warden Law CP, thence generally southwards along said CP boundary to the
northern boundary of Hetton CP, thence generally southwestwards and northwestwards along said northern boundary to the point of commencement.

HETTON WARD

The Rainton Ward,
Hetton-le-Hole Ward and the Easington Lane Ward of the Parish of Hetton.

HOUGHTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Hetton CP meets
the western boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwestwardst
northwestwards and northeastwards along said boundary to the junction of
Herrington Burn and Moors Burn, thence generally eastwards along Moors
Burn to Sedgeletch Road, thence northeastwards along said road, crossing
Blind Lane to Coaley Lane, thence northeastwards along said lane to the
western boundary of Eppleton Ward, thence generally southeastwards and
southwestwards along said Ward boundary to the northern boundary of Hetton
Ward, thence northwestwards and generally westwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

SHINET ROW WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Houghton Ward meets
the western boundary of the Borough, thence generally northwards and
northwestwards along said western boundary to the southeastern boundary of
Washington South Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said Ward
boundary and continuing northeastwards along the southeastern boundary of
Washington East Ward to the western boundary of South Hylton Ward, thence
southeastwards and southwards along said Ward boundary and continuing
southwards along the western boundary of Grindon Ward and southeastwards
along the western boundary of St Chad's Ward to the northwestern boundary
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of Eppleton Ward, thence southwestwards, generally westwards, and southeastwards alond said Ward boundary to the northern boundary of Houghton
Ward, thence southwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of
commencement.-

