Local Government
Boundary Commission
For England
Report No. 5 O 5
Principal Area Boundary Review
BOROUGH of RIBBLE VALLEY/
BOROUGH of BURNLEY/
BOROUGH of HYNDBURN /
BOROUGH of PENDLE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

BOUNDARY COMMISSION

FOH ENGLAND

KEFOHT NO. 505

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND

CHAIRMAN

Mr G J Ellerton CMG MBE

DEPUTY CHAIRMAN

Mr J G Powell FRIGS FSVA

MEMBERS

Lady Ackner

Mr T Brockbank DL

Professor G E Cherry

Mr K J L Newell

Mr B Scholes OBE

THE RT HON PATRICK JENKIN MP
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
PROPOSALS FOR CHANGES IN THE BOUNDARIES OF THE BOROUGHS OF KIBBLE VALLEY,
BURNLEY, HYNDBURN AND PENDLE

BACKGROUND
1.

On 12 February 1979 Simonstone Parish Council, in the Borough of Burnley, requested

us to review the boundary between the Boroughs of Burnley and Ribble Valley so as to
bring the Parish of Simonstone within the Borough of Ribble Valley.

They explained

that their parish shared community interests and services with the Parish of Read,
in the Borough of Ribble Valley, and that the settlements in Read and Simonstone were
seen as forming one village.

Since the areas were considered to be rural it seemed

to them more appropriate that both parishes should be within the Borough of Ribble
Valley.

2.

We noted that both Ribble Valley Borough Council and Read Parish Council

supported this request, while Burnley Borough Council were opposed;

the Borough

Council made the point that the Parish of Read could equally well be added to the
Borough of Burnley.

Lancashire County Council's view was that the matter should be

part of a county-wide exercise and that there were no compelling reasons for a
review in this particular locality.

They also feared that it would have an adverse

effect upon the implementation of changes to the county electoral arrangements.

3.

We considered Simonstone Parish Council's request, as required by section 48(5)

of the Local Government Act 1972, having regard to Department of the Environment
Circular 33/78.

It seemed to us that we should explore the ways in which boundary

changes might achieve the objective of bringing the two parishes within one district.
Our review of the county electoral arrangements had been completed and we saw no
{
reason to defer consideration of this issue.

4.

In a consultation letter issued on 3 June 1981 we invited Kibble Valley Borough Council

to publish and submit a detailed scheme in accordance with the guidelines laid down
in the Commission's Report No 287.

The issue to be considered in the review was

whether, in the interests of effective and convenient local government, there should
be a re-alignment of the boundary between the Boroughs of Burnley and Kibble Valley
in the vicinity of the villages of Read and Simonstone and if so what the new
alignment should be.

5.

Copies of the letter were sent to Lancashire County Council, Burnley Borough Council,

Read Parish Council, Simonstone Parish Council, the other parish councils in the
Boroughs of Burnley and Ribble Valley, the MP for the constituency concerned, the
headquarters of the main political parties, Lancashire Area Health Authority, North
West Water Authority, the North West Regional Office of the Department of the
Environment, local newspapers circulating in the area and the local government press.
Ribble Valley Borough Council were asked to put a copy of a notice announcing the
start of the review and the invitation to submit a detailed scheme, in consultation
as necessary with Burnley Borough Council, on display where public notices were
customarily displayed and to insert notices in the local press.

We asked that a

period of eight weeks should be allowed for comments on the detailed scheme to be made
to us after publication.

6.

Ribble Valley Borough Council submitted their scheme on 29 September 1981.

announced in the local press and by public notice.

This was

Comments on the scheme were invited

by 20 November 1981.

THE DRAFT SCHEME AND COMMENTS
7.

The scheme proposed a realignment of the boundaries so as to transfer the whole of the

Parish of Simonstone and the Parish of North Town from the Borough of Burnley to
the Borough of Ribble Valley.

In response to the publication of the scheme we received

letters from Burnley Borough Council, Clitheroe Town Council, North Town Parish Council,
Lancashire Area Health Authority, a Borough Councillor and five private individuals.
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8.

In support of their scheme, Kibble Valley Borough Council stated that the

transfer of the Parish of Simonstone would accord with the evidence of local
opinion and with the pattern of community life; they stressed that apart from
industrial works (known as Mullards) immediately to the south of the village of
Simonstone the areas of Read and Simonstone parishes were largely rural in
character, with the villages sharing a number of social activities.

The Borough

Council stated that their existing services to Read could easily be extended to
Simonstone and that there would be no disruption of other local government and
associated services.

These views were supported by the Burnley Borough Councillor

for the ward containing Simonstone and North Town parishes and by two private
individuals, one of whom suggested a compromise boundary so as to leave the
industrial works within the Borough of Burnley.

9.

Ribble Valley Borough Council's scheme was opposed by Burnley Borough Council.

They agreed that Read and Simonstone formed a continuous entity but they suggested
that the two parishes had stronger links with Burnley to which residents mainly
looked for employment, shopping, health and other services, and for leisure activities.
For these reasons both parishes should be within the Borough of Burnley.

The Borough

Council pointed out that there had been no evidence in the published scheme to
support the transfer to Ribble Valley of the Parish of North Town, part of which was
very close to the urban centre of the Borough.

They also argued that the Mullard

factory was of particular importance since the Borough Council had responsibility for
emergency procedures in the event of an industrial accident arising out of chlorine
storage.

10.

Objections to the scheme were also voiced by Clitheroe Town Council and two

private individuals, broadly on the grounds that Read and Simonstone were more closely
linked with Burnley.

Lancashire Area Health Authority feared that confusion might

arise if residents in Simorvstone who were currently registered with doctors in the
Burnley Health District were to be transferred to the Blackburn district as a result
of the scheme.

OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
11.

We considered Ribble Valley Borough Council's scheme and all the letters we

had received.

The scheme recognised the close relationship between Read and

Simonstone and seemed to have the support of the local inhabitants.

However,

Burnley. Borough Council's case, with its own measure of local support, seemed to
refer more closely to the geography and wider community life of the area.

The

issue was finely balanced,

12.

We decided that, given the guidelines laid down in Circular 33/78, we

would be guided by the wishes of the local inhabitants, as far as
we knew them, and we therefore decided for the purpose of our draft
proposals, that the Parish of Simonstone should be part of the Borough of Ribble
Valley, with the exception of the industrial area to the south of the dismantled
railway line.

In the case of the Parish of North Town, we were aware that the
*
amalgamation of this parish with Simonstone had been one of the proposals

recommended to us by Burnley Borough Council following their review of the parish
pattern of their area (these proposals had, without modification, been made to you in
May 1981).

However, we did not think it appropriate that the whole of North Town

should be within Ribble Valley and we decided that the part to the south of the A6068
should remain within the Borough of Burnley.

13.

We also considered the possibility of suggesting the amalgamation .of the

Parishes of Read and Simonstone into a single parish in view of the close
relationship between the two communities.

But we concluded that this might be

seen as usurping the functions of the appropriate local authorities and prejudging
the outcome of the review,

14.

Our draft proposals were published on 25 April 1982 in a letter addressed

jointly to Burnley Borough Council and Ribble Valley Borough Council.

Copies were

sent to the Lancashire County Council, the parish councils directly affected by the
draft proposals, the MP for the constituency concerned, the headquarters of the main
4

political parties, Lancashire Area Health Authority, North West Water Authority,
North West Regional Office of the Department of the Environment, local newspapers
and radio stations and the local government press.

The two Borough Councils were

asked to place copies of the draft proposals and a map illustrating them on
deposit for inspection at their main offices and to display copies of a notice
also inserted in local newspapers at places where public notices were customarily
displayed.
letter.

Details of consequential electoral arrangements were included in the •

Comments were invited by 6 October

1982.

RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
15.

In response to our draft proposals we received letters from Lancashire County

Council, Burnley Borough Council, Kibble Valley Borough Council, Clitheroe Town
Council, North Town Parish Council, Simonstone Parish Council, North West Water
Authority, a residents' action group based in the part of Simonstone that we
proposed should remain in the Borough of Burnley and two private individuals.

16.

The response to our draft proposals was mixed and none of the letters

indicated complete support.

Neither Lancashire County Council nor the North West

Water Authority wished to comment.

Kibble Valley Borough Council and Simonstone

Parish Council supported most of the draft proposals, but were opposed to the
retention within Burnley of the industrial area south of the disused railway line.
The Borough Council observed that the line was becoming indistinct as a feature
and suggested that the River Calder and the line of a brook would provide a better
boundary in this vicinity.

The Parish Council stated that residents in this area were

determined to remain within the Parish of Simonstone; this was supported by a
petition from 19 of the residents.

Burnley Borough Council objected to the draft

proposals and again argued that the Parish of Read should instead be transferred to
their Borough.

The Borough Council also stated that the disused railway line would be

as distinct a boundary as the brook suggested by Ribble Valley Borough Council.

Clitheroe Town Council repeated their earlier objection to the increase in the
area of the Borough of Kibble Valley, while North Town Parish Council considered
that if any boundary changes were to occur the south-western part of their Parish
between the A6068 and the River Calder should also be transferred to the Borough
of Kibble Valley.

17.

During the period for comment on our draft proposals

we received a letter

from Higham-with-West Close Booth Parish Council (in the Borough of Pendle) who
requested that part of the Parish of North Town should be aggregated with their
Parish within the Borough of Pendle.

They enclosed an annotated map and in support

of their request said that some of the residents of the area in question shopped,
worshipped or had children at school in Higham and some farmers delivered milk in
Higham.

18.

Four lines of argument had therefore emerged in response to our draft

proposals:

that the existing boundary between the Boroughs of Kibble Valley and

Burnley should be retained; that the Mullard complex should also be transferred to
the Borough of Kibble Valley; that an additional part of the Parish of North Town
should be transferred to the Borough of Kibble Valley; and that the Parish of Read
should by contrast be transferred from the Borough of Ribble Valley to the Borough
of Burnley.

There was also the request from the Parish of Higham-with-West Close

Booth.

19.

We reassessed-our draft proposals in the light of all the letters we had

received.

There had been no clear support for the draft proposals and we were not

satisfied that they were necessarily conducive to effective and convenient local
government.

Additionally, in view of the information we had been given, it did not

appear that the dismantled

railway would provide a suitable long-term boundary.

ARRANGEMENTS FOR A LOCAL MEETING
20.

We concluded that we should arrange for the appointment of an Assistant

Commissioner to hold a local meeting.

This would enable us to gather further

information and test the strength of particular aspects of arguments which had
already been put to us in writing.

21.

In accordance with section 65(2) of the 1972 Act, and at our request,

Mr R E Millard CBE was appointed as an Assistant Commissioner to hold the local
meeting and report to us.

We decided that we should make known our view that Read

and Simonstone (including North Town) were one community and indicate that the main
issue was whether, in the interests of effective and convenient local government,
the two parishes should be situated in the Borough of Burnley or the Borough of
Ribble Valley, and where the boundary should be drawn.

Mr Millard was accordingly

asked to obtain further information about these matters.

22.

Mr Millard was also asked to hear any representations concerning the boundary

between the Boroughs of Burnley and Hyndburn in the vicinity of the Mullard complex
and the boundary beU/een the Boroughs of Burnley and Pendle. in. the vicinity of the Parish of Hi^ram-withwest Close Booth. Although, in the latter case, we saw no reason at this point to formulate draft
proposals it seemed to us appropriate for the Assistant Commissioner to test local
opinion on this aspect.

In order to obtain the widest possible response we decided

that the letter announcing the local meeting should say that any other suggestions
for the boundaries in question could also be raised, and that all the possible options
should be discussed as thoroughly as possible.

23.

Whilst arrangements for the local meeting were being made we received a letter

from David Waddington QC, MP expressing his support for the inclusion of the whole
of the Parish of Simonstone in the Borough of Ribble Valley.

2'».

On ** February 19^3 w^ issued a letter addressed jointly to the Borough

Councils of Burnley,- Hyndburn, Pendlo and Ribble Valley announcing the purpose of.
and arrangements for the local meeting.

Copies were sent to all those who had been

sent a cony of our draft proposals letter of 25 August 19^2 or had commented on
our draft proposals.

The Borough Councils were asked to arrange for the publication

of a notice about the local meeting for two successive weeks in the local press
and to display copies of the notice at appropriate places.

We also asked that

copies of our draft proposals letter be placed on deposit for inspection at the main
offices of the four Borough Councils;

Burnley and Kibble Valley Borough Councils

were additionally asked to place with these documents their copy of the map
illustrating the draft proposals.

25.

Tne letter explained that any views which people wished to express should .be

set against the background of the provisions of the Local Government Act 1972 and the
guidance in DOE Circular 33/78 which together formed the framework within which the
Commission operated.

It also explained that under the terns of section ^7(1)

of the Act we must be satisfied that any changes we wished to propose would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government.

We also advised anyone who

intended to speak at the meeting that it would be helpful if they were to state
"beforehand , in writing, broadly what they intended to say.

In response to this

suggestion a number of letters were received and these were sent to the Assistant
Commissioner before the meeting;

others were sent to him direct or handed to him at

the meeting.

26.

The meeting took place on 2^ ^arch 19^3 at the United Reformed Church Schoolt

Read. Considerable local interest was aroused by the meeting and over *+00 people
attended the two sessions, the first of which began at 10.00

am and the second at 7.0Ctr.

THE ASSISTANT COMMISSION liK 'S "REPOUT
27.

On 7 August 19^3 the Assistant Commissioner submitted his renort to us:

a copy is enclosed as Schedule 5»
meeting

.

•'•'ho report summarises the -dificur.rnon at the

and the various written representations received and gives an

8

account of the Assistant Commissioner's own inspection of the boundaries in the
contended areas.

The Assistant Commissioner had no difficulty in deciding that

the parishes of Read and ^imonfitone should be in the same district.

On the basis

of the evidence, he concluded that the transfer of the Parish of Simonstone
to the Borough of Kibble Valley would accord with the wishes of locnl inhabitants,
reflect the pattern of community life and be conducive to the effective operation
of local government.

In the light of the anomaly he considered would be created

if the area containing the Mullard Works was to be left within Burnley, he recommended
that this area should also be transferred to Kibble Valley.

He.found that the

suggested realignment along the River Calder of the Simonstone parish boundary with
the Parish of Althar,, in the Borough of Hyndburn, would produce a much clearer
boundary.

He accordingly recommended that this should be published as a further

draft proposal.

The Assistant Commissioner accepted that areas of the Parish of

North Town should be transferred to the Borough of Pendle and recommended that this
should similarly be published as part of further draft proposals.

FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
28.

We gave careful consideration to the Assistant Commissioner's report and

were convinced by his assessment of the evidence in every case.

We decided that

we should publish our intention to make final proposals for the transfer of the
major part of the Parish of Simonstone from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough
of Kibble Valley.

We accepted the Assistant Commissioner's other recommendations

subject to some minor adjustments for the sake of more cloarly defined boundaries,
and we decided accordingly to publish further draft proposals in order to provide
for public consultation.

29.

We decided, in consequence of our main proposals, to propose also that the

part of the former Parish of North Town (abolished on 1 April 19&3 by The Burnley
(Parishes) Order 19°?)

which would otherwise be excluded from both the

Parish of Simonstone and the Parishes of Higham-with-Vest Close Booth, should

be included in the Parish of Ightenhill (in Burnley) and thereby retain its
parished status.

In the interests of good boundary .'making we also decided to

propose the inclusion within the Parish of Ightenhill of some small areas currently
in the south of the unparished part of Burnley, the transfer of a tiny uninhabited area
near Old Moss from the Parish of Simonstone to the unparished area of Burnley and a
minor adjustment to the boundary between the Boroughs of Burnley and Hyndburn in
the vicinity of Shorten Brook.

30.

We announced our decision about the Read/Simonstone boundary and our further

draft proposals for the other areas in a letter dated 16 August 19B;i, addressed
jointly to the Boroughs of Burnley, Hyndburn, Pendle and Hibble Valley.

Copies of

the. Assistant Commissioner's report and a map illustrating our further draft proposals
were enclosed.

31.

Copies of the letter were sent to Lancashire County Council, *-he Parish

Councils of Altham, Hapton, Kigham-with-U'est Close Booth, Ightenhill, Read,
Sabden, Simonstone and Whalley, Clitheroe Town Council, the Members of Parliament
for the constituencies concerned, the headquarters of the main political parties,
the Lancashire Association of Parish and Town Councils, the North Western Health
Authority, the North '.Vest Water Authority, the North West Regional Office of the
Department of the Environment, local newspapers circulating in the area, local r^dio
and TV stations and the local government press.

Copies were also sent to everyone

else who received a copy of the letter announcing the local meeting and to as many as
possible of the private individuals who attended the local meeting or sent comments
to us or the Assistant Commissioner.

32.

Our decisions were published by notices in the local press and displayed at

places where public notices are usually displayed.

Copies of the letter and the

Assistant Commissioner's report were placed on deposit for inspection with the
further draft proposals map at the.main offices of each:of the four
borough councils.

As it was not possible to send a cony of the Assistant

Commissioner's report to everyone who had attended the local meeting arrangements
TO

were made for copies of the report and the letter to be available for inspection
at Padihan Town Hall and at the Post Office
Simonstone;
concerned.

which serves the villages of Head and

we would like to express our thank.s to the local 'Postmaster
Comments were invited by 26 October

THE RESPONSE TO OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
33-

We received letters in response to our further draft proposals from

Lancashire County Council, Burnley, Hyndburn, Pendle and Ribble Valley
Borough Councils, Higham-with-V/est ClOvSe Booth and Simonstone Parish Councils,
Peter Pike HP, a borough councillor and two private individuals.

3*+.

' Lancashire County Council had no comments to make.

The majority

of the other comments were in favour of the aspects of our farther draft proposals
by which they were affected: only Burnley and Hyndburn Borouprh Councils and Peter
Pike, HP, objected.

35-

Ribble Valley Borourh Council welcomed the further draft proposals in full

and also the confirmation of our original proposals to place the residential part
of the Parish of Simonstone in their Borough,

^imonstone Parish Council indicated

their complete satisfaction with the new boundaries proposed for their Parish and
said the transfer of the northern part of the former Parish of North Town to Pendle
appeared to be agreeable to the majority of residents in that area.

36.

Pendle Borough Council and Higham-with-West Close Booth Parish Council both

supported the proposed changes in the vicinity of thp village of Hirham, reminding
us that they had explained to the Assistant Commissioner that the road nattern in the
area had a clear bearing on the choice of the suggested boundary.

37.

By contrast, Burnley Borough Council objected to all our proposals, and

particularly those for the Mullard Works area and that part of the former Parinh
of North Town to the south of the Barrowford ^oad U6068).

They sent a detailed
11

submission setting out thoir objections and explained that they were critical of the
basis for our decisions:

they expressed doubts about the Assistant

Commissioner's

report.

58.

Burnley ^oroup;h Council stated that the Assistant Commissioner's

report did

not reflect or take account of all the evidence contained in the submission given
to him before the meeting, which related to the decisions taken at the time of local
government re-organisation, the importance to Burnley of the areas of land outside
the town centre, the local authority's industrial background and their role in
attracting Milliards to their present site, the relevance to Burnley of the industrial
hazard of chlorine storage at Milliards, the status of Burnley as an Inner Urban
Area, the relevance of Travel-to-'-'ork Areas and of changes to the Kural
Development Area in Kibble Valley, and Burnley's position as a sub-regional centre.
They said that the Assistant Commissioner had unjustifiably questioned t^o validity
of their figures for the number of Milliards workers living in Burnley, and that he
had ignored their detailed evidence about a bus survey conducted in the vicinity
of Head and Simonstone and the viev/s of the water and health authorities.

1

hey

said that he had transposed their figures for the nverage rates payable in the
Burnley and Kibble Valley boroughs,

^he Borough Council also criticised the

Assistant Commissioner for including in his report of the meeting references to
partisan reactions by people who were, they said, a very small minority o^ the
residents o^ Head and iiimonfitone.

Burnley Borough Councii concluded that our

decision to transfer the Parish of iiimonstone to the Borough of Dibble Val"1 oy
was based on an assessment of public opinion as distinct from an •objective
assessnent of effective and convenient local government.

39-

Burnley Bor0ugh Council submitted further evidence relating to the Mallard

works area and that part of the former
A6068.

They suggested

Parish of North Town

south

of

the

an alternative boundary designed to m e e t e a r l i e r

criticisms of the awkward shape that would result if tho Mullard works area
regained within the Borough of Burnley.

With regard to our revised draft proposaln

for the transfer of the area south of the A6068 to the Borough

of Pendle

IP

rather than to the Borough of Kibble Valley, Burnley Borough Council stated thnt
very little time had been spent on consideration of this area at the local
meeting.

They regarded it as a significant part of Padiham and saw the AfiOfi8

as a clearly identifiable boundary;

the transfer of this rural area would, they

said, deprive 3urnley of surrounding open countryside and bring the boundary with
the Borough of Pendle too close to urban Padihan.

They said that, contrary to tho

impression given by Hi^han-with-Uest Close Booth Parish Council,, their own survey
of local opinion in the area indicated no over-riding public demand for change.

In

a subsequent letter the Borough Council forwarded the results of their survey.

The

letter with which these were enclosed also pointed out that the Commission's further
draft proposals map omitted to show the M65 and an extension to the A6068
southwards to link with the A6y8 and fltated that a planned further extension
would take the A6O68 to the Motorway;

As they considered that -we might not have

fully appreciated the significance of the Padihan/Barrowford by-pass (A6068)
they enclosed a road plan and 15 photographs of the by-pass, taken at various
places between Padiham and the village of Higham.

Borough Councillor for the ^imonstone Hill ward said that he did not
support the Burnley Borough Council majority view.

Having discussed it with the

residents of Railway Terrace, near the Mullard Works , he believed that they wished
even more intensely than at the time of the public meeting to be transferred to the
Borough of Kibble Valley with the rest of the Parish of Simonstone and could not see
why the whole of the Milliard area should not be transferred.
Kiver Calder would make a very sensible boundary.
in the area south of the

He considered that the

He had also contacted electors

A6068, and found thorn almost 2:1 in favour of transfer

to the Borough of Pendle - he said that some' of the dwellings on that road
were built as an extension to Higham village.

He fully accepted the

further draft pi'oposals even though they meant he would no longer be
able to represent part of his present ward.

4l.

Petor Pike, HP

Borough Council.

for Burnley, supported the views expressed by Burnley

He believed that Head and iiinonntone should bo in the s n mo

Borough,, and that that Borough should bo Burnley.

In view of the strength of local

public opinion, however, he accepted that the main village of Simonstone would
probably be transferred to the Borough of Kibble Valley, though he considered this
would not necessarily be in the best interests of local government.

He did not

accept, though, that the Mullard factory area should also be transferred.

A former

worker at Mullards himself, he did not think that the Borough of Burnley should lose
the area after all they had done to develop and support it.

He believed that the

transfer of Simonstnne should not set a precedent for other "rural fringe"
areas of Burnley, and that the area south of the Barrowford Hoad should also
remain in Burnley.

^2.

Hyndburn BOrough Council re-iterated their opposition to the realignment

nlong the River Calder of their proposed boundary with the Borough of Kibble Valley.,
^heir objection had been conveyed in writing, to the Assistant Commissioner;
briefly, this related to community ties in the area, the loss of rates income
and the prospect of a farm property being located in two Boroughs.

OUR FINAL PROPOSALS
43.

We have reassessed our further draft proposals in the light of all the

comments on them, including arguments relating to our earlier decision to make
final proposals for the transfer of the major part of the Parish of Simonstone
to the Borough of Ribble Valley.

In particular we have considered the criticisms

directed at the Assisitant Commissioner's report by Burnley Borough Council.

These

mostly related to the omission of some of the detailed evidence submitted by the
Borough Council and also to his assessment of their arguments.

However, we are

satisfied that he took into account all the information before him and that his
conclusions were soundly based.

We remain impressed by an excellent report which

has been of considerable assistance to us in reaching our decisions.

44.

The factual error in the Assistant Commissioner's reference to the average rates

payable in Burnley and Ribble Valley seems to have been the result of an error made
by the Borough Council in the first of two versions of their submission to the
Assistant Commissioner, the second of which contained minor amendments. However, the
Assistant Commissioner has since confirmed that he was not influenced by these
figures in reaching his conclusions.

45.

Turning to the main issue of whether the major part of the Parish of Simonstone

should be transferred to the Borough of Ribble Valley, there has been no new
information of sufficient weight to dissuade us from making our final proposals in
that way.

Having reassessed our further draft proposals, we have carefully

considered whether the Mullard works area should also be transferred to Ribble Valley
and if so, whether the boundary with the Borough of Hyndburn in this vicinity should
be aligned, for the most part, along the River Calder.

We can find no reason to

dissent from the Assistant Commissioner's assessment of these matters in his report
and Burnley Borough Council's suggested boundary in this area does not seem to us t;o
be satisfactory in all the circumstances.

The Assistant Commissioner confirmed by

inspection that the line of the River Calder offered a more suitable boundary than the
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existing one and although we are reluctant to introduce an anomaly in relation to
the farm property, it seems to us to be in the wider interest to adopt the excellent
physical feature of the river as the new district boundary south of the Mullard works

46.

In respect of our further draft proposals for the transfer of areas of the

former Parish of North Town from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Pendle we
have decided that the area south of the A6068 should remain within the Borough of
Burnley for the reasons suggested by the Borough Council.

We have therefore decided

to amend our draft proposals so as to place this area within the Parish of Ightenhill

47.

We hereby confirm our further draft proposals as our final proposals subject to

the amendments referred to above.

CONSEQUENTIAL ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
48.

We received no comments on our proposed changes to"the electoral arrangements set

out in Schedules 2 and 3 to the letter announcing our further draft proposals.

We

have therefore decided to adhere to these with the exception of those relating to
the areas south of the A6068.

PUBLICATION
49.

Details of our final proposals are set out in Schedules 1,2, 3 and 4 to this

report.

Schedules 1 and 2 specify the proposed changes in local authority areas;

Schedules 3 and 4 specify the consequential adjustments to the existing electoral
arrangements at borough and county level respectively.

50.

Separate letters are being sent with copies of the report, and a large scale

map illustrating our proposals, to Lancashire County Council, Burnley Borough Council
Hyndburn Borough Council, Pendle Borough Council, and Kibble Valley Borough Council.
The four borough councils are being asked to place copies of the report and map on
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deposit at their main offices, and to put notices to this effect on public notice
boards and in the local press.

The notice will also be displayed at the Post Office

serving the villages of Read and Simonstone.

The text of the notices will refer to

your power to make an Order implementing the proposals, if you think fit, after the
expiry of six weeks from the date they are submitted to you; it will suggest that
any comments on the proposals should therefore be addressed to you, in writing,
preferably within six weeks of the date of the letter.. Copies of this
report, which includes small sketch plans

illustrating the proposed changes, are

also being sent to the other bodies and persons who received the letters setting out
our draft proposals and to as many as possible of the private individuals who attended
the local meeting or made written representations to us or to the Assistant Commissioner

LS
SIGNED:

G J ELLERTON

(Chairman)

J G POWELL

(Deputy Chairman)

JOAN ACKNER

TYRRELL BROCKBANK

G E CHERRY

K J L NEWELL

BRIAN SCHOLES

L B GRIMSHAW
Secretary

25 July 1985
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LOCAL-GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
PRINCIPAL AREA REVIEW - Final Proposals
BOROUGH OF BURNLEY/BOROUGH OF HYNDBURN/BOROUGH OF PENDLE/BOROUGH OF RIBBLE VALLEY

Note:

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

SCHEDULE 1
1.

Boundary realignments between the Borough of Hyndburn and the Borough of

Ribble Valley.

Area Al and Area A2:

descriptions of those areas proposed to be transferred from

Altham CP in the Borough of Hyndburn to the proposed Simonstone CP in the Borough of
Ribble Valley.

Area Al:
That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing northern
as shown
boundary of the Borough of Hyndburn meets the western boundary of Parcel No 6061/ on
OS 1:2500 Microfilm (B) SD 7633, date of publication 1985, thence generally northwards
and southeastwards along said Borough boundary to the River Calder, thence northwestwards and southwestwards along said river to the existing Borough boundary, thence
northeastwards along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

Area A2:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing northern
as shown
boundary of the Borough of Hyndburn meets the northern boundary of Parcel No 2521/
on

OS 1:2500 (C) microfilm SD 7733, date of publication 1985, thence generally

eastwards along said Borough boundary to the River Calder, thence southwestwards
and northwestwards along said river to the aforementioned Borough boundary thence
northeastwards along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

2
2.

Boundary realignments between the Borough of Burnley and the Borough of

Hyndburn.

Area Bl and Area B2: descriptions of those areas proposed to be transferred from
the existing Simonstone CP in the Borough of Burnley to Altham CP in the Borough
of Hyndburn.

Area Bl:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the easternmost point of Area Al

as

described above, thence southeastwards along the River Calder to the westernmost
point of Area A2

as described above, thence southwestwards and northwestwards

along the Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

Area B2:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing northeastern
boundary of the Borough of Hyndburn crosses Shorten Brook, east of Corn Mill Farm,
thence southeastwards along said brook to the northern boundary of Hapton CP,
thence southwards along said CP boundary to the existing northeastern boundary of
the Borough of Hyndburn, thence northwestwards along said Borough boundary to the
point of commencement.

Area C;

description of an area proposed to be transferred from Hapton CP in

the Borough of Burnley to Altham CP in the Borough of Hyndburn.
as described above,
That area bounded by a line commencing at the southeastern corner of'Area B2/to
Shorten Brook, thence generally southeastwards and southwestwards along said brook
to the existing northeastern boundary of the Borough of Hyndburn, thence generally
northeastwards and northwestwards along said Borough boundary to the point of
commencement.
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Area D:

description of an area proposed to be transferred from Altham CP in the

Borough of Hyndburn to Hapton CP in the Borough of Burnley.
as described above,
That area bounded by a line commencing at the southernmost point of Area C/chence
generally southwestwards and southeastwards along the existing northeastern boundary
as shown
of the Borough of Hyndburn to NG reference SD 7783932649/on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A*l)
SD 7732, date of publication 1979, thence due southwest from said grid reference to
Shorten Brook, thence generally northwestwards and northeastwards along said brook
to the point of commencement.

3.

Boundary realignments between the Borough of Burnley and the Borough* of

Ribble Valley.

Area E:

description of an area proposed to be transferred from the existing

Simonstone CP in the Borough of Burnley to the proposed Simonstone CP in the
Borough of Ribble Valley.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing southern
boundary of the Borough of Burnley meets the existing southeastern boundary of the
as described above.
Borough of Ribble Valley being a point on the northern boundary of Area Al /thence
generally northwards and northeastwards along said southeastern Borough boundary
as shown
to the southern boundary of Parcel No 4300/on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) SD 7936, date
of publication 197Q, thence southwards to the northeastern corner of Parcel No 1573
' ;J

thence southeastwards along the eastern boundary of said parcel to and continuing
southeastwards along the eastern boundary of Parcel No 2947, to the northern
boundary of Parcel No 5100, thence southwestwards, southeastwards, southwestwards and
southeastwards along the northern and western boundaries of said parcel to the western
boundary of Parcel No 3800, thence southwestwards along the western boundary of
said parcel, continuing on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) SD. 7935, date of publication 1970
to the western boundary of Parcel No 2986, thence southwestwards and southeastwards

to and continuing southeastwards along the western boundary of Parcel No 3566 to
the northern boundary of Parcel No 2263, thence southwestwards and southeastwards
along the northern and western boundaries of said parcel to and continuing
southeastwards along the western boundary of Parcel No 2750 to and continuing
southeastwards along the western boundary of Parcel No 3337 to the northern boundary
of Parcel No 3721, thence northeastwards, southeastwards and southwestwards along
the northern, eastern and southern boundaries of said parcel to the westernmost
point of parcel No 4614, thence southwestwards in a straight line to the northeastern
corner of Parcel No 3909 and continuing southwestwards along the northern boundary
of said parcel to the existing southern boundary of Simonstone CP, thence generally
southwestwards along said parish boundary to the point where the parish boundary
leaves Dean Brook, thence generally southwards along the side of said brook to the
River Calder, thence westwards along said river to and continuing westwards along
the existing southern boundary of the Borough of Burnley being the northern boundary of
Area A2

as described above, to and northwestwards along the River Calder, being

•the northern boundary of Area Bl

as described above, to and continuing northwestwards

along the aforementioned southern Borough boundary, being the northern boundary of
Area Al

as described above, to the point of commencement.

NB

Between points A and B on the Final Proposal map there are five minor transfers
from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Ribble Valley which have occurred
in realigning 'Defaced' portions of boundary to side of stream.

There are also

five minor areas remaining in the Borough of Burnley from the existing Simonstone CP,
Area Fl and Area F2: descriptions of those areas proposed to be transferred from
the unparished area in the Borough of Burnley to the proposed Simonstone CP in
the Borough of Ribble Valley.

Area Fl:

That Area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the eastern boundary

of Area E

as described above, meets the southernmost point of Parcel No 8191 as shown
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on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (B) SD 7834, date of publication 1968, thence northwards
along the eastern boundary of said area to the northern boundary of Parcel No 8888,
thence southwestwards along the northern and western boundaries of the last
mentioned parcel to the point of commencement.

Area F2:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the eastern boundary
of Area E and the northernmost point of Area Fl as described above, meets the
as shown
southern boundary of Parcel No O006/on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (B) SD 7834, date
of publication 1968, thence generally northwards and eastwards along said

as described above,
eastern boundary of Area E /to the northeastern boundary of the aforementioned
as shown
parcel/on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) SD 7935, date of publication 1970, thence
generally southwestwards along the eastern and southern boundaries of Slade Plantation
to

4,

the point of commencement.

Boundary realignments between the Borough of Burnley and the Borough of

Pendle.

Area G:

description of an area proposed to be transferred from the existing

Simonstone CP in the Borough of Burnley to Higham-with-West Close Booth CP in
the Borough of Pendle.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the northeasternmost point of Area E
as described above, on the northern boundary of the Borough of Burnley, thence
generally eastwards and generally southwards along said northern boundary of
Borough to the northern side of the A6068, thence generally southwestwards along said
as shown
northern side of road to the southern boundary of Parcel No 5426/on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) SD 7935, date of publication 1970, and continuing southwestwards along
said southern boundary of parcel to the eastern boundary of Area E, thence
generally northwards along said eastern boundary to the point of commencement.

SCHEDULE 2

The proposed Simonstone CP in the Borough of Ribble Valley will be formed of
Area Al, Area A2, Area E, Area Fl and Area F2 as described in Schedule 1.

Civil Parish alterations within the Borough of Burnley.

Area H and Area Jl, and Area J2: descriptions of those areas proposed to be
transferred from the existing Simonstone CP to the unparished area of the Borough
of Burnley.
Area H:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the westernmost point of
Area B2, as described in schedule 1, meets the northern boundary of the
Borough of Hyndburn, thence generally northwestwards along said northern boundary
of Borough to the southeastern boundary of Area E as described in Schedule 1,
thence generally eastwards and generally northeastwards along said southeastern
. boundary of Area E to the existing Simonstone Parish boundary, thence generally
southeastwards and generally southwestwards along said existing CP boundary
to the northern boundary of the aforementioned Area B2, thence generally
northwestwards along said northern boundary

of area to the point of commencement.

Area Jl:
That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing southern
boundary of Simonstone CP, at the northeastern corner of Parcel No 3909 as shown
on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) SD 7935, date of publication 1979, being the southern
boundary of Area E

as described above, thence northeastwards along the said southern

boundary to the western boundary of Area G

as described above, thence southwards

along said western boundary to the aforementioned CP boundary, thence southwestwards
and northwestwards along said CP boundary to the point of commencement.

Area J2:
That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the eastern boundary
of Gothic Works meets the northern boundary of the unparished area of the
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Borough of Burnley, thence southwards along said eastern boundary
of works to the southeastern corner of the works, thence due south
to the River Calder, thence southwestwards along said river to the northern
boundary of the unparished area of the Borough of Burnley, thence generally
northwards along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

Area K:

description

of an area proposed to be transferred from the existing

Simonstone CP to Ightenhill CP.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the southeastern
boundary of Area G, as described in Schedule 1, meets the northern boundary
of the Borough of Burnley, thence generally southwards along said Borough boundary

and continuing southwards along the western boundary of the existing Ightenhill
CP, thence westwards and northwards along the southern boundary of the existing
Simonstone CP and continuing northwards along the eastern boundary of Area J2
as described above, thence continuing northwards along the southern boundary of the
existing Simonstone CP to the southeastern boundary of Area G, thence generally
northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to the point of commencement.

Area LI, 'Area L2, Area L3, Area M:

descriptions of those areas proposed to be

transferred from the unparished area in the Borough of Burnley to Ightenhill CP.

Area LI:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the western boundary
of Area K as described above, meets the northern boundary of Area J2 as
f

,

described above, at the eastern boundary of Parcel No 0130 as shown on OS 1:2500
Microfilm (B) SD 8034, date of publication 1978, thence northwards along said
parcel boundary to and across Grove Lane to its northern boundary, thence
northeastwards along said boundary to the northeastern boundary of Parcel No 0057,
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thence northwestwards along said parcel boundary and the northeastern boundary of
Parcel No 0006 to the western boundary of Area K, thence generally northeastwards,
southeastwards and southwestwards along said western boundary to the point of
commencement.

Area L2:
That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the southernmost point
of Area J2 as described above, meets the western boundary of Area K

as described

above, thence generally eastwards, southeastwards and southwestwards along
said western boundary to the northern boundary of Gawthorpe County Secondary School
Playing Fields, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said northern
boundary to a point opposite the southernmost point of No 34 South Drive, thence
northwestwards in a straight line to the eastern curtilage of the said property,
thence northwards along said curtilage and northeastwards, northwestwards and
westwards along the boundary of Bankcrofts Plantation to its westernmost point,
thence northwards in a straight line to the River Calder, thence northeastwards
along said river to the point of commencement.

Area L3:

That area bounded by a line commencing at the southwestern corner of Area K
as described above, on the eastern boundary of Long Plantation, thence eastwards
along the southern boundary of Area K to the northern boundary of Padiham Road,
thence westwards along said northern boundary to the eastern boundary of Long
Plantation, thence northwards along said eastern boundary to the point of
commencement.

Area M:

That area bounded by a line commencing on the southern boundary of Area K as
described above, on the northern boundary of Padiham Road east of its junction
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with Byron Street, thence northeastwards along the southern boundary of the
said area to the eastern boundary of the area of land to the east of No 33
Gawthorpe Edge, thence southwards along said eastern boundary to a point
opposite the northeastern corner of No 481 Padiham Road, thence due westwards
to and continuing westwards along the southern curtilages of Nos 33-37 Gawthorpe
Edge to the northernmost corner of Habergham Infants School, thence northwestwards
in a straight line from said corner to the access road to the last-mentioned
property, thence westwards along said road and southwards along the unnamed road
leading to Padiham Road, to the northern boundary of Padiham Road, thence
westwards along said northern boundary to the point of commencement.

SCHEDULE 3

Revised Borough electoral arrangements, -consequent upon the proposals described
in Schedules 1 and 2.

1.

It is proposed that the Borough Wards as defined in the -Borough of Hyndburn

(Electoral Arrangements) Order 1976 and the Borough of Ribble Valley (Electoral
Arrangements) Order 1976, shall be altered as described below.

Area Al and Area A2: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the
Altham Ward of the Borough of Hyndburn, to the proposed Simonstone Ward of the
Borough of Ribble Valley.

2.

It is proposed that the Borough Wards, as defined in the Borough of Burnley

(Electoral Arrangements) order 1976 and the Borough of Hyndburn (Electoral
Arrangements) Order 1976, shall be altered as described below.

Area Bl and Area B2: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from
the Simonstone Hill Ward of the Borough of Burnley to the Altham Ward of the
Borough of Hyndburn.
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Area C:

as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Hapton Ward of

the Borough of Burnley to the Altham Ward of the Borough of Hyndburn.

Area D:

as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Altham Ward

of the Borough of Hyndburn to the Hapton Ward of the Borough of Burnley.

3.

It is proposed that the' Borough Wards, as defined in the Borough of Burnley

(Electoral Arrangements) Order 1976 and the Borough of Ribble Valley (Electoral
Arrangements) Order 1976, shall be altered as described below.

Area E:

as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Simonstone

Hill Ward of the Borough of Burnley to the proposed Simonstone Ward of the
Borough of Ribble Valley.

Area Fl and Affea F2: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from
the Park Ward of the Borough of Burnley to the proposed Simonstone Ward of
the Borough of Ribble Valley.

4.

It is proposed that the Borough Wards, as defined in the Borough of Burnley

(Electoral Arrangements) Order 1976 and the Borough of Pendle {Electoral
Arrangements) order 1975, shall be altered as described below.

Area G: as described in Schedule 1,. shall be transferred from the Simonstone
Hill Ward of the Borough of Burnley to the Fence Ward of the Borough of Pendle.

5.

It is proposed that the Borough Wards, as defined in the Borough of Burnley

(Electoral Arrangements) Order 1976, shall be altered as described below.

Area H:

as described in Schedule 2, shall be transferred from the Simonstone

Hill Ward to the Park Ward.
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Area Jl and Area J2 as described in Schedule 2, shall be transferred from the
Simonstone Hill Ward to the Gawthorpe Ward.

Area K:

as described in Schedule 2, shall be transferred from the Simonstone Hill

Ward to the Whittlefield Ward.

*
Area LI, Area L2, Area L3: as described in Schedule 2, shall be transferred from
the Gawthorpe Ward to the Whittlefield Ward.

Area M:

as described in Schedule 2, shall be transferred from the Lowerhouse

Ward to the Whittlefield Ward.

Area N:

the Simonstone Hill Ward in the Parish of Ightenhill shall be transferred

to the Whittlefield Ward.

SCHEDULE 4

Revised County electoral arrangements, consequent upon the proposals described in
Schedules 1, 2 and 3.

It is proposed that the County electoral divisions as defined in the County of
Lancashire (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1981, shall be altered as described below

Area Al and Area A2: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from
Rishton, Clayton-le-Moors and Altham ED to the Ribble Valley North East ED.

Area Bl, Area B2 and Area C: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from
the Burnley West ED to the Rishton, Clayton-le-Moors and Altham ED.
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Area D: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Rishton,
Clayton-le-Moors and Altham ED to the Burnley West ED.

Area E, Area Fl and Area F2: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred
from the Burnley West ED to the Ribble Valley North East ED.

Area G: as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Burnley West ED
to the Pendle West ED.

Area M: as described in Schedule 2, shall be transferred from the Burnley South
West ED to the Burnley West ED.

Area H, Area Jl, Area J2, Area K, Area LI, Area L2 and Area L3 as described in
Schedule 2 shall remain in the Burnley West ED as will Area N, the Ightenhill
Parish as described in Schedule 3.

TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT
BOUNDARY COMMISSION
FOR ENGLAND

SCHEDULE S

REVIEW OF PRINCIPAL AREA BOUNDARY:

RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH/BURNLEY BOROUGH
REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER.

1.

GENERAL
On the 12th February 1979 the Simonstone Parish Council asked the

Commission to undertake a boundary review with the object of transferring their
parish from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Ribble Valley; this followed
an initial approach by the Parish Council to the Burnley Borough Council on the
6th November 1978 with the same object.

After consultation with the two Borough

Councils and the Lancashire County Council, in the course of which the Burnley
Borough Council expressed strong opposition to the proposals and the County Council
indicated their objection to what they termed fragmentary reviews, the Commission
decided that the requirements of the Department of the Environment's Circular
No. 33/78 and of the Commission's report No. 287, were likely to be met and that
they accordingly proposed to undertake the review.
2.

The Ribble Valley Borough Council agreed to take over the role of requesting

authority and, on the 29th September, 1981, submitted a formal scheme proposing
the transfer of the parish of Simonstone, with the adjoining parish of North Town,
from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Ribble Valley; the inclusion' of North
Town arose because a proposal in the Burnley Parish Review for the amalgamation
of this sparsely populated parish with that of Simonstone was already far advanced; it
in fact came into effect on 1st April, 1983. The Ribble Valley scheme was duly
advertised and comments to the Commission were invited. A number of comments
was received by the Commission, the details of which it is unnecessary to record
at this stage as their substance emerges later, and on the 25th August, 1982 the
Commission published draft proposals.

These proposals provided broadly for the

transfer from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Ribble Valley of the parish
of Simonstone and the parish of North Town, but with two important exceptions;
-1-

the first was that that part of the parish of North Town lying to the south-east of
the Barrowford Road should remain in the Borough of Burnley, and the second was
that that part of the parish of Simonstone lying to the south of the dismantled
railway line, including the Milliard works, should likewise remain in Burnley.
3.

The Commission's draft proposals were widely publicised and evoked a number

of comments from local authorities and other public bodies, from groups and
organisations, and from individuals.

While the Lancashire County Council and the

North West Water Authority stated that they had no comment to make, all the other
comments received disagreed with the draft proposals either in principle or in detail,
and a number of suggestions were put forward for alteration;
change were often mutually exclusive.
in my account of the local meeting.

these suggestions for

The substance of the various comments emerges

The Commission subsequently announced, in

a letter of the 4th February 1983, that, in the light of the response to their draft
proposals, they were disposed to take the view that the parishes of Read and
Simonstone constitute a single community and that the main issue was whether, in
the interests of effective and convenient local government, they should be situated
in the Borough of Ribble Valley or the Borough of Burnley.

The Commission decided

that they required further information and arranged for me to act as an Assistant
Commissioner to conduct a public local meeting for this purpose and on appropriate
boundaries.

I was also asked to receive representations about two suggestions for

changes of boundary which reached the Commission after the publication of their
draft proposals;

the first related to the boundary between the south of the parish

of Simonstone and the parish of Altham in the Borough of Hyndburn, and the second
to the boundary between; the parish of North Town and the parish of Higham with
West Close Booth in the Borough of Pendle.

It was made clear that other suggestions,

whether or not contained in the formal comments on the Commission's draft proposals,
could be put forward at the local meeting so that all the possible options could be
discussed thoroughly.
4.

I held the local meeting at the United Reformed Church School in Read on

the 24th March 1983, and agreed in advance that I would hold an evening session
starting at 7 p.m. for the benefit of those who could not attend during the day.
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The names and addresses of those who attended each session, and, where appropriate,
their status or the interest they represented are set out in the Appendix to this report.
As will be seen from these lists, the attendance at each session was large; although
only some 150 people signed the attendance sheet at the daytime session, a head-count
showed that there were at least 170 people there, and in the evening just over 250
people signed the attendance sheet but the crowd was so thick that an accurate headcount was Impossible* The hall was full during the day, with many people standing,
and in the evening was so packed that even the stage behind me was filled with people.
There was some criticism, particularly from Counsel representing Burnley Borough
Council, that a larger hall should have been found; the fact is that there was no
substantially larger hall in Read or Simonstone and that, even if the large attendance
could have been anticipated the choice of another venue in Burnley or Padiham would
probably have deterred many of the local people from going there. Both sessions
were, to say the least, lively, though good natured, with the vast majority of those
present making no secret of the fact that they wished both Simonstone and Read
to be in the Borough of Ribble Valley. I have felt it right to include this brief
reference to the rather unusual nature of the local meeting, if only as an illustration
of the strength of local feeling on the issues involved.
5.

At the local meeting the Ribble Valley Borough Council were represented by

Mr. Michael Jackson, the Chief Executive and Town Clerk, and the Burnley Borough
Council by Mr. R.A.W. Sears, Q.C.
6.

In outlining the arguments advanced at the local meeting, I propose to deal

first with the main issue as to whether the parishes of Read and Simonstone should
be in the Borough of Ribble Valley or the Borough of Burnley, or whether there should
be no change at all, and then to consider separately the question as to whether, if
Simonstone were to go to Ribble Valley, the area below the disused railway line
containing the Mullard works should remain in Burnley or be transferred to Ribble
Valley with the rest of Simonstone. I shall then deal with the arguments about the
detailed boundary with the parish of Altham on the southern side of Simonstone,
and finally with the arguments about the boundary between the parishes of North
Town and Higham with West Close Booth. As, however, all the questions are to some
-3-

extent inter-related, I shall postpone until a later stage the account of my inspection,
my conclusions and my recommendations. The proceedings at the evening session
necessarily covered much of the same ground as had been dealt with rather more
fully during the day. There would be no purpose in seeking to divide the arguments
between the day and evening, and I shall accordingly merge into one account what
was said at the two separate sessions.
7.

THE MAIN ISSUE
There were numerous references during the local meeting to the pattern of

districts which existed before the implementation of the Local Government Act,
1972, and to what took place when the present pattern of districts was being settled.
As a clear picture of these circumstances is an important part of the background
to the present proceedings, I propose to give now a brief historical account which
is culled partly from the basic documents in the case and partly from what was said
at the local meeting.
8.

Up to 1972 Burnley was a County Borough surrounded by the Burnley Rural

District which was, of course, comprised of a number of parishes, including Simonstone
and Read. The area of what is now the Borough of Ribble Valley comprised the small
' Borough of Clitheroe, the Longridge Urban District, and the whole or parts' of a number
of. Rural Districts. As part of the procedure which led eventually to orders made
by the Secretary of State under Paragraph 1 of the Third Schedule to the Local
Government Act, 1972, the Commission Designate, after local consultations, produced
draft proposals for the pattern of new districts in the area. The draft proposals
provided for the parishes of Read, Simonstone and Sabden to be included in the new
Borough of Burnley. Read and Sabden both objected to the Commission and asked
to be included in the new Borough of Ribble Valley; the Commission acceded to
this request and placed both parishes in Ribble Valley. I was told that the parish
of Simonstone was equally upset at being included in Burnley and that the Parish
Council resolved at the time to protest strongly against the proposal; the fact remains,
however, that their objection never seems to have reached the Commission and certainly
Simonstone was left in Burnley. It seems clear, however, that the seeds of the present
proposal were laid at that time. It is perhaps also worth mentioning that Higham

with West Close Booth, which was also included in Burnley in the draft proposals,
sought successfully to be moved into the adjoining new Borough of Pendle.
9.

Mr. Michael Jackson presented the case on behalf of the Ribble Valley Borough

Council. In essence, Ribble Valley accepted the draft proposals for transferring
most of the parish of Simonstone and part of the parish of North Town to Ribble
Valley, but considered that the whole of Simonstone, including the Mullard works
and the surrounding area, should be transferred to Ribble Valley. Mr. Jackson made
a long statement and supported his case with a detailed document which had been
circulated among the principal parties prior to the local meeting. The corresponding
document from Burnley had also been similarly circulated and, in the course of his
statement, Mr. Jackson made various comments on its contents.
10.

Mr. Jackson began by referring to the guide-lines laid down for the Commission

in 1972 and, more recently, in Department of the Environment's Circular 33 of 1978.
In 1972 the Commission were enjoined to produce in each County a pattern of districts
broadly comparable in population; he produced figures showing that the present
population range in Lancashire varies from 145,000 down to Ribble Valley's 51,700,
Burnley having 93,000. From this he argued that it would be wrong to reduce Ribble
Valley's size still further by removing the parish of Read and that, on the other hand,
there was everything to be said for slightly increasing its size by adding the parish
of Simonstone.

Turning next to the wishes of the inhabitants, he detailed the views

that had been expressed and said there could be no doubt that the majority of the
local inhabitants concerned wished both Read and Simonstone to be in Ribble Valley.
These wishes were related to the pattern of community life; the basic point here
was the style of approach of the two authorities.

Burnley was a former County Borough

with urban domination, whereas Ribble Valley was a happy gathering of separate
communities in close touch with the parish councils and other public bodies; in
supporting the draft proposals the inhabitants were in effect indicating their preference
for the style of services provided by Ribble Valley.
11.

Mr. Jackson then dealt with a number of matters contained in the circulated

document setting out the Burnley Borough Council's case. He first referred to the
lengthy exposition based on the proposals of the Royal Commission on Local Government
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in England, which sat from 1966 to 1969; he suggested that these comments were
irrelevant because they were based on the conception of unitary authorities which
was never in fact adopted. Mr. Jackson then turned to the comparison made by
Burnley of the services which they provide with those in Ribble Valley; he dealt
in detail with the Burnley comments designed to show that their services were better
than those in Ribble Valley and sought to dispose of the majority of the criticisms.
He did however agree that pensioners in Ribble Valley do not get as favourable
concessions as those in Burnley when travelling on buses, but he made the point that
it was really for the County Council to subsidise bus services. Mr. Jackson summed
up his comments by saying that the Ribble Valley Borough Council have adequate
staff of the necessary disciplines to provide the appropriate services in Simonstone
and part of North Town.
12.

Mr. Jackson concluded his main statement by submitting that the Simonstone

submission, as largely embodied in the draft proposals, represented an overwhelming
case; it accorded with the requirements of producing districts comparable in
population, being clearly in accord with the wishes of the people, compatible with
the pattern of community life, and producing effective and economical operation
of local government services.
13.

Mr. Sears then presented the main case on behalf of the Burnley Borough Council.

He submitted the circulated Burnley document which was of some 28 pages, plus
lengthy appendices. This document contained not only the principal points in Burnley's
case, which Mr. Sears brought out orally, but also a detailed history of local government
in the area and a very full account of the services which Burnley provide, as well
as financial and other statistics. It was an impressive document which I found most
useful as a background to the discussion and for reference (as I did the corresponding
shorter document from Ribble Valley). He began by examining the reasons behind
the Simonstone proposal and suggested that it arose because Read and Simonstone
were so close together; he said that it was generally accepted that they should be
in the area of one authority. The case for both parishes being included in R'ibble
Valley was however based on irrelevant considerations; the proposal was said to
represent the wishes of the people, but these were motivated by a feeling of unfairness

because the people in Simonstone pay higher rates than those in Read for comparable
properties and by the fact that the two Borough Councils are of different political
complexions.

Mr. Sears suggested that both these considerations should be ignored,

and that the underlying basis on which any alterations in boundaries should be made
was the efficiency of local government.
13.

Mr. Sears went on to say that no less than 82% of the area of the Borough of

Burnley lies outside the urban boundary and that the Borough Council applies stringent
planning policies to the rural areas. In effect the urban area of Burnley was the
heart of a mixed urban/rural area. He said that people in the rural areas around,
including Simonstone and Read go to Burnley to shop and use the services. (This
statement was greeted with shouts of "rubbish!" from the audience). Mr. Sears then
referred broadly to the long commentary in the written document about the services
provided by Burnley and stressed their efficiency and comprehensiveness compared
with those provided in Ribble Valley. He summarised by emphasising that Burnley
do give excellent services which accord with the requirement of the effective operation
of local government.
14.

Mr. Sears then dealt with the financial implications of the Burnley case. He

accepted that the district rate in Ribble Valley was 21p in the t compared with 42p
in the t in Burnley, but, in a table submitted in the Burnley document, it was made
clear that the average rateable value of domestic hereditaments in Burnley was tlOO
compared with t!64 in Ribble Valley and that the effect of this was that the average
rate payable in Ribble Valley was t!48 compared to L214 in Burnley. Mr. Sears made
the point that the higher rate poundages in Burnley do, to a certain extent, reflect
the greater level of needs to be met in the Borough, but also the level of services
provided by Burnley from which all its ratepayers benefit. The Burnley document
also referred to the Borough Council's procedure for dealing with parish council
expenditure; The Borough Council are prepared to provide all the local government
services for the whole of their area, including the services which parish councils
are empowered to provide, and to fund the administrative expenditure of parish councils,
thus avoiding the necessity for any precepts for parish council purposes. Of the nine
in
parish councils within the Borough, seven participated/this scheme but two, including
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Simonstone have declined Burnley's offer.

At a later stage in the proceedings, the

representative of the Lancashire Association1 of Parish Councils referred to this arrangement, saying that parish councils in Burnley were not encouraged to precept and
were asked to give up their functions; he added, if they do not agree, and carry
out their functions with the aid of a parish precept, the ratepayers in the area get
no reduction in their Borough rate and consequently pay twice over for parish council
functions.
15.

Finally, Mr. Sears dealt with a comment made by Mr. Jackson about a change

in attitude of the Burnley Borough Council to the Commission's draft proposals.
Mr. Jackson had said that the first published reactions from Burnley were a reluctant
acceptance of the draft proposals but that, when Ribble Valley indicated that the
whole of Simonstone parish, including the Mullard works, should be transferred to
their area, Burnley changed their opinion and objected strenuously to the draft
proposals.

Mr. Sears said that at no stage did the Burnley Council indicate any

acceptance of the Commission's draft proposals, and that when the minutes of the
General Purposes and External Affairs Sub-Committee, which recommended no
objection, subject to certain qualifications, were before the Council, they were amended.
Mr. Sears emphasised that this was in no sense a source of embarrassment to the
Council, but the fact was simply that the full Council, after detailed examination,
decided that the Sub-Committee

was wrong and that the draft proposals should be

opposed.
16.

Mr. John R. Brown, the member of the Burnley Borough Council representing

Simonstone, stated that he had been asked to speak on behalf of the Simonstone
Parish Council.

Mr. Brown added that he had also been the County Councillor for

Padiham for the period from 1975 to 1981.
17.

Mr. Brown stated that he was pleased that the Commission accept that Simonstone

and Read do constitute a community.

It therefore remained to decide whether this

community should be embodied in Burnley or Ribble Valley, and it was quite clear
that the wish of the overwhelming majority of residents in both parishes is to be
included in Ribble Valley.

Mr. Brown said that Burnley was an urban authority, and

that its thinking and services were directed to serve the inner areas. This was to
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the detriment of the outlying districts, in spite of their providing a large proportion
of the domestic rates. In consequence, rural areas receive a poor return for their
money and a lack of consideration which would not be tolerated in the central areas.
Mr Brown went on to decry the strongly political atmosphere on the Burnley Council,
which led to decisions being taken largely on political grounds, and which, he suggested,
was to the detriment of those holding different political opinions. Mr. Brown went
on to refer to the alleged change of view of Burnley Borough Council towards the
draft proposal, to which I have already referred; he said that initially the controlling
party on the Council decided to accept the draft proposals but expressed a wish to
retain the Mullard complex in their area. When however news was received that
the Ribble Valley Borough Council wished the whole of Simonstone to be included
in their area, the controlling party executed a complete about-turn. Mr. Brown
concluded by saying that Ribble Valley was composed of rural communities and was
attuned to the needs of these areas, to which it showed more aptitude and sympathy
in meeting them; he added that he felt strongly that Simonstone and Read should
be united in administration as they are in fact, the combined area being included
in Ribble Valley.
18.

Mr. Eric Ingham, the Chairman of Simonstone Parish Council, endorsed the case

put forward on their behalf by Mr. Brown.
19.

Mr, Cyril Law, a member of the Read Parish Council, said that he had been

deputed by his Council to present their case. Mr. Law began by-referring to the
successful representations by the Read Parish Council in 1972 for inclusion in the
Borough of Ribble Valley, rather than in the Borough of Burnley. He said that the
Parish Council were grateful to the Commission Designate at the time for having
accepted their representations and had been grateful to them ever since, for they
had experienced a decade of first class liaison between Parish Council and District
Council with very effective and exceptionally good and convenient local government.
He added that Read were proud to belong to an efficient Borough Council.
20.

Turning to the present proceedings, Mr. Law said that the Read Parish Council

had supported Simonstone in their proposals to the Commission because they felt
that the two communities were bound together in many aspects of their total living,
including religious and social activities.
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He added that it was unfortunate that, because

of the location of an industrial complex in Simonstone, the issue had become distorted.
His Council, however, urged the Commission to include'the whole of the residential
part of Simonstone in Ribble Valley Borough, but indicated that they were not concerned
as to whether or not the Mullard factory and its immediate surroundings were
transferred to Ribble Valley with the rest of Simonstone. He made it clear however
that, if Simonstone were not to be transferred to Ribble Valley, his Council would
greatly prefer the preservation of the status quo rather than that they should be
transferred to Burnley.
21. Mr. Law made a number of other points; he emphasised that the case advanced
by Read Parish Council had nothing to do with finance or politics and was based
entirely on non-financial grounds. The Parish Council had conducted a survey of
all households in their area, the results of which he submitted; every household in
the parish had been circulated with a document explaining the counter-proposal of
the Burnley Borough Council that Read should be transferred to Burnley and the householders were asked to express their views on this proposal only, without any reference
to Simonstone. Of the 555 households in Read, 511 sent replies; 502 were in favour
of remaining in Ribble Valley, 5 favoured transferring to Burnley and 4 had no opinion.
The Parish Council calculated that this showed that 98.24% of the households in the
parish were in favour of remaining in Ribble Valley. Among other points that Mr.
Law made were that the areas where commuters to Burnley lived were irrelevant
in deciding on local government boundaries, and Mr. Halstead, a member of Burnley
Borough Council intervened to say that many of the chief officers of that Council
lived outside Burnley. Finally, Mr. Law said that the Read Parish Council were proud
to have won this year the award for the "Best Kept Village".
22. Mr.Gregson, the principle administrative officer in the Chief Executive's Department of the Lancashire County Council, presented the observations of the County
Council.

He said that, when the proposals were in an early stage of consideration

in 1980, the County Council had expressed strong opposition to fragmentary reviews
of district boundaries unless there were urgent and compelling reasons. The County
Council subsequently considered the Commission's draft proposals published in August
1982, and decided to make no comments either on the principle of the boundary
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adjustments or on the effect the proposals would have on the County electoral
arrangements.

Mr. Gregson then referred to the Commission's letter of the 4th

February, 1983, announcing the local meeting, in which the Commission had said
that they took the view that Simonstone and Read constituted a single community
and that the main issue was whether, in the interests of effective and convenient
local government, they should be situated in Ribble Valley or Burnley. Mr. Gregson
said that what he termed "this new proposal" had now been considered by the
County Council who had concluded that the balance of advantage under the new
proposal was that the area should be situated within Burnley Borough; this was partly
because the County Council felt that a somewhat incongruous boundary would be
produced if the Mullard works were left projecting as a spur between Ribble Valley
and Hyndburn, and that a more straightforward division would be obtained by including
the whole of Read parish within Burnley. Mr. Gregson went on to indicate the effect
on the administration of the county services , which it would be practicable to alter
but which would be more convenient to the public if they were based on Burnley.
For these reasons, the County Council took the view that, if change was inevitable,
the balance of advantage lay in placing Read and Simonstone within the Borough
of Burnley.
23.

Mr. Gregson was heavily pressed by a number of those present as to the reasons

for the County Council's late change of view, particularly as this was said to be
based on a new proposal which most regarded as having been inherent in the draft
proposals. Some of the comments were decidedly acid, with political overtones, and
Mr. Gregson was led to disclose that the change of attitude was not the decision
of a committee but only of Hie Chairman of the Policy Committee.
2^.

Mr. J.C. Watson, the County Councillor for the Ribble Valley North-east Division,

stated simply that the latest opinion of the County Council, as outlined by Mr. Gregson,
should be ignored.
25.

Mr. J. Peet, representing the Lancashire Association of Parish and Town Councils,

submitted a long written statement to which he spoke. The statement examined
in detail the comparable services provided by Burnley in Simonstone and by Ribble
Valley in Read,,and concluded that Ribble Valley provided fuller services for, and
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showed a stronger interest in the people of Read than Burnley did in the people of
Simonstone.

He stressed that, in the villages, the parish councils are the focus of

community life, and suggested that Burnley discourages parish councils from exercising
their right to precept.

It was at this stage that he made the point, to which I have

referred earlier, about the arrangements in Burnley for funding parish council activities.
He deduced from this that Burnley policy converts parish councils into non-statutory
neighbourhood councils.

Mr. Peet concluded by saying that there were strong bonds

between the villages of Simonstone and Read, that the overwhelming wish of the
inhabitants was that they should both be part of Ribble Valley and that Ribble Valley
would provide services more efficiently and economically than Burnley, as well as
enthusiastically encouraging village life and institutions.
26.

After Mr. Feet's contribution, I was handed the results of a survey carried out

by the Simonstone Parish Council of opinion in the parish.

This stated that there

were 456 houses and that the householders of 381 of these supported the application;
there were in fact 624 signatures in support.

I was told that the majority of the

dissenters were either old age pensioners who wished to retain their passes for cheap
travel on the buses, which they would lose if Simonstone ceased to be in Burnley,
or new inhabitants who had recently moved to the area.
27.

Mr. Pike, the leader of the Burnley Borough Council and group leader of the

Borough Council Labour Party, stated that the Council's officers had always recommended
that Read and Simonstone should be merged and put into Burnley;

the Councillors

however favoured the status quo, but when they saw the Commission's draft proposals,
they decided at first to raise no objection.

They changed their view when Ribble

Valley suggested that the Mullard factory should be included in their area.

Mr. Pike

had previously written a letter on behalf of the Council's Labour Party in which he
stated that their group supported the view that the two parishes should be in one
borough and that this should be Burnley.

He added that this view was based on a

quite genuine belief that the two parishes are an essential part of Burnley;

from

a political point of view it would not be in his party's interests for them to be in
Burnley, for they were without doubt largely supportive of the Conservative Party.
It was however a fact that a significant number of residents of the two parishes
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were employed in Burnley and, having enjoyed the benefits of local government services,
employment, shopping and other activities within the town, the group felt that it
would be a severe injustice if they were to be administered by Ribble Valley. It
was the belief of the group that the sole reason for the residents of Simonstone seeking
to transfer to Ribble Valley was associated with the relative rating levels of the
two authorities. Mr. Pike added in his letter that Simonstone and Read, along with
other parishes surrounding the Burnley urban core, had grown and seen new modern
housing estates develop directly as a result of the outward movement of people previously
living in Burnley. The characteristics of the majority of the settlements, villages
and parishes within Ribble Valley were very different from the type of development
which had taken place in Simonstone and Read. On all these grounds the group hoped
that the Commission would decide to retain Simonstone within Burnley and to transfer
Read there from Ribble Valley.
28.

Mr. P.J. Kenyon, the agent of the Burnley District Labour Party, stated that
/

his party supported the case put forward by the Burnley Borough Council; they did
not do so because of political advantage but because they believed that Read and
Simonstone are one geographical unit whose geographical and economic ties were
with Burnley rather than with Clitheroe.

They therefore believed that it was in the

interests of effective and convenient local government that the two parishes should
be included within the Borough of Burnley.
29.

It is pertinent to mention here that I received a letter before the meeting from

Mr. B. Braithwaite, the Secretary of the Clitheroe Branch of the Labour Party, expressing
their opinion that the parishes of Simonstone and North Town should be transferred
to Ribble Valley and that Read should remain in that Borough. They gave as the
reasons for this opinion that Read, Simonstone and North Town are so closely linked
as to be almost indistinguishable and are much more suited for administrative purposes
to a largely rural borough, such as Ribbie Valley, rather than to an urban authority
such as Burnley.
30.

Mr. Cavanagh, Headmaster of Read Primary School, and other speakers referred

to the educational situation and said that most parents wanted rural education in
a rural environment. Perhaps even more important was the fact that many of the
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inhabitants of Read preferred the selective system which enabled them to send their
children to Clitheroe Royal Grammar School and other selective schools in Ribble
Valley, rather than the comprehensive system which is operated in Burnley.
31.

Numerous others spoke, the majority favouring both Read and Simonstone being

in Ribble Valley, but a few, living in Simonstone or North Town expressing a preference
for remaining in Burnley. I also received several letters from people who did not
attend the meeting. The speakers and the letters largely repeated in varying forms
the opinions and arguments which I have already recorded. There are however two
letters to which I would specifically refer; the first was from Mr. John Entwistle,
the County Councillor for Burnley West electoral division, which includes Simonstone.
Mr. Entwistle stated that he was also Chairman of the Lancashire County Council
Police Committee. He said that, as a result of attending meetings of the Simonstone
Parish Council over the past two years, he could say with some conviction that the
only real attraction in seeking a transfer from Burnley into Ribble Valley was the
consequential reduction in the amount of rates which individuals would have to pay;
he went on to explain how this difference arose and reviewed the services provided
in the two parishes, particularly by the County Council. Mr. Entwistle made the
point that significant numbers of the residents of Simonstone were employed in Burnley,
including 4 out of 5 of the Simonstone Parish Councillors, and in his view Simonstone
was essentially a dormitory area for Burnley. He did not cavil at the Boundary
Commission's view that Simonstone and Read formed a continuous development and
should be within the area of one district council, but he went on to say that he had
always been surprised at the decision of the Commission Designate in 1972 to accept
the contention that Read should go into Ribble Valley; he felt that now was the
opportunity to review the situation and would strongly urge that both parishes should
be placed within the administrative borough of Burnley.
32.

Finally I received an eloquent letter from Miss A. Stevenson of Read, who had

attended the evening meeting but did not speak, and decided to write to me afterwards.
Miss Stevenson said that she had lived in the same house all her life and had been
educated at schools in Clitheroe, including the Clitheroe Grammar School; she was
now a teacher at the County High School in Padiham. Miss Stevenson said, referring

to some of the speakers, that for a lot of people the issue revolves not so much around
the facilities provided by each authority as around the sheer snob value of belonging
to the rural Ribble Valley instead of to urban Burnley; she would not however wish
it to be thought that that was all there was about it. Miss Stevenson said that she
lived in a terraced house and came from a working class background; she had seen
many of her neighbours at the meeting the previous evening who had not the temerity
to stand up and speak. Nevertheless she and they felt passionately that they should
stay in Ribble Valley, although perhaps for different reasons than many of those who
did speak. For her and many of her neighbours, it was a sheer gut reaction that
they did not want their village to go in with Burnley, and were united in the message
to keep Read rural, retain the status quo and ideally let their close neighbours
Simonstone join them.
33.

Mr. Sears briefly summed up the Burnley case on the general issue, and

emphasised that in his submission the opposition to both parishes going into Burnley
was solely on the issue of the differing levels of rates; he added that this was not
everyones view and quoted a letter from a pensioner, speaking for other pensioners
in Simonstone, which said they were all concerned at the suggestion they should leave
Burnley because of the serious difference between the half-rate bus fares they enjoyed
in Burnley as compared with the much more modest supplement of bus vouchers worth
t!2 per year in Ribble Valley. Mr. Sears said that there was still the third option
open of maintaining the status quo, but Burnley felt that the real answer was for
Read and Simonstone to go into their area. Mr. Jackson also summed up briefly,
and made the point that the wishes of the people were most important, but as he
and others had sought to show, they were not the only consideration behind their
strong view that Simonstone and part of North Town should join Read in Ribble Valley.
34.

THE MULLARD WORKS AREA
I mentioned at the outset that the Commission's draft proposals provided for

the transfer from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Ribble Valley of the
whole of the parish of Simonstone, with the exception of the area lying to the south
of the dismantled railway line and including the Mullard works; this area would remain
in the Borough of Burnley. The geographical result would be to leave a narrow tongue
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of the Borough of Burnley running westward below the new southern boundary of
Ribble Valley and the northern boundary of Hyndburn Borough. The area contains
the large Mullard works, an area of open land and a terrace of about 30 houses containing
about 100 people, together with a service station and a few other buildings.
35.

Mr. Sears made a strong plea for the Mullard factory and the surrounding area

south of the disused railway line to remain in Burnley irrespective of whether or
not the remainder of the parish of Simonstone was transferred to Ribble Valley.
Mr. Sears explained that Mutlard's were a large television tube manufacturing company
employing at present 12<f9 people, and that their works had a rateable value of tl59,000.
He said that the plant was constructed in Simonstone because of the absence of a
suitable greenfield site within the then County Borough of Burnley (the site was at
that time, about 1954, in the Burnley Rural District). Mr. Sears said that the Company
had always looked to Burnley as the main source of its labour and, in view of the
initial difficulties that Mullards experienced in recruiting sufficient local labour,
Burnley offerred housing facilities to new key workers recruited from outside the
area; they eventually provided no less than 266 tenancies for employees of the Company.
At present 65% of the Company's-present employees were drawn from the Borough
of Burnley, compared with only 5% from Ribble Valley (for this purpose employees
living in Simonstone would be included in the 65%).
36.

In addition to stressing the obvious importance to Burnley of the rateable value

of the Mullard factory, Mr. Sears made two other principal points in favour of retaining
the factory in Burnley. The first was that Burnley had recently been given inner
urban area status under the Inner Urban Area's Act, 1978; this enabled the Borough
Council to declare Mullards an improvement area so that if the whole or part of
the factory were closed, the Borough Council could give grants towards the cost
of improving the buildings. Mr. Sears' second main point was that there was stored
within the factory complex 60 tons of liquid chlorine which presented a major health
hazard in the event of leakage from those tanks. The prevailing wind from Mullards
was in the direction of Padiham and Burnley and detailed emergency procedures have
been established by Burnley to deal with this very special industrial hazard. The
Burnley Chief Executive would command the rescue operation if their were gas or

other spillage, and it would be crazy, in Mr. 'Sears' view, to move the arrangements
for dealing with such an emergency to Ribble Valley who had neither the staff nor
the expertise required.

For all these reasons, Mr. Sears submitted that the Mullard

factory should remain in Burnley in any event.
37.

Mr. Jackson argued equally strongly that the area containing the Mullard factory

should go with the rest of Simonstone to Ribble Valley.

He said that the inhabitants

of the houses in the area were almost all in favour of transferring to Ribble Valley;
because these houses lie south of the disused railway line and in close proximity to
parts of the Mullard works, it would not be practicable to vary the boundary so as
to exclude the houses without the adjoining Mullard factory.

In Mr. Jackson's submission,

the views of these inhabitants were an important factor in determining whether the
Mullard factory remained in Burnley or was transferred to Ribble Valley with the
rest of Simonstone.
38.

Mr. Jackson then turned to the alleged hazard of the chlorine stored in the

Mullard works.

He referred to the fact that the Muilard works, when built, were

in the old Burnley Rural District and that the environmental health officers of the
old Rural District Council had to be prepared to deal with any emergency which
arose at the works, although admittedly no chlorine was then stored there.

In fact

two of the senior health officers of the old Rural District Council were now employed
by Ribble Valley, who had eight environmental health officers in total, against fourteen
employed by Burnley;

he contended that these officers were quite competent to

deal with any emergency which might arise from the escape of chlorine gas and pointed
out that there were other hazards in the Borough, such as the I.C.I, works and the
Ribblesdale Cement Works, which also constituted industrial hazards.

In short, Mr.

Jackson suggested that there was no reason why Ribble Valley should not operate
any necessary emergency procedures and he questioned how often, if at all, it had
been necessary to bring therr. into operation during the thirty years that the factory
was on its present site.
39.

Mr. I.B. Deering, who had lived in Read for eighteen years and strongly supported

the case for the whole of Simonstone being transferred to Ribble Valley, referred
to an actual incident in another part of the area where the Ribble Valley officers
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had acted very efficiently over a serious spillage of chemicals.

Mr. Deering added

that the Ribble Valley Borough Council were very supportive of industry.
40.

Mr. David Burrows, who lived in Railway Terrace, the group of houses adjoining

the Mullard works, said that 99% of the residents there voted recently to go to Ribble
Valley;

he said that, if Burnley had been a satisfactory authority, everyone would

have been content, but in fact the people living in that area wanted nothing to do
with Burnley.

He criticised Burnley for allowing the chlorine plant to be established

so near to their houses without even telling them that this was taking place; there
were drums of the chemical no less than 25 yards from their houses. At this point
Mr. Montieth, the Planning Officer of the Burnley Borough Council, said that there
was no consultation with the residents simply because Burnley were not told of the
new plant using the chlorine, and in fact there was no requirement that Mullards
should seek planning permission to establish it.
41.

Mr. R.B. Beeston, of Simonstone, while favouring the transfer of Simonstone

to Ribble Valley, saw no reason why the Mullard factory should not remain in Burnley,
but suggested that the boundary might be so adjusted as to transfer .the terrace of
houses to Ribble Valley.
42.

It is perhaps pertinent to conclude this section of my report by stating that

at no stage did I receive any oral or written representations of any kind from the
Mullard Company, nor was I given any indication as to what their views were about
the boundary issue.
43.

THE SIMQNSTONE/ALTHAM BOUNDARY
When commenting on the Commission's draft proposals, the Simonstone Parish

Council, in pressing that the Mullard works and the surrounding area should be transferred
with the rest of the parish to Ribble Valley, submitted a map showing an adjustment
in the southern boundary of their parish; this suggestion was subsequently substantially
endorsed by the Ribble Valley Borough Council.

The present south-eastern and southern

boundary of the parish leaves the Dean Brook some distance north of the disused
railway track, and follows a tortuous line into the middle of the power station and
back through the sewerage works, and then north-west across the River Calder and
through the land adjoining the Mullard works. The Commission in their draft proposals
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had already suggested a substantial improvement in this line by following the Dean
Brook down to its junction with the disused railway track. The suggestion subsequently
put forward by the Parish Council, as slightly modified by the Ribble Valley Council's
proposals, would continue the boundary down Dean Brook to the point of its confluence
with the River Calder, and would then follow the line of that river to the point where
it meets the present boundary of Ribble Valley. Part of this proposal would involve
an alteration to the boundary of the Parish of Altham in the Borough of Hyndburn
and consequently to the borough boundary also; one small triangle of land would
be transferred to Altham and two larger areas would be transferred to Simonstone.
44.

Some discussion about this proposal took place at the local meeting.

Mr. Jackson

of course supported it, and Mr. Sears, on behalf of the Burnley Borough Council,
indicated his agreement to the line proposed by Simonstone and Ribble Valley. Neither
the Borough of Hyndburn nor the Altham Parish Council were represented at the
meeting, but the Borough Council had written at length apologising for their inability
to be represented due to a clash of meetings, and setting out a lengthy case in
opposition to the proposal; the Altham Parish Council had written a short letter
concurring in the Borough Council's views.
45.

The substance of the Hyndburn objection was that the two areas which would

be transferred to Simonstone had always been within the parish of Altham, that they
have no affinity with Simonstone, that although on the opposite side of the River
Calder they are very close to the village of Altham and that on one of the areas
are buildings of the North West Water Authority containing a pumping station and
two properties in which five people live. The five residents were said to have close
contacts with the village of Altham. The transfer of this latter area would deprive
Hyndburn of rateable value of £164 plus "a proportion of the composite assessment
for the area" (a phrase which was not explained), and there would be a resulting loss
of several hundred pounds of income to Hyndburn. Among other points, the Borough
Council mentioned that they would lose some 220 metres of principal road, which
would reduce their agency payments from the County Council, and that Altham Hall
Farm would be divided between two local authority areas. Conversely the Borough
Council suggested that there was very little advantage to Simonstone from the proposed
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alteration of the boundary; for all these reasons they opposed it strongly.
45.

THE SIMONSTONE/NORTH TOWN/HICHAM BOUNDARY
The second ancillary boundary issue arises from a request by the Higham with

West Close Booth Parish Council for the transfer of part of North Town parish into
their parish; this request was submitted to the Commission at the time that comments
on the Commission's draft proposals were being received by them, but it does not
appear to have been directly related to those proposals.
47.

The Higham request was that that part of the parish of North Town running

north-west from Grove Lane to the Barrowford Road, thence westward for a short
distance along the parish boundary and then, from a property called Old Moss, northwards
along field boundaries to Padiham Heights, should be transferred to the Higham with
West Close Booth Parish and consequently to the borough of Pendle. The North Town
Parish Council in their comments on the draft proposals, suggested that the area
of the parish south of the Barrowford Road as far as the old line of the River Calder,
just south of Grove Lane, should be included in the area to be transferred to Ribble
Valley.
48.

Mr. H. Woodcock, the Clerk of the Higham with West Close Booth Parish Council,

said that the area of North Town which his Council suggested should be transferred
to their parish, contained six semi-detached houses, six farms and one farm cottage,
being otherwise open agricultural land. He explained that the six semi-detached
houses were really built as an extension of Higham village, were connected to the
local sewer and indeed looked to Higham village for all their facilities and services;
of the occupiers of these houses, only one had expressed a preference for remaining
in Burnley. The occupiers of three of the farmhouses objected to the Higham proposal,
but the occupiers of the other three, and of the cottage, supported the proposal,
Mr. D. Edwards, the Chairman of the Higham Parish Council, who was unable to
be present when the proposal was discussed, wrote to me later stating that his Council
strongly advocated the proposal, which would bring into their parish properites and
residents who are almost attached to the village and the majority of whom regard
themselves as villagers now; they use the present amenities of the village such as
the school, church, post office and local pub; in addition the proposal would include
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a substantial area of agricultural land to the west of the village, thus creating a
better balance of their territory.
49.

Mr. A. Haigh, representing the Pendle Borough Council, strongly supported the

proposal of the Higham Parish Council; he suggested that it met the criteria in
paragraph 14 of the Department of the Environment's Circular 33/78 in relation both
to the wishes of the local inhabitants and to the pattern of community life. On the
latter point he suggested that the majority of residents of the area looked to Higham
as their village rather than the other way, and used the Higham facilities of schools,
local shopping, post office and social activities. Finally, Mr. Haigh suggested that
the road pattern in the area had a clear bearing on the choice of the suggested
boundary north of the Barrowford Road, properties to the east of that boundary having
access to the Barrowford Road whereas the others had access to the old road leading
south into Padiham or to the road leading west into Simonstone and Read. He commented
that the newer properties just west of the point where the suggested boundary turns
northwards from the Higham Road are clearly an extension of the urban development
of Padiham (this row of properties were in fact left in Burnley in the Commission's
draft proposals).
50.

The North Town Parish Council took no part in the discussion, but subsequently

their chairman, Mr. John Atkinson, wrote to me saying that his Council had been
unaware of the Higham proposal at the time they considered the Commission's draft
proposals; if however they had been aware of it he was sure that they would have
supported the boundary proposed by Higham. Mr. Jackson stated that Ribble Valley
had no comment on the merits of the proposals; Mr. Sears did not take part in this
discussion but the document submitted on Burnley's behalf had indicated that they
were opposed to the North Town Parish Council's suggestion of taking the area south
of the Barrowford Road into Ribble Valley so that they would obviously be equally
opposed to this area going into Higham.
51. INSPECTION
On the afternoon prior to the local meeting, I was taken on an extensive tour
of inspection by Mr. Jackson and a representative of the Chief Executive and Town
Clerk of Burnley. We travelled from Clitheroe, where Ribble Valley have their
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headquarters, to Read and Simonstone, through Padiham, into Burnley and beyond,
through North Town and up to Padiham Heights. The weather was execrable, but
I managed to obtain a good general impression of the area and its surroundings. I
also did a brief inspection on my own of Higham and the proposed boundary north
of the Barrowford Road.
52.

The actual villages of Read and Simonstone are closely intertwinned and it would

be impossible to judge on the ground that there was a parish boundary running through
the middle of them. In character, they would hardly be described as country villages
but at the same time they are quite different from the urban and industrial areas
of Padiham and Burnley. They are both surrounded by substantial rural areas with
some rather fine hilly country; they are clearly separated from the whole of the
Borough of Burnley in geographical terms. North Town is a sparsely populated agricultural
parish, (I was told that the population is 122), and includes a long tongue of mostly
open land going into the heart of Padiham; nobody has suggested that this tongue
should be removed from Burnley.
53.

We paid particular attention to the area including the Mullard factory complex.

The works is a large development south of the disused railway line. There is, however,
immediately adjoining the factory buildings, the terrace of houses to which much
reference has been made and which are of course incongruous in that setting, the
factory having been built, so to speak, around them. We examined both the existing
southern boundary of the parish of Simonstone and the new suggested boundary coming
down Dean Brook to the River Calder and following that river to the boundary of
Read. The existing boundary immediately south of the works was very difficult to
distinguish, especially in pouring rain, as there are no obvious marks on the ground.
On the other hand the River Calder of which this section appears to run in a
comparatively recent cut makes an obvious and excellent boundary line easily
distinguishable on the ground.
54.

The area of North Town, which it is suggested by Higham should be transferred

to their parish and to Pendle Borough, was described in paragraph 49, and calls for
no further comment.
' 55-

CONCLUSIONS
This was an unusual local meeting in that the large number of people attending
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showed an overwhelming tide of local opinion in favour of both Read and Simonstone
being included in Kibble Valley; although I have sought to give a fair representation
of the views of those who thought that both parishes should go into Burnley, most
of the speeches, the interventions and the atmosphere could have left no one in any
doubt as to the strength of local feeling.

Indeed, one can envisage a considerable

local outcry if both parishes were to be transferred to Burnley or even if the status
quo were to be allowed to remain, with Read in Ribbie Valley and Simonstone in
Burnley.
56.

It was clear throughout the discussions that there was virtually no dissent from

the Commission's view that the two parishes of Read and Simonstone constitute a
single community, and that the main issue was whether they should be situated in
Ribbie Valley or Burnley.

Both Mr. Sears, on behalf of Burnley, and Mr. Law, on

behalf of Read, did, however, adopt the fall-back position that the preservation of
the status quo whereby the two parishes are in different boroughs was preferable
to the alternative to the case each was advancing.

It is appropriate to add here

that no-one proposed that the two parishes should be amalgamated into one parish,
and the only expression of view I had was from Read which was emphatically that
Read and Simonstone should remain separate parishes in Ribbie Valley.
57.

As will be apparent from the earlier passages of my report, the main arguments

advanced by each side had little common ground and conflicted on almost every issue.
The principal points made on each side merit recapitulation.

The case for transferring

Simonstone to Ribbie Valley was put forward on a variety of grounds;

it was said,

inter alia,- that, whereas Burnley was a former county borough with urban domination,
Ribbie Valley was a happy gathering of separate communities in close touch with
the parish councils and other public bodies, and that the crucial fact was the differing
style of approach of the two authorities.

Again, it was said that, in the villages,

parish councils were the focus of community life and that Burnley discouraged them
from exercising their right to precept;

Burnley was referred to as an urban authority,

whose thinking and services were directed to serving the inner areas to the detriment
of the outlying districts.

Apart from the general atmosphere at the meeting, I was

given many indications, including the eloquent results of the two surveys of local
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opinion, that the inhabitants strongly favoured the Ribble Valley case.
58.

For Burnley, it was contended that the principal reasonsfor both parishes wishing

to be in Ribble Valley were that the rates were higher in Burnley and that the two
borough councils were of different political complexions. But there was much more
to the Burnley case than that: it was ably argued on their behalf that Burnley was
the heart of a mixed urban/rural area, and that people in the rural areas go to Burnley
to shop and use the services. It was also said that Read and Simonstone were an
essential part of Burnley and that a significant number of their residents were employed
there. It was suggested that as the inhabitants of Read and Simonstone enjoyed the
benefits of the Burnley services, employment, shopping and other activities, it would
be a severe injustice if they were to be administered in Ribble Valley.
59.

I was given much information, both orally and in writing, about the services

provided by both authorities, but it is unnecessary to repeat here what appears earlier
in my report.
60.

The attitude of the County Council on an issue of this kind is obviously important.

I was, however, surprised that, having decided to make no comments on the principle
of the boundary adjustments contained in the Commission's draft proposals, they
changed their mind at the eleventh hour; the reasons which they advanced for doing
so were tenuous.
61.

After weighing up these conflicting arguments, I came to the following conclusions:-

(1) The Ribble Valley case was strong and showed that not only was it favoured by
the great majority of the local inhabitants, but also that the transfer of Simonstone
to join Read in Ribble Valley would reflect, in the broadest sense, the pattern of
community life;
(2) The Burnley arguments, although ably put, did not convince me: in particular,
I felt that they overstated the dependence of Read and Simonstone on Burnley, and
that, in any event, such dependence as exists did not, of itself, justify the inclusion
of the disputed territory in the Borough of Burnley. After all, such an argument,
if valid, would justify enormous expansionsof most large and medium sized boroughs.
Neither did I accept the Burnley argument that the varying level of rates and the
difference in political complexion were the main reasons behind the Ribble Valley

case.
(3) I did not find the County Council's last minute support of Burnley persuasive.
(4)

I examined with particular care the arguments based on quality of services.

Clearly Burnley provide a comprehensive and efficient range of services, albeit at
a higher level of cost than pertains in Ribble Valley. But I was also satisfied that
Ribble Valley provide efficient services even if they are in some respects on a more
modest scale suited to the predominantly rural nature of the borough. It is pertinent
that there were some very complimentary comments on Ribble Valley's services.
I am also satisfied that these services could easily be extended as necessary to cover
Simonstone.
(5)

In short, I have come to the clear conclusion that the suggested transfer of

Simonstone to join Read in Ribble Valley would accord with the wishes of the local
inhabitants, reflect the pattern of community life and be conducive to the effective
operation of local government.
62.

Turning now to the special problem of the area containing the Mullard works,

the first thing that impresses one from the map is that to leave this area in Burnley,
as provided in the Commission's draft proposals, would produce an incongruous tongue
of Burnley projecting into Ribble Valley. I conclude that there must be a very strong
case for creating such an anomaly, and will now examine in this light the arguments
advanced.

First, the t159,000 of rateable value is obviously a rich prize, but I do

not consider that this should weigh in the decision; there seems no more reason
for depriving Ribble Valley of this logical addition to their resources than for removing
it from Burnley. Secondly, the fact that the Mullard works were built in the parish
of Simonstone when it was part of the Burnley Rural District lends obvious weight
to the view that, if Simonstone is to be transferred to Ribble Valley, the area including
the Mullard works should go with it. I accept that Burnley have been of the greatest
assistance in providing housing for the employees of the Mullard Company, but think
that the statement that 65% of the Company's present employees are drawn from
that Borough may not give a true picture, because obviously this figure includes those
employees who live in the parish of Simonstone. I do not in any event regard this
point as decisive.
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63.

The fact that Burnley alone could offer grants under the Inner Urban Areas

Act, 1978, if the whole or part of the factory were closed, would only be of importance
if that event were to take place, and I hardly regard the point as decisive in deciding
whether or not the area should remain in Burnley. The final point in the Burnley
case, namely the problems of dealing with any escape of chlorine gas, requires careful
consideration. Although I accept that Burnley have arrangements for dealing with
such crises, I see no reason why the staff of environmental health officers employed
by Ribble Valley should not be capable of dealing with the technical aspects of such
a situation. The important ancilliary matter of controlling any necessary rescue
operations seems to me to be a clear case for inter-authority collaboration; it may
be that the prevailing wind from Muilards is in the direction of Padiham and Burnley
but obviously the wind does not always blow in the same direction and, in the event
of an escape of gas, it might in fact be blowing towards Read and Simonstone. I
should have thought that it was perfectly possible for combined arrangements to
be made between the two authorities to deal with any such crisis as is envisaged
from whatever direction the wind was blowing, and of course no such event has ever
in fact taken place so far.
64.

Not the least important factor to be taken into account is the views of the

99% of the residents in Railway Terrace adjoining the Mullard works who voted recently
to go to Ribble Valley. It would clearly be impracticable to produce a variation
in the boundary which would keep these houses alone in Simonstone, and I do not
think that this point is worth pursuing. Finally, I would emphasise that the Mullard
Company themselves have never expressed any view at all on this issue.
65.

While the Burnley arguments were impressive, I do not feel that they in any

way outweigh the undesirability of creating the boundary anomaly which the retention
of the Mullard works in Burnley would create. I accordingly consider that this area
should go with the rest of Simonstone into Ribble Valley.
66.

The minor boundary adjustment south of the Mullard works clearly has much

to commend it, and of course is supported by Ribble Valley, Simonstone and Burnley.
Not unnaturally however, the Borough of Hyndburn and the Parish Council of Altham
oppose it because of the loss of territory which would be involved; this loss is however
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very small and the loss of rateable value relatively minute.

The proposed adjustment

of the boundary is logical and in my view would make for a very much clearer boundary
than the existing one;

I therefore conclude that it should be adopted.

As I understand

it, however, this will involve the Commission formulating draft proposals because
the suggestion is a new one and affects the Borough of Hyndburn and the Parish of
Altham, who have not previously been involved in these proceedings.
67.

The boundary adjustments suggested by Higham with West Close Booth has been

fully explained earlier in this report, and enjoys general support, except from Burnley;
their objection, apart from the general objection to Simonstone/North Town being
taken out of Burnley, is partly because it would bring Ribble Valley's boundary closer
to the heart of Padiham.

I have previously explained that the proposal would not

include the transfer of the Jong tongue of North Town which at present goes right
into the heart of Padiham, but would in effect add a stretch of territory continuing
south-westward for a short distance the southern boundary of Pendle. In view of
the purely rural nature of the territory, this does not seem to be a fundamental objection
to what is otherwise a very sound proposal for the reasons so ably put forward by
Pendle and Higham at the local meeting. I am accordingly of the opinion that it
should be carried out.

Here again, however, as it is a new proposal, it would be

necessary for the Commission to formulate draft proposals to deal with it, as Pendle
Borough and Higham with West Close Booth have not previously been parties to the
present proceedings.
68.

No one at the local meeting wished to make any representations about electoral

arrangements, and were content to leave to me any consequential proposals on this
account.

The number of additional people involved in both the Mullard works area, •

the small adjustment south of the Mullard works and the adjustment of the North
Town/Higham boundary is so small as not materially to affect the electoral arrangements
embodied in the Commission's draft proposals. It would however be necessary to
add an appropriate reference to the effect of the transfer to Pendle of parts of the
present North Town parish.
69.

I would add by way of postscript to my conclusions that from time to time

during the local meeting, political considerations were raised by various parties.
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I did not regard these as very material or decisive, but it has been necessary to record
some of them in order to convey a general sense of what was being said. I did not
however accept Mr. Sears' emphasis on them as being a major reason behind the
Ribble Valley case, which I am sure they were not, and I have felt it right to ignore
these considerations.
70.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
I accordingly recommend:-

(1)

That there be transferred from the Borough of Burnley to the Borough of Ribble
Valley the whole of the parish of Simonstone, including the Mullard works and
the surrounding area, but excepting the area to the east of Dean Brook and
south of the River Calder which includes Workhouse Farm, the old sewage works
and part of the power station, and also excepting that part of the former parish
of North Town (now incorporated with the parish of Simonstone) which is included
in the proposed transfer to the Borough of Pendle;

(2)

That the southern boundary of the parish of Simonstone, which would also become
part of the boundary of the borough of Ribble Valley, should follow the line
of Dean Brook to the point where it joins the River Calder and thence go westward
along the line of that River to the point where it meets the existing boundary
of Ribble Valley;

(3)

That that part of the former parish of North Town lying east of a line following
field boundaries from Padiham Heights southward to the junction with the
Barrowford Road, and then down the existing western boundary of the parish
of North Town to Grove Lane, and thence along Grove Lane to the boundary
with Pendle Borough, should be transferred from the Borough of Burnley
to the Borough of Pendle and the Parish of Higham with West Close Booth;

(4)

That paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 of Annex C to the Commission's draft proposals
should be redrafted to give effect to the foregoing recommendations, that
paragraph 2 of Schedule 1, Schedule 2 and Schedule 3, should remain unaltered,
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except that there should be added an appropriate provision dealing with the
electoral consequences in the Borough of Pendle and the Parish of Higham
with West Close Booth of adding the part of North Town parish which is
recommended for transfer to those areas in paragraph 3 above.

Assistant Commissioner
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27 Whalley Road, Read.
8 Berkeley Drive, Read.
12 Church Street, Read.

B B CUNLIFFE

Whitehead Cottage, Whins Lane.

MR & MRS STUBBS

Ribble Valley - 11 Berkeley Drive, Read,

MR & MRS P FOX

4 Woodside Road, Simonstone';?
Holkers Cottage, Whins Lane, Read.
The Old Vicarage, Read.
4 Buckingham Drive, Read.

MARJORIE SHARROCK
ALLAN MYERS
S PICKERING

it

D PICKERING
E COOK

ir

J E CUNLIFFE

11 Straits Lane, Read
2A Straits Lane, Read
92 Whalley Road, Read.
The Old Vicarage, Read.
5 Masterson Avenue, Read.
»t
it

J D CHAMBERS

8 Masterson Avenue, Read.

J STEAD
I N WILKINSON
P MYERS
R H CUNLIFFE

PAMELA J CHAMBERS
J HANLEY
P HANLEY
A DYSON
H W EDDLESTONE

II

U

1 Sawley. Avenue, Simonstone.
tt
t»

104 Whalley Road, Read
7 George Lane, Read.

ATniNUANCK LIST

(OWY)

REPRESENTING / OR ADDRESS
F CUNLIFFE

28 Straits Lane, Read.
26 Straits Lane, Read.
5 Fort Street, Read.
80 Whalley Road, Read.

J LAW
J BLUNDELL
M RILEY
JEAN A MILLER
E MILLER

Hally Hall, Barrowford Road, Padiham,
«
it
«

W LARKIN

Simonstone Lane

E P LARKIN
B R SUTTON

JOYCE ANDREW

14 Furness Avenue, Simonstone.
16 Fountains Avenue, Simonstone.
ii
it

NORMA HARDAKER

23 Fountains Avenue, Simonstone.

VALERIE .HUTCHINSON

8 Fountains Avenue ,

MARIE FINNEY

23 Berkeley Drive, Read.

R WEBSTER

21 Berkeley Drive, Read.

L BROWN.

21 Scott Avenue, Sinvonstone.

JACK ANDREW

"

WATER BROWN
GEORGE PARKER

The Nook,Simonstone Lane.

J D MURRAY

5O Fountains Avenue, Simonstone.

PEG

Pendle House, George Lane, Read.

REDPATH

BILL R STEVENSON
ALICE STEVENSON

130 Whalley Road, Read.
ti
ii

E SIMPSON

8 Berkeley Drive, Read.

(MRS)

JOHN TRAVIS

Stoneryd, Haugh Avenue, Simonstone.

MICHAEL TAYLOR
J E ROBERTSON

1 Straits Lane, Read.
12 Church Street, Read.

D MUNROE

3 Church Close, Read.

R HARDAKER

23 Fountains Avenue, Simonstone.

I HUTCINSONj.

8 Fountains Avenue,

COUNCILLOR G HALSTEAD
A CAMPBELL
A WARD

Burnley Borough

"

3 Mayfair Road, Pike Hill, Worsthorne.
1 Haugh Avenue, Simonstone.
Woodley, Whins Lane, Read.

J WARD
ANNE CAPSTICK
E CAPSTICK
DAVIES

Pump House Cottage, Trapp Lane, Simonstone
tt
tt
ti
5 Greenacres, Read.

C DAVIES
P DAVIES
A SHAW
E HOLGATE

10 St Johns Close, Read.
13 Greenacres, Read.

ATTENDANCE LIST (CONT)

XAME

REPRESENTING / OR ADDRESS

H H ROBINSON

16 Westminster Close, Read

M ASHWORTH

4 Tintern Close, Simonstone.

JOHN WILD

16 Harewood Avenue,

PHILIP LOCKWOOD

24 George Lane, Read.

DAVID J TIFFIN

7 Berkeley Drive, Read.

R ATTRIDE

5 Windsor Close, Read.

I ISHERWOOD

26 Berkeley Drive, Read.

"

L ISHERWOOD

"

••

J W MARSHALL

14 Scott Avenue, Simonstone.

KAY TIFFIN

7 Berkley Drive, Read.

0 NUTTER

J V Whittam & Sons Limited

G NUTTER

31 Hambledon View, Read.

BEN LEAVER

l at 6 Westminster Close, Simonstone.

M HORSFALL

19 Beaufort Close, Read.
3 Berkeley Drive, Read.

G POLLARD

31 Beaufort Close, Read.

J R CHAMBER

15 Woodhead Road, Read.

W GREENHALGH

5 Berkeley Drive, Read.

K F LAW

1 Masterson Avenue,1 Read.

R HULL

7 Bank Terrace, Simonstone.

MARGARET KITCHEN (MISS)

7 Clough Lane, Simonstone.

PETER T MOSS

'Squirrels Leap" Whins Lane, Simonstone.

ERIC POLLARD

5 Waverley Close, Simonstone.

GREGSON

Simonstone Parish Councillor,

SAM GUDE

orner Croft, George Lane, Read.

R N SAUNDERS

1 Nowell Grove, Read.

DOROTHY M BUTTERWORTH

2 Berkeley Drive, Read.

T M BUTTERWORTH
MET

BUTTERWORTH

P D GREEN
JOHN R BROWN

3 Waverley Close, Simonstone.
(COUNCILLOR)

Simonstone Parish Council.

THELMA BROWN

Resident

CYRIL LAW

tead Parish Council

STUART RILEY

tead Parish Council

DAVID BURROWS
MARION BURROWS

Railway Terrace, Simonstone.
ti
ii

R HARGREAVES

31 East View, Read.

E RIDGE

26 George Lane, Read.

A P BRADSHAW

Old Barn House, Simonstone.

Arn;.Ni>ANv:ii usv
REPRESENTING / OR ADDRESS

L NUNNERLEY

17 Dawson Avenue, Simonstone.

B W NUNNERLEY
P JAGGS
W JAGGS
R ANDERSON

38 Woodhead Road, Read.

C M ACHTON

3 Waverley Close, Simonstone.
New Hall Cottage, Read & New Hall Farm Ridinj
Club.
Read United Football Club
19 Whalley Road, Read,
it
it

C HOLBROOK
P ASHTON
S P CREDIE
L CREDIE
H J WARD
A WARD

8 Acremount, Read,
it
ti

A C KEEGAN

10 Greenacres, Read.

A H KEEGAN

M

II

E R FOSTER

18 Lawrence Avenue, Simonstone.
ii
ti

K FOSTER:

ERIC T EDDLESTONE

24 Singleton Avenue, Read.
School Lane
Simonstone.

MR & MRS E HARGREAVES_

17 St Johns Close, Read.

MR & MRS L GREEN

15

G BIRNIE

19 Fountains Avenue, Simonstone.

MR & MRS A SANDERSON

65 Whalley

MR

5 Beaufort Close, Read.

MR & MRS B ARTINGSTALL

DAVID DUNN

10 Singleton Avenue, Simonstone.
"Bridleway" Whins Lane,
"
46 Harewood Avenue, Simonstone
"Gelston" Whins Lane, Read. •

S HOLT

Whalley Road, Read

L HUGHES

"Bridleway" Whins Lane, Simonstone.
2 Berkeley Drive, Read
1 Westfield Avenue, Read
2 Berkeley Drive, Read
17 Berkeley Drive, Read

G R HAINES
' JOAN L EDDLESTONE

PETER HUGHES
MRS M JONES

BUTTERWORTH
J RILEY
T P BUTTERWORTH
A LENNOX
NOREEN LENNOX
GRAEMNE LENNOX
NICHOLAS J LAMBERT
LAMBERT

i

R
oad, Read

USV

REPRESENTING / OR ADDRESS

XAMIl

MRS J TATTERSALL
MR J TATTERSALL
JOHN ATKINSON ;
WILLIAM ASHWORTH
G D ONSLOW
F J BOWERS
J B BOWERS

17 Fountains Avenue, Simonstone.
ti
tt
High Whittaker Farm, Northtown.
Dudley Hill, Read.
50 Pendle Road, Clitheroe (Treasurer RVBC)
Newlands, Straits Lane, Read
ii
ti •
it

R J CHAMLEY

1 Byland Close, Simonstone.
26 Harewood Avenue, Simonstone.
4 6yland Close,
"
25 Berkeley Drive, Read.

D BOTTOMS

78 Whalley Road,

B JEFFRIES
R THOMAS

G BOTTOMS
J HARGREAVES
E HARGREAVES
W WHARF
MURIEL REID

tt

i?

6 Nowell Grove,
tt

"
ii

19 Buckingham Drive,"
The Vicarage,
"

A ANDREWS

J D BOWKER

34 Church Street, Read.
Swiss Cottage, Hammond Drive, Read.

C J ARMSTRONG

1 Singleton Avenue

"

it

ii

J E GEORGESON

C ARMSTRONG
A P HARGREAVES

9 East View

"

D BROWN

28 Buckingham Drive,

"

D EDWARDS

Chairman, Higham Parish Council

G NICHOLS

9 Nowell Grove,

Read

E GREGSON
H SHAW
J BUTTERWORTH

22 Berkeley Drive, Read.

MR & MRS L C BROMLEY

7 Jubilee Street

MRS G GREENWOOD
MRS V P BARBER
MR' M E T BUTTERWORTH

44 Hambledon View,
46
2 Berkeley Drive,

"
fl

"

MR T M BUTTERWORTH
M ENTWISTLE

A LEADER

"Bridleway" Whins Lane, Simonstone
96 Whalley Road, Read
7 Bank Terrace, Simonstone.
21 Windsor Close, Read.

H PATCHETT

17 Haugh Avenue, Simonstone.

MR J C HUGHES
M GRAINGER
R HULL

XAMB
W.J.S. BAIRD
M. BARTLE
R. LEEDER
A. BIBBY
P. BIBBY

U. WORMWELL
D. J. OSBORNE
J. LENNOX

REPRESENTING / OR ADDRESS

3 Sawley Avenue, Simonstone
4 Windsor Close, Read
21 Windsor Close, Read
12 Harewood Avenue, Simonstone
12 Harewood Avenue, Simonstone
46 Fountains Avenue, Simonstone
26 Buckingham Drive, Read
11 Windsor Close, Read
17f Berkeley Drive, Read

A. SWINDLEHURST

1 South View, Simonstone

J. GREGSON

Fountains Avenue, Simonstone

G. BRITNELL

Old Malley's, Read.
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