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PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE DISTRICT
OF EAST STAFFORDSHIRE IN THE COUNTY OF STAFFORDSHIRE

1.

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

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the District of East
Staffordshire in accordance with the requirements of section 6? of, and
Schedule 9 to, the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the
future electoral arrangements for that district.
2.

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

the 1972 Act, notice was given on 5 June 197** that we were to undertake this
review. This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the East
Staffordshire District Council, copies of which were circulated to the
Staffordshire County Council, Parish Councils and Parish Meetings in the
district, the Member of Parliament for the constituency concerned and the
headquarters of the main political parties.

Copies were also sent to the

editors of local newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government
press. Notices inserted in the local press announced the start of the review
and invited comments from members of the public and from any interested bodies.
3.

East Staffordshire District Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme

of representation for our consideration. In doing so, they were asked to
observe the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972
and the guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size
of the council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward.

They

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

We therefore asked that they should

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

4.

The Council have not passed a resolution under section ?(^)(b) of the

Local Government Act 1972.

The provisions of section 7(6) will therefore

apply and the elections of all district councillors will be held simultaneously.
5.

On 20 December 197^» East Staffordshire District Council presented their

draft scheme of representation.

The Council proposed to divide the area of

the district into 26 wards each returning 1, 2, 3 or k councillors to form a
Council of ^6 members,
6.

We considered the draft scheme together with copies of the correspondence

received by the Council during the preparation of the scheme and after its
publication, as well as a number of letters we received direct. A local
political party submitted an alternative scheme for the whole district.
Otherwise the comments related to proposals for specific areas. Uttoxeter
Town Council requested that their existing 2-ward structure be retainediwith
Heath ward returning 3 members and Town ward 2 instead of the 5 single member
wards proposed by the District Council.

Several Parish Councils submitted

that the proposed wards would be too extensive for representation by one
councillor.

There were a few requests for re-grouping on grounds of affinity.

Barton-under-Needwood Parish Council and Ellastone Parish Council expressed
support for the draft scheme. Abbots Bromley Parish Council accepted the
draft scheme with reservations about reduced representation.

Leigh Parish

Council expressed the intention of submitting objections but none was
received from them.
7.

We noted that the draft scheme allowed for ens of the wards - the

Stapenhill ward in Burton-on-Trent - to return 4 members. This was contrary
to the guideline in our Report NO 6 that only i;i the most exceptional
circumstances should it be necessary for the number of councillors for a ward
to be other than one, two or three. We could find no such circumstances in
this case*

8.

We studied a number of ways in which the draft scheme might be modified

so as to secure greater equality of representation. In most cases we
concluded that no change should be made, but we saw scope for improving the
proposed wards for that- part of Burton which lies to the south-east of the River
Trent.

Here

we noted that, in addition to the proposed 4-member Stapenhill

ward which we were not prepared to accept, there was a disparity in the
respective electorates of the proposed Winshill and Waterside wards. We
decided to propose a redrawing of the ward boundaries in this area that would
result in a greater degree of equality between the proposed wards and produce
two 3-member wards called Winshill and Brizlincote and two 2-member wards
called Waterside and Stanton.
9.

We then considered the comments which had been received suggesting the

alteration of the Council's draft scheme. Tatenhill Parish Council objected
to being linked with the parishes of Anslow and Outwoods for district
electoral purposes. We considered that in this case insufficient regard
might have been given to local ties and there was a case for the transfer
of the parish of Tatenhil1 from the proposed Outwoods wards to the
proposed Branston ward. Otherwise we concluded that the suggested changes
offered no advantage over the scheme submitted by the Council.
10. Subject to the changes referred to in paragraphs 8 and 9 above, and to a
number of minor ward boundary adjustments proposed for technical reasons by
the Ordnance Survey, we decided that the District Council's draft scheme
provided a reasonable basis for the district in compliance with the rules in
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act and our guidelines and we formulated our draft
proposals accordingly.

11.

On 2k October 1975 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to

all who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the
Council's draft scheme. The Council were asked to make these draft proposals
and the accompanying mapswhich illustrated the proposed ward boundaries,
available for inspection at their main offices.

Representations on our draft

proposals were invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by
public notices, from other members of the public and interested bodies.

We

asked for any comments . to " reach us by 19 December 197512.

East Staffordshire District Council had no adverse comments on the draft

proposals although they suggested that the proposed Branston ward should be
named "Sinai" and the proposed Stanton ward should be named "Stapenhill".
13t From a local political party we received suggestions for the modification
of some of the wards which we had proposed in Burton-upon Trent.
14. A local councillor wrote on behalf of 25 councillors objecting to the
proposals and offering to make counter proposals.
15»

Denstone Parish Council objected to the proposal to include the parish of

Denstone with the parish of Rocester in the proposed Churnet ward and suggested
three other possible choices.

l6» Anslow Parish Council objected to the name 'Outwoods1 proposed for this
ward and suggested "Anslow and Outwoods". They stated that Outwoods Parish
Council had no comment.
17.. Uttoxeter Town Council who originally strongly opposed the District
Council Scheme to divide the parish of Uttoxeter into five wards now wrote to
say that they had .no objection.
18* Uttoxeter Rural Local Government Society confirmed their earlier objections,
based mainly on their desire to retain local ties, and proposed to

re-group the parishes in the former Uttoxeter Rural District to produce six
single-member wards instead of the five single-member wards proposed by the
District Council.
19. We received representations from a number of sources objecting to the
proposals for the five wards in the Town of Uttoxeter.
20. Kingstone Parish Council reaffirmed their previous objections to being
grouped with Abbots Bromley.
21. The Leigh branch of the National Federation of Women's Institutes wrote
to protest at the lack of representation for the rural area*
22.

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

to enable us to reach a conclusion. Therefore, in accordance with section

65(2)

of the 1972 Act and at our request, Mr C Peter . Clarke, OBE was appointed as
an Assistant Commissioner to hold a local meeting and to report to us.
23* Following the announcement of the meeting the local councillor who had
written to us earlier affirmed that his group on the District Council supported
the proposals of their Constituency Party in Burton.
24. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at Uttoxeter on 23 March 1976.
A copy (without enclosures) of his report to us of the meeting is attached at
Schedule 1 to this report.
25.

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

those areas concerned, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that the
boundaries of the proposed five single-member wards in the parish of Uttoxeter
should be redrawn to produce two wards to be known as Heath ward and Town
ward returning 3 members and 2 members respectively.

He recommended also

that the proposed Brizlincote ward should be represented by two councillors
instead of three, and sTioulfl be named Stapenhill;

and that the proposed Stanton ward should be named Edgehill.

Finally he

recommended that the proposed 3 member Anglesey ward should be divided into
two 2-member wards to be named Broadway and Uxbridge.
26. We considered again our draft proposals in the light of the comments
which we had received and of the Assistant Commissioner's Report. We
concluded that the alterations recommended by the Assistant Commissioner should
be adopted. Subject to these modifications we decided that our draft proposals
should be confirmed as our final proposals.
27« Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this
Report. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number of councillors
to be returned by each. Schedule 3 defines the areas of the new wards.
The boundaries of the new wards are illustrated on the attached maps.
28* In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, a
copy of this report and copies of the maps are being sent to East Staffordshire
District Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council's
main offices. Copies of this report,,. without maps, are also being sent to
those who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.
L.S.

Signed
EDMUND COMPTON (CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M RANKIN (DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)
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The Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Room 123
20 Albert Embankment
London SE1 7TJ

Sir

Review of Electoral Arrangements
District of East Staffordshire
Consequent upon my appointment by the Secretary of State as Assistant
Commissioner and in accordance with your instructions I beg to submit
my report.
L

INTRODUCTION

1.1

I presided at a local meeting at Uttoxeter on Tuesday 23 March 1976.
This opened at 1030 and closed at about 1010 hours.

A list of those

who attended, also indicating those who took part by speaking and/or
answering questions, is attached at Annex A. The morning part of
the meeting was mainly taken up with the problems of Uttoxeter Town.
A few of those present in the morning did not return after lunch but to
the best of my knowledge any of those who might have spoken on the
Rural areas had arranged for others to put forward their views. At the
conclusion of the part of the meeting dealing with the'Rural areas about 1700 hours - most of those present left and only about 7 or 8
people stayed to consider the issues of Burton-upoh' -Trent. So far as
I am aware the Press representatives (who are recorded as being from
Uttoxeter papers) also left at that time.
1.2

I carried out considerable inspections of the District. On the
afternoon of Monday 22 March prior to the local meeting I drove round
a good deal of it to obtain a general impression of the position. On the
morning of Wednesday 24 March following the meeting - the parties
particularly concerned with Burton-upon-Trent and the southern rural
area having expressed their readiness to leave representation as regards

1.

inspection to Mr. Saunders the District Secretary - I went on a
detailed tour with Mr. Saunders around Burton and the part of the
District in close proximity to it.

I then returned on Thursday 8 April

(the earliest date mutually convenient to the parties) and again with
Mr. Saunders and this time also accompanied by Mr. Kenny
(representing the other interests concerned) I made a detailed tour
around Uttoxeter Town and also visited all the Parishes in the northern
rural area. On the way back together with Mr. Saunders I went to all
the Parishes in the southern rural part which I had not seen on my
previous visit.
1. 3

On the 1973 re-organisation the East Staffordshire District was
formed to comprise the former county borough of Burton-upon-Trent,
urban district of Uttoxeter, and rural districts of Tutbury and
Uttoxeter. Neither the Commission nor anyone else have made any
proposals for the new wards to extend from the previous urban areas
into the previous rural ones and it therefore seemed to be fully
acceptable that consideration of the problems and the business of the
local meeting should in general be divided into three parts which after
a first general survey of the general situation I took in the order of
(i) Uttoxeter Town; (ii) the Rural areas; and (iii) Burton-upon-Trent.
Discussion in this way however did not preclude cross-reference to
what was urged at other parts of the meeting.

1. 4

As regards most of the parts there were representations both in
relation to boundaries of the proposed wards and naming. Where
practicable I am dealing with the problems of naming in separate
paragraphs.

1. 5

My instructions require that I should make firm recommendations to
the Commission on the matters in dispute. This I am doing and the
recommendations appear in paragraphs 2. 27, 2. 32, 3. 23, 4. 35 and
5. 17 of the report.

2.

1.6

In the summaries in this report of the various submissions made to
me I have used the title of Councillor (Cllr. ) only in cases of members
of the District Council: not of members only of the various Parish
Councils.

I have also in almost every case made mention of names

rather than of offices held, particularly because - as will appear in certain cases those speaking put forward views which turned out
to be personal ones rather than backed by the authority of the offices
they happen to hold. In every case, however, Mr. Saunders
(Secretary, District Council) was putting forward the official views of that
Authority as at present on record: similarly, throughout the meeting,
Cllr. Heptonstall was putting forward the views of the minority Labour
Group on the Council and which, as he explained in a letter of
5 March 1976 to the Commissioner, were in support of those originally
submitted by the Burton Constituency Labour Party. (When I mention
the minority Group it may be useful to comment that with 26 seats the
Labour Group are the largest individual Group on the District Council:
they are however in a minority as contrasted with a combination of the
Conservative Group with 21 seats and the Independents with 13: whether
of their own volition or otherwise the Labour Group do not hold any chairs. )
1.7

It was apparent at the outset from the preliminary papers relating to
the review that the matter of mathematical entitlement to ward
representation might well be a material factor under various headings
and before starting on the specific areas I devoted some time to seeking
views on the matter of projected electorate. Some of the points raised
in this respect arose at later stages of the meeting but for the purpose
of this report it will be convenient to collate them now in the first
substantive section.

2.

PROJECTED ELECTORATE, STRENGTH OF COUNCIL AND
ENTITLEMENT

2.1

Commission's proposals and submissions made
The Commission's proposals, following as regards statistics the draft
scheme put forward by the District Council, were based on the
following figures -

3.

TABLE A
Area
Burton-upon- Trent
Uttoxeter Town
Rural areas

2. 2

Average ]Entitlemenl

No. of
Cllrs

Projected
1979 Electorate

23

36,748

1,598

23.57

5

7,111

1,422

4. 56

18

27,860

1,548

46

71,719

17.87

Mr. Saunders (Secretary, District Council) explained that to arrive
at the figures of electorate projected for 1979 the Council had taken
account of the draft Structure Plan being prepared by the County Council
and the proposed growth rate over the period. They did not feel however
that the growth rate so contemplated was realistically to be attained and
had therefore proceeded on the basis of 25% of such growth. The total
under the proposals of the Plan would have been 78, 527 but reducing
the estimated growth by 75% brought it down to 71, 780. (This total of
71, 780 which appeared in some of the calculations is slightly different
from the original total of 71,719 quoted above but not enough to make
any material difference.) The Council acknowledged that the reduction
by 75% was arbitrary but believed it to be realistic of attainment.

There

was however one important exception to the Council's basis of
projection. In the area of the proposed Brizlincote ward in Burton
there were proposals for a major private building development
ultimately of some 1, 800 houses and the Council had in their
calculations allowed for completion within the period of about the first
600 of these, which in this respect represented 100% of the Structure
Plan provision and was not discounted by 75% elsewhere. The
Council's figures had originally been estimated in 1974 and by now it
was possible to see how the direction was going in the light of the
recently published 1976 register. The following figures are divided
as between the four former local authority areas within the new
District -

4.

TABLE B
Area of District

1974
Electorate

Burton-upon- Trent

35,474

35,521

36,748

Uttoxeter Town

6,756

6,901

7,111

Tutbury Rural

17,995

18,256

19,509

7,896

8, 298

8,351

68,121

68,976

71,719

Uttoxeter Rural

2. 3

1976
Electorate

1979
Projected Electorate

Mr. Kenny (Uttoxeter Town and Rural) urged that in looking forward to
1979 Uttoxeter Rural area had the biggest potential and development
was likely to continue. He felt the projection for such area was grossly
underestimated.

2. 4

(More as to thi'S appears later.)

Cllr. Heptonstall (Labour Party minority) doubted the whole electoral
forecast.

He believed there were some existing trends which were

useful to determine the future and felt that the major future development
would be in Burton itself.

He was however very critical of the

projection as regards Brizlincote ward.
2. 5

To explain now in rather greater detail the submissions made as regards
projected electorate in respect of the several areas of the District Burton
As regards the proposed Brizlincote ward Mr. Saunders explained that
there was a "Section 52 agreement" (of the Town & Country Planning
Act 1971, laying down terms under which a developer might proceed on
the basis of a planning permission) between the Council and two
developers for the building of some 1800 houses up to 1980 and under
which 600 ought to be completed by mid-1978. The building is to be of
private development.

The agreement allows the Council to buy some

of the houses but no decision to do so has as yet been taken. There is no
building to date, nor foundations - but some site work investigation has
taken place.

5.

2. 6

Mr. Heptonstall did not disagree with the facts as given by
Mr. Saunders but urged that no one at this moment could say how
the scheme would go on. The developers had not as yet been given
approval in detail. Agreement had still to be reached on the scheme
for foul and surface water disposal which he believed would be of the
order of £^m.

There was strong pressure by people in the

Stapenhill area to stop the scheme going ahead at all.
2. 7

Uttoxeter Town
Cllr. Badgery (Chairman of the District Council's Housing Committee)
gave some explanations of pending building development. On the
Balance Hill Estate there could be 200 houses completed by 1978/79
but he could not say so for certain.

50 Council houses on the Park

Estate were almost certain to be finished: also some private ones.
A small number in the New Road area could be going up soon.
2. 8

Rural areas (northern part)
Mr. Kenny and other speakers made reference to the position in the
northern part of the rural area (that of the former Uttoxeter Rural
District). Mr. Kenny had two special points: first that the percentage
increase between 1974 and 1976 was much greater (5.1%) than in other
parts of the area; that the electorate had risen from 7, 896 in 1974 to
8, 298 in 1976 and the projection for 1979 was only 8, 351 which he
claimed could well be 9, 000: and he invited me to make examination
of the comparable situation in relation to the southern part of the rural
area (that of the former Tutbury Rural District).

2. 9

Other speakers referred to the situation in their respective Parishes
but, without in any way disparaging their representations, it suffices
at this immediate stage of the report to say that they were speaking of
quite modest developments - generally of between about 6 and 20 houses.

2. 10 Rural areas (southern part)
As regards the southern part of the rural area no specific particulars
were given to me as regards projected electorate: but Cllr. Hepstonstall
6.

and others asked me to have regard to the fact that the position was
very different from that in the northern part of the rural area; that in
the southern part many of the parishes were considerably larger; and
that , as regards some of them, they virtually comprised suburban
development of Burton itself.
2. 11 Assessment
Because of the importance attached in various respects to the question
of projected electorate, and of the representations made on it, I feel
it necessary to examine the situation in rather greater detail than
might normally be necessary.

Even though the overall result at the end

of the day may not be very different from that which appears from the
original proposals I hope my approach may enable the Commission, and
the interested parties who may come to read my report, the better to
understand the various issues involved and the reasoning by which I
have reached my conclusions.
2. 12 I well appreciate the difficulties of accurately forecasting the projected
electorate. Burton-upon-Trent - and in turn the surrounding areas is not a place of pending substantial development (at least so far as
concerns the period with which I am concerned). The major site of
present construction, of Council owned properties, is one of
approximately 140 houses. It is acknowledged on all sides that no help
could be got by a study of extant planning permissions. There are many
hundreds of these granted by the previous authorities prior to reorganisation and it seemed to be generally recognised from all I heard
(and from what I saw, or the absence of it) that there is no real
prospect of most of them being executed. District Council members
explained that as and when many of these permissions lapse it is
unlikely they will be renewed by the present Council. It was indicated
to me that the present planning policy is to contain, rather than expand
to any important degree, many of the rural villages.

The new Council

are in process of formulating their policies for future Council house
development and these as such will not be material for 1979.

7.

2. 13 Faced with the evidence put to me and having regard to the possible
considerable significance of reaching as accurate a forecast as
practicable I subsequently requested particulars of the number of
houses actually under construction in various parts of the District and
I took particular account of these and of other reported possibilities
during my visits of inspection.
2. 14 It is useful to comment here that by now, March/April 1976, all
parties concerned have a closer picture of the likely 1979 position
than they had when the exercise started in 1974 and the fact that I shall
be proposing some variations does not necessarily imply any criticism
of the validity of the situation as it may well have occurred in 1974.
{One rural speaker suggested that a much better assessment still
could be got in 1978 and thought it would be a good idea if the
Commission's proposals went into limbo until then. I did not feel able
to hold out any hope for him in this respect. )
2. 15 I think it worthwhile setting out the figures in the following form
and I shall come to refer to them in subsequent paragraphs TABLE C
Part of District

Burton-upon Trent
Uttoxeter Town
Southern (Tutbury)
Rural
Northern (Uttoxeter)
Rural

1974
Electorate

1976
Electorate

Houses
under

1979
projected

construction

Electorate

35,474

35,521

153

6,756

6,901

67

36,748
7,111

17,995

18,256

158

19, 509

7,896

8,298

62

8,351

68,121

68, 976

440

71,719

2.16 I now turn to the separate parts of the District in the same order as
dealt with under the submissions.
Burton
The big issue here is the question of the contemplated very substantial
development in the proposed new Brizlincote ward. During discussion
on this important question, which as regards detail in fact took place
8.

in the last phase of the meeting, I elucidated that the "Section 52
agreement" was completed early in 1974. Before any development
takes place under it the Local Planning Authority have to prepare an
Action Area Brief and Plan; there has to be "public participation"
under this and it is quite clear the elected representatives expect
opposition. (Apart from confirming the accuracy of the facts given
by Mr. Saunders, the chairmen of committees present at that stage
of the meeting did not wish to offer comment on the policies involved. )
The site is a very pleasantly situated Valley in the part of Burton which
comprises most of the higher class houses and the type of development
intended is of substantial quality. Cllr. Heptonstall invited me to
report that no development at all was really likely in time for the 1979
projection (if in fact ever on the scale at present put forward).
Mr. Saunders, submitting the Council's present declared policy with
great propriety, acknowledged that the hope of 600 houses by 1979 was
remote but invited me to say that 300 was a realistic estimate.
2. 17 From all I heard, and saw on the site, I think Councillor Heptonstall's
"nil return" may prove to be right. On the other hand I do not think it
proper for me at this stage entirely to discount the declared policy and presumably therefore the genuine hope and intention - of the Council
for the scheme to go forward.

Bearing in mind the important

preliminaries to which I have referred I see no reasonable hope of a
start on building this present year. Allowing then for services and site
works we have to take account that the houses have to be constructed,
then sold and finally completed and occupied. Even with an authority
and developers geared to substantial constructional programmes (of
which I have some personal experience) work on a big new estate of
this kind would be a major undertaking. I have seen no evidence of
any kind of urgent drive behind the scheme and I cannot believe
that 300 houses will come to be occupied by the end of 1978/early 1979.
In settling myself on a figure of 75 I think I am being favourable to the
Council's hopes. I am told that a figure of 1, 000 electorate was allowed

9.

in the projection for this development but against this the Council
are entitled to a credit for approximately 50 houses being built at
Stapenhill in the same ward and for the 125 houses in all I would
therefore allow 250 instead of the 1,000.

This will be of special

significance when dealing with the Brizlincote ward under the final
substantive section of this report but for the immediate purpose it
means adjusting the projection for Burton as a whole.
2. 18 Before however I reached my final conclusion on this I considered the
remainder of the county borough area. One man's estimate on a
rather indefinite situation may be better or worse than another's and
for my part, except where there is definite evidence to the contrary,
I in no way set myself up to better the District Council's genuine
attempt to reach a reasonable figure. In general therefore their
projection for the remainder of Burton seems to me to be proper
except that, having regard to the development now taking place in
Horninglow ward I think there they are entitled to a small increase
to offset the reduction to which I have already referred. I would add
another 50 in respect of this and the total result as regards Burton
means that the projection will be reduced by 700 - namely, from
36, 748 down to 36, 048.
2. 19 Uttoxeter Town
Here the 1979 projection shows 7, 111.

The figure has grown from

6, 756 in 1974 to 6, 901 now in 1976 (increase of 145) and the question
is whether the estimate to 1979 (a further 210) is reasonable. I have
seen the small amount of building going on (referred to under the
submissions) and it looks as if this will steadily continue. I do not
anticipate any substantial change in the programme in the early future.
I neither heard nor saw any evidence justifying me to attempt to make
a better assessment than that accepted by the Commission on the advice
of the District Council.
10.

2. 20 The Rural areas
The Commission's figure - based on the original calculation of
the District Council - showed 27, 860. (The figures given to me at the
meeting by the District Secretary totalled 27, 921 which is also the total
shown in the Minority Party proposals.
minor one of no significance of principle.

The discrepancy of 61 is a
It transpired later that the

.difference was due to a mis-totalling of one of the original schedules.
In this report I am therefore keeping to the figure of 27, 860. ) The
electorate has grown from 25, 889 in 1974 to 26, 554 now in 1976
(increase of 655) and again the question is whether the estimate to
1979 (a further 1, 306) is reasonable.
2. 21 Here I have to take account of the submissions from several quarters
that I should have regard to the different nature of the northern and
southern parts of the Rural areas. These are the respective areas of
the former Uttoxeter and Tutbury Rural Districts. As regards electorate,
rather under one-third is attributable to the former and rather over
two-thirds to the latter. I confirm that there is a difference between the
two parts.

Whilst the Tutbury part is in acreage substantially rural,

there are substantial parts of certain Parishes - notably Branston and
Outfields - in closest proximity to Burton which are almost fully built
up and are in reality "suburbs" of Burton: whilst on the other hand the
Uttoxeter part is throughout rural in the true sense of the term. I feel
therefore that for present purposes it is proper to divide as between the
northern and southern parts of the Rural areas.
2. 22 Northern part (former Ottoxeter Rural District)
The electorate for this part of the area has grown from 7, 896 in 1974
to 8, 298 now in 1976 (increase of 402) whilst the projection of 8, 351
in 1979 allows for only another 53. Mr. Kenny urged strongly that the
percentage increase here has been the greatest in the whole District
and that the projection is grossly underestimated.

Several of the speakers

from the Parishes made lucid comment on the developments in their
respective areas and which I fully understand are of greatest importance

11.

to them.

On the other hand virtually all of them are, in the overall

context, of comparatively minor nature.

(For example in Kingstone

there are 18 houses going up - 10 actually under construction and
another 11 are planned; in Rocester there is planning permission for
30 houses but none of them is yet going up; in Mayfield there is
planning permission for a further 20 houses but five only are actually
going up. )
2. 23 Notwithstanding the importance of these individual developments in
the isolation of the small Parishes in which they occur it must be
realised that when attempting to assess the projected electorate over
a big new District a large number of these small efforts are well
offset by a Council estate in Burton of 140 houses - albeit this of
itself is quite modest construction as against Council house building
experienced over the country generally.
2. 24 On the evidence of what I have heard and seen I think the rate of
development in this part of the Rural areas may well be less in the
next three years than in the past two but bearing in mind the figures
I quoted at the beginning of this section I think the benefit of the doubt
should be given by way of a projection of more than another

53 to 1979.

As I have commented elsewhere in this report I do not think it reliable
to make an assessment on extant planning permissions, nor do I feel
able to make any true comparison on percentage increases as the bases
for the several parts of the District are so different.

I think however

there are other guide-lines reasonably to be taken into account. At the
time of my inspection Mr. Kenny told me he had definite information
that the Defence Department were shortly to arrange re-occupation of
62 housing units at Marchington Camp (he does not suggest re-occupation
of the main barracks); and there are the 62 houses (coincidental it is the
same number) actually going up.

If I suggest the basis of another 60

houses not previously allowed for but now to be taken into account I feel
confident I am being very fair to the representations made on behalf of
this part of the District. The summary of this argument allows for an
electorate of 368 above the 1976 figure or 315 more than the present
projection of

53. It means allowing 8, 666 for 1979 instead of 8, 351.
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2. 25 Southern part (former Tutbury Rural District)
The situation as regards this part of the area I have to a large extent
had to discover for myself from the statistics and inspections because,
as has already been mentioned, I had no specific evidence given to me
upon it but only requests that I should examine the position.

Here, the

electorate has grown from 17, 995 in 1974 to 18, 256 now in 1976 (increase
of 261) but the projection of 19, 509 in 1979 allows for another 1, 253.
2. 26 These figures clearly anticipate a very different situation from that
envisaged for the northern part and as a result I think I ought properly to
set out a table in greater detail than as shown earlier in Table C and allow
a column for my conclusions which I believe will show a truer
interpretation than the original projection TABLE D
New ward name
(with Parishes
where combined)

1976
Electorate

Houses
under construction

1979

proj'd
Elect.

Comments

Branston

Branston
with
Tatenhill

75

2,708

)
)

405

3

)

3,163

9

)
)

Dunstall
with

203

2

Wychnor

51

-

)
)
)

358

2

3,227

Likely to be more
than achieved. Increase by 125.

3,579

At Barton recent
planning permission
on appeal. Work to
start on 90 houses.
Increase by 60.

Needwood
Barton
with

Outwoods
Anslow

with
Outwoods

1,813

3

)
)
)

Anslow no comments.
2,635

Outwoods no hope of
projection being
reached. Reduce by
350.

Rolleston

2,545

2,635

No comment.

Stretton

3,112

3,376

Reduce by 175.

2,671

No comment.

1,386

Increase by 75

Tutbury ari Hanbury
Tutbury
with
Hanbury
Yoxall

2,148

36

345

10

1,404

13

19,509

17,995
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It follows from these figures that I would reduce the projection for
this part of the area by 265 - namely, from 19, 509 down to 19, 244.
2. 27 Recommendation
In accordance with my assessment of the situation as so reported I
therefore RECOMMEND
That as regards the projected 1979 electorate on which
representations of the new wards is to be based, substitutions
be made as shown in the following table in place of the
estimates hitherto accepted by the Commission on the advice
of the District Council TABLE E
Part of the District

Commission/Council
projection

Burton-upon-Trent

New
projection

36,748

36,048

7, 111

7, 111

43,859

43, 159

Northern part

8, 351

8,666

Southern part

19, 509

19, 244

27,860

27,910

71,719

71,069

Uttoxeter Town

Rural Parishes

2. 28 Membership of the Council and entitlement on mathematical calculation
This will be a convenient stage of my report to deal with these subjects
though I would make it clear that before finally deciding on my
conclusions I had regard to the overall situation in all parts of the
District as will come to be explained. I emphasise too that in dealing
now with the question of "entitlement" I am doing so entirely on the
basis of the statistics shown in Table E: the arguments adduced to me
for departing from such basis of entitlement will be dealt with in later
sections of this report.
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2. 29 The Commission's proposals - in turn following the Council's own
draft scheme - allowed for a Council of 46 members and the first
calculations in the table below are made on this basis. Those
representing the northern part of the Rural areas urged an additional
member for that part and thus sought a Council of 47 members: the
next column of calculations is on such basis. The Labour Party desired
a Council of 45 members (and sought to achieve this by reducing the
representation of Uttoxeter Town by one) and the final column shows
what would be the result of this.
TABLE F
Area of District

1979
projected
Electorate

Entitlement on basis
of Council of
46
(Av. 1, 545)

47_
(Av. 1, 512)

45
(Av. 1, 579)

36,048

23.33

23.84

22.83

7,111

4.60

4.70

4.50

43,159

27,93

28.54

27.33

Northern part.

8,666

5.60

5.73

5.49

Southern part

19,244

12.46

12.73

12.19

27,910

18.06

18.46

17.68

Burton-upon-Trent
Uttoxeter Town

Rural Parishes

2. 30 On the basis of these figures I conclude that the minority Labour Party's
proposed reduction to 45 would still not justify reduction in
representation of Uttoxeter Town which is the way they seek to achieve
it and I do not see that their scheme in respect of overall numbers has
any merit over and above that of the Commission's proposals.
2. 31 So far as concerns the Rural areas I feel that the most favourable
situation to be advanced for them in relation to mathematical calculation
is as shown in Table E and on which the entitlements shown in Table F
above are based. From these calculations I do not see that a total of
47 members of the Council would give them any justification for 19
seats as against allowing the extra one for Burton resulting in a total
to that urban area of 24 instead of 23.
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2. 32 Recommendation
I therefore RECOMMEND
That as regards total membership of the Council, the
Commission's proposals for 46 members be maintained.
2. 33 Before I leave this part of my report I draw attention to the fact that,
by breaking down the situation regarding the Rural areas as between
the northern part and the southern part there appears a marginal
degree of favour for the former as against the latter. I emphasise
at this stage that it is only very marginal and I shall come to examine
the implications later on.

I come now to deal with particulars areas of the Distri ct.

3.

UTTOXETER TOWN

3. 1

Commission's proposals and submissions made
The Commission's proposals, based on the Council's draft scheme,
were for the division of the Uttoxeter urban area into five single member wards, with projected electorates varying from 1,088 to
1, 900. There were various objections to this division and,
according to my instructions, the Commission felt some hesitation
in adopting the suggestions but decided to do so with a view to further
consideration in the light of what might transpire at the local meeting.

3. 2

Uttoxeter Town Council - the body in being since re-organisation at first resisted the District Council's scheme and wished to retain
only two wards (as in the case at present), but accepting that there
should be representation by two members in one case, and three in
the other (instead of three each as at present).

Subsequently, however,

the Town Council decided not to oppose the Commission's proposals.
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Opposition was forthcoming from various other quarters, referred
to later.
3. 3

Mr. Saunders (Secretary, District ^Council) outlined the reasons for
the District Council wishing to have the five separate single-member
wards (i)

to ensure the equality of representation of the former
Urban District;

(ii)

to enable the public to know their representative;

(iii)

the public will only have one councillor to contact;

(iv)

to enable a councillor to know and familiarise himself with
the area he represents;

(v)

to group together people with a common interest;

(vi)

to enable the public to be more accessible to polling stations.

He also .explained that the District Council had been advised by the
Uttoxeter representatives (it transpired they were not unanimous):
and whilst at first Uttoxeter Town Council did not like the scheme
they had now agreed.
3. 4

Mr. Kenny

(who was Clerk of the former Urban District Council,

as well as of the Rural, and was Town Clerk of the Town Council
until he retired recently) challenged the six points put forward by
Mr. Saunders:
(i)

if this was applicable to Uttoxeter it ought to be the case with
other urban areas, such as wards in Burton;

(ii) and (iii) apply to other urban areas;
(iv) and (v) similarly;
(vi)

he would want research into the whereabouts of the polling
stations proposed.

He asked for fair treatment throughout the District.
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3. 5

In submitting a paper of specific points to be considered he examined
in detail the change of view of Uttoxeter Town Council, the ultimate
decision having been on the Chairman's casting vote (there being
15 members in all).

The idea of division into five wards had been

considered on three separate occasions by the Staffordshire County
Council prior to re-organisation; at one time such division had
operated for two years and had then been abandoned (apparently on
the initiative of the then Urban District Council), one of the grounds
being the lack of interest to secure contested elections.

This last

factor of lack of electorate interest was stressed as a main reason of
opposition to the Commission's present proposals. Mr. Kenny also
made comment on the various lines of proposed demarcation which it
is not necessary to set out in detail.
3. 6

Representations against the proposals had been made direct to the
Commission by Mr. A . N . Elkes; by Mr. J, W. Cope and Mrs. M. A.
Ford; by Cllr. M. W. Orme; and by some 36 residents of Uttoxeter
who had submitted a petition.

These objectors did not appear at the

local meeting in person but Mr. Kenny said he was authorised to
represent them and to speak for the objectors generally, other than
any in actual attendance and making comments in person. He made
special reference to the position of Cllr. Orme who had originally
given his support to the five-ward provision but had subsequently
changed his opinion.
3. 7

Cllr. Heptonstall (for the Labour Party, and including representation
of Mr. Taylor of that Party who had earlier made submission to the
Commission) believed, on choosing his words with care, that this
was a scheme of gerrymandering.

(Some cries of "Objection" duly

noted. ) He made the accusation having regard to the discrepancy in
electorates of the proposed five wards (referred to earlier, and
varying from 1, 088 to 1, 900) and the likely political representation
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to result in such wards. He submitted that in relation to the rest
of the District (quoting in particular the Anglesey ward of Burton
where three councillors are proposed for an electorate of 5, 400) that
the total representation for Uttoxeter should be down to four members:
and that these should be in two wards, with rather different boundaries
from the existing one.
(In his argument, as also in relation to another ward, Cllr.
Heptonstall made reference to the fact that the Council's
scheme had varied from the suggestions in the District
Secretary's original report. I did not accept this as a
valid argument as such and make further reference to it in
a concluding paragraph - no. 6. 2 ,

Cllr. Heptonstall

accepted my comment.)
3. 8

Mr. G. Hamilton and Mr. T.B. Boden (both of Denstone) supported
the views put forward by Mr. Kenny. Mr. R . A . Hirst (Rocester)
supported Cllr. Heptonstall for an equal division of Uttoxeter into
two two-member wards.

3. 9

Cllr. Badgery (both a District Councillor and a Town Councillor for
Uttoxeter) agreed with a lot of what Mr. Kenny said and trying to be
independent he would support the division into two wards, returning a
total of five members. As Chairman of the Housing Committee he
gave some explanations of pending building development (referred to
earlier in the section on projected electorate). He agreed it should be
feasible to make some adjustment from the present boundary line.

3. 10 Cllr. Stanway (Chairman, Electoral Review Sub-Committee) said he
very much wishes to adhere to the wishes of the people.

He mixed

with all classes and was satisfied they wanted to leave well alone
and adhere to two wards, now to return a total of five members.
He had opposed in sub-committee the five single wards but eventually
he had fallen in with the others as a matter of loyalty: he had not seen
much of that in the speeches of others today.
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3.11 Mr. Saunders in closing the submissions commented that, speaking
on behalf of the Council, he now seemed about the only one still
supporting the proposal for five single-member wards.

He made the

point that whilst a good deal had been said about "what the public want"
rather less than 1% of the electorate had taken the trouble to lodge
objection.
3.12 Naming
The present two wards are known as Heath (the area to the west and
north) and Town (the area to the south and east). The alignment of
the map of Uttoxeter is normally shown with west at the top.

The

names suggested by the Council, and followed by the Commission,
for the proposed five new wards are Bramshall, Heath, Old Town,
Park and Westlands. No opposition was expressed to the new names
as such: and all taking part spoke on the assumption that, if there were
still only to be two wards, the present names should be maintained.
3. 13 Assessment

In view of the rather unexpected turn of the representations made this
part of my report will be shorter than would otherwise no doubt have
been necessary. Let me start by commenting that if the information
now available to me had been at the disposal of the Commission from
the outset I feel convinced that their proposals would almost certainly
have been on different lines.
3. 14 There were two comments at the end of the speeches which it may be
of interest for me to record. Cllr, Heptonstall invited me to enquire
if in fact there was anyone in the room who was still in favour of five
separate wards. I said this was a forum where it was hardly proper
to "take a vote" (for example, there might well be people supporting
the Council's official line who knew this was to be represented
faithfully by Mr. Saunders and who had not seen any need personally
to attend) but nevertheless from the reception to Cllr. Heptonstall's
rhetorical question I am satisfied that if the question had been put he
would have got the negative answer he wanted. Cllr. Mrs. M. M. Hurdle
(Chairman, Policy & Resources Committee of the Council) who had not
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taken any other part then rose with what I regarded as considerable
dignity and asked if I would take a note of the fact - and if I thought
fit report to the Commission - that a local authority worked under
some difficulties when a chairman had been invited to attend to give
the views of his committee but in fact ended up by giving his own
views which were to the contrary.

(As a local government officer

of some years' standing I faithfully record this observation without
further comment. )

Mrs. Hurdle went on to say that the Council had

representatives of 11 of their constituent parts; they tried to listen
to them all; they had been advised by the members representing
Uttoxeter and whilst they had not been unanimous some of them
wanted five wards; at a meeting held locally in this Hall it had been
clear that five had been wanted; it would "be a brave man" to forecast
any vote in the District Council Chamber.
3. 15 In view of the comments at the local meeting I do not need to examine
in great detail the respective contentions. Taking however the reasons
advanced by the District Council (through Mr. Saunders) in favour of
the five separate wards I would say that if the discussions had been
more evenly divided I should have wished to probe to rather greater
degree the point of view expressed by Mr. Kenny, - and to enquire
why it was sought to show so many "democratic" advantages for single
member wards in Uttoxeter Town on the basis of it being an urban
area, when there was no thought of extending such system to the urban
area of Burton or even the predominatingly urban area of the Parish
of Branston.
3. 16 This comment having been made I feel it suffices to report that the
overwhelming body of opinion as expressed at the local meeting was
against the division of Uttoxeter into five single-member wards. I
repeat that if report in this sense had been available earlier I have no
doubt the Commission would have taken a different line on their
proposals and what has transpired only highlights the wisdom of their
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indication (to which I have already referred) that they were from the
outset somewhat hesitant to adopt such a scheme even on the advice
of the District Council.
As regards representation for the area I have recommended in an
earlier part of this report (paragraph 2. 32) that the Commission's
proposals - which include inter alia a total of five members for
Uttoxeter Town - should be maintained and the only issue therefore
which remains outstanding is that of division into wards, one for
two members and the other for three.

At the moment there are two

separate wards but returning six members in all and to keep to the
same boundary with five members would result in some anomaly as
shown by the following table TABLE G
Ward

1974
Electorate

1976
Electorate

*1979
Cllrs.
projected
Electorate

Entitlement

Heath

4,472

4,657

4,762

3

3.08

Town

2,284

2,244

2,349

2

1.52

fallowing half the anticipated increase 1976-79
to each of the two wards)
It is clear from these figures that on mathematical calculation, quite
apart from other considerations, there would be merit in considering
a change in the boundary line.
3. 18 There now comes the question of procedure. As I understand the
position under the Local Government Act 1972 and in accordance with
my instructions the appropriate re-warding could legally be carried
out by the Commission but the procedure is such that, to maintain
the reality of their time-table, they could hardly consider embarking
on the process except as a last resort in a case where it was
fundamental to the execution of their final proposals.

In any normal

case it would*be hoped and expected that the District Council would
themselves put in hand the desired change. In this case the District
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Council had already taken the necessary steps to prepare a draft
re-warding scheme in readiness to effect the five single-member
wards which they had propounded. Bearing the situation in mind I
enquired of the Chairman of the Electoral Review Sub-Committee at
the local meeting whether, in the hypothetical possibility of the
Commission requesting them to review such re-warding to provide for
the new proposals now being considered, they would be likely to agree.
He replied that' he believed they would.
3.19.1 would certainly hope that, in the light of what took place at the local
meeting and on the assumption of request by the Commission (if in
fact they decide to adopt the recommendation I am making) that the
District Council would be prepared to give their assistance is such way
and I am making my suggestions for an appropriate re-warding. If
regrettably the Council were not agreeable to assist in this way I think
the wards would have to be left with their present boundaries: the
resulting position would be as shown in the table above and to the extent
it is unsatisfactory the responsibility would have to rest on the Council.
I feel confident however that the co-operation of the Council should be
forthcoming.
3. 20 As regards proposing a new boundary line I am at a bit of disadvantage
insofar as I am not able to start from positive suggestions prepared
by those with local knowledge. The Council have nailed their mast
to the idea of five wards and have not prepared for a revised two-ward
scheme.

The Labour Party appear to have made a genuine attempt at

revision but they have been thinking of two two-member wards rather
than one with three members and the other with two. At the local
meeting Mr. Kenny agreed there might be some revision but on the
inspection I detected some reluctance in changing much from a line
which has been established for some time past and also some reluctance
in choosing a line going down the middle of roads (at present they seem
for the most part to make use of the line of rear gardens). I am not
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in much sympathy with either of these points of view. The warding of
Uttoxeter is now being carried out for the purposes of a new Council
and with a new number (five) of councillors.

This must clearly

necessitate changes and this is the time to make them.

The use of

the middle of substantial roads is in conformity with one of the main
preferences of the Commission; it is regularly used in many parts
of the country and found eminently satisfactory;

and once having been

used in an election in Uttoxeter I see no reason why it should not be
fully accepted by electorate and councillors alike.
3. 21 I am bound to say that the more I have examined the present line the
more I find it .rather higgledy-piggledy and some of the suggestions
made to me on inspection - for example, a V-shaped inroad by making
use of the backs of Heath Road and Cheadle Road - are I think open to
similar criticism. When I first studied the map of Uttoxeter it seemed
to me that a natural boundary in conformity with the Commission's
criteria might (if numbers permitted) be available by making use of
substantial roads going more or less directly across the town from
south to north (reading the map in the form most commonly presented).
I started my calculations on this basis and, taking first the boundary
line of the middle of Pignall Lane, Holly Road and Ashbourne Road I
found that by coincidence it produced almost an equality of electorate
between the two halves.

This would have been fine had we been seeking

two wards for two members each but, having established that Uttoxeter
should have five members in all, this dividing line will not do. Nor
(another possibility I examined) is there any sensible way of increasing
the "Town" side so that it - rather than the "Heath" side - should have
the extra member.

On the basis of clear cut boundaries the next best

solution seems to be that of continuing Holly Road along Johnson Road
rather than Ashbourne Road and this produces the following table TABLE H
Ward

Cllrs.

1976

Entitlement

1979

Entitlement

projected
Electorate

Electorate
Heath

3

3,791

2.45

3,896

2.52

Town

2

3,110

2.01

3,215

2.08
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"Entitlement" as shown on this table is not of much greater parity
than as shown on Table G (the disparity between the wards being
reversed) but mathematically this alternative is marginally better
and has in my opinion the advantage of a much better boundary line.
Furthermore, in the early future (though it may not be so in the period
well beyond that with which the Commission have at present to be
concerned) the projected electorate on the "Heath" side is likely to
increase more than on the "Town" side.
3. 22 After full consideration and for the reasons I have done my best to
explain I am therefore opting for the suggestion so described and which
is set out formally in Annex B. I would just observe that the extension
of Johnson Road ends in a refuse tip.

I understand - and would concur

from inspection - that there is no likelihood of development in the
forseeable future and do not imagine a direct line on the map is likely
to cause any difficulty of identification. If however as a result of detailed
study by the District Council when they are requested to consider
re-warding, and/or Ordnance Survey, some slight modification is
suggested in the-Hne I would not wish to dissent. I ought also to comment
that, according to the map, at least part of the area shown as "The
Heath" is included in my proposals in the (new) Town Ward. If as a
result of this it is preferred locally to re-name the Heath Ward again
I should not dissent. I do however notice that under the Labour Party's
scheme they were proposing to keep the name of "Heath" for a ward very
similar to that which I am proposing.
3. 23 Recommendations
I therefore RECOMMEND (1)

That in the light of the proceedings of the local meeting the
proposals of the Commission for five single-member wards in
Uttoxeter Town should be varied to provide for the division of
the area into two wards;

(2)

That the ward on the more westerly side should be known as the
Heath Ward and return three councillors: and the other should be
known as the Town Ward and return two councillors;
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(3)

That in order to secure more equitable proportion of electorate
than exists with the present two wards the Commission should
request the District Council to carry out a revision of the warding
on the lines of, or approximating to, the boundary described in
Annex B to this report: but that if regrettably the Council do not
feel able to comply with such request then the representation for
three and two members should be arranged respectively for the
Heath and Town Wards as now existing with their present boundaries.

4.

THE RURAL AREAS

As mentioned earlier in this report there is some difference between the
northern rural areas (former Uttoxeter Rural District) and the southern
ones (former Tutbury Rural Distruct). As from no quarter there are
any proposals which intermingle the two it will be convenient in this
section to deal with then for the most part separately.
4. 1

The northern part of the rural area
Commission's proposals and submissions made
The Commission's proposals, based on the Council's draft scheme, were
for five single-member wards on the following lines (quoting at the moment
the figures used by the Commission on the lines of the Council's draft) TABLE J
Ward

Parishes

Abbey

Croxden
Leigh
Uttoxeter Rural

1, 590

1.07

1,635

1.05

Bagots

Abbots Bromley
Blithfield
Kingstone

1,514

1.02

1,712

1. 10

Denstone
Rocester

1,830

1.24

1,951

1.25

Draycott in the
Clay
Newbo rough
Marchington

1,450

0.98

1,541

0.99

Churhet
Crown

• 1974
Electorate
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Entitlement

1979
Entitleprojected ment
Electorate

TABLE J (continued)
Ward

1974
E le ct or ate

Parishes

Weaver

Ellastone
Mayfield
Okeover
Ramshorn
Stanton
W cotton
Total (5 members)

4. 2

Entitle.
me nt

1979

Entitle

projected
Electorate

ment

1,512

1.02

1,512

0.97

7,896

5.33

8, 351

5.35

Because of the way the submissions developed at the local meeting I
think it necessary here to show a greater breakdown of the figures of
the electorate, particularly in the light of the situation as it has
developed between 1974 and the present day (1976 register) TABLE Jl
Proposed
Ward

1974
1976
Council/
Electorate Electorate Cmmsn.

Asst. Cmssr.
1979

1979
projection

projection

Entitlement

1,590

1,664

1,635

1,724

1.12

1,514

1,603

1,712

1,679

1.09

Churnet

1,830

1,835

1,951

1,879

1.22

Crown

1,450

1,651

1,541

1,815

1.17

Weaver

1,512

1,545

1,512

1,569

1.02

7, 896

8,298

8,351

8,666

Abbey

Bagots

.

It will be recalled that I considered this situation in some detail in
an earlier section of this report (paragraph 2. 27) and made my own
estimate of projection as 8, 666 instead of 8, 351. I explained there
the basis of my calculation taking account of some reasonably
anticipated future building.

Whilst I feel quite confident that I have

been fair overall to the aspirations of the rural interests my forecasts
as regards individual parishes have of necessity been to some extent
by way of estimates and I make no pretence of such forecast in any
individual case as shown above being accurate within the nearest ten or so.
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4. 3

Numerous representations were made to the Commission against
their proposals - mainly seeking various re-groupings of the parishes
and aiming to secure six councillors for the area instead of only five.
To all intents and purposes all these representations were covered by
submissions made in person at the local meeting and are dealt with
in the following notes.

4. 4

Mr. Kenny made the principal submission contrary to the Commission's
proposals. The former Clerk of the now dissolved Uttoxeter Rural
District Council (he served them in that capacity and earlier as deputy
for a total of some 40 years) spoke as the Secretary of the Uttoxeter
Rural Local Government Society, which is comprised of the former
members of the old Rural District Council as serving at the time of
dissolution.

He put in a paper of present electorate in the various

. parishes as summarised in the tables above, emphasising the growth
between 1974 and 1976 and the small allowance in the District Council's
projection to 1976.

He referred to building development iii several

parishes and suggested the projection to 1979 should be 9, 000.
He mentioned various parishes in which there were adequate services
for development but did not offer specific evidence of much of this
proceeding at the present time. He realised that it was electorate
and not acreage which had to govern representation but urged that
where the discrepance was small the benefit should go to those who
represented wide and scattered areas and were remote from the
centre of administration.
4. 5

His proposals were for the parishes to be re-grouped as follows,
constituting six new single-member wards -
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TABLE K

* Proposed
name

Columns added by
Assistant Commissioner

1976
Electorate

Parishes

1979

Entitlement

projection

Bagots

Abbots Bromley
Blithfield

1,269

1, 305

0.84

Denstone

Croxden
Denstone
Ella stone
Ramshorn
Wootton

1,073

1, 101

0.71

Marchington

Draycott in Clay
Marchington
Newborough

1,651

1,815

1.17

Mayfield

Mayfield
Okeover
Stanton

1,238

1,262

0.82

Rocester

Rocester

1,231

1,251

0.81

Uttoxeter
Rural

Kingstone
Leigh
Uttoxeter Rural

1,836

1,932

1.25

8,298

8,666

(*These names were formulated later in the meeting at my
request and seemed to be generally approved by those present.
The proposed new Marchington Ward is identical, except as
regards name, with the Commission's proposed new Crown Ward. )
Mr. Kenny acknowledged that the proposals would increase the number of
the Council by one but urged that they "would not prejudice any other ward",
(It was at this stage that I commented that on the figures at
that time available, if the Council were to comprise 47
members instead of 46, the "extra seat" would on the basis
of arithmetical entitlement be due to Burton rather than the
Rural areas. Mr. Kenny's reply was that he deplored the
loss of rural weighting.)
4. 6

Cllr. N. B. Capewell speaking for Kingstone said they had no affinity
with Abbots Bromley.

He was critical of the forecast figures and
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referred to present and pending building developments (already
mentioned in the section on projected electorate) in Kingstone and
Leigh.

He thought those two parishes together would have a

projection of 1, 130 instead of 923 and sought to compare this
figure with one of the wards in Uttoxeter Town. He referred to the
Parish Council's letter of 16 December 1974 stressing the remoteness
of the area. The preferences of the Parish Council were (i)

Kingstone and Leigh together;

(ii)

Blithfield, Kingstone and Leigh together;

(iii)

Kingstone, Leigh and Uttoxeter Rural together

(the last of these according with the views of the Rural Local Government
Society).
4. 7

Mr. T. B. Boden (Chairman, Denstone Parish Council) thought the
whole scheme was in a fair old mess. The Rural Local Government
Society had been set up because it was necessary for people to make
known their point of view. The Commission seemed to be saying
"we must keep to numbers" but life is about people.
representation is important.

Rural

Denstone has got a big Boys' College

(about 400 pupils) and this involves activity not represented by figures
of electorate. Rocester has always been industrial in character: should
be separate from Denstone. (N. B. Abbots Bromley has a famous Girls'
School, even larger than Denstone. )
4. 8

Cllr. W. Bailey supported Mr. Kenny and Mr. Boden - but
acknowledged he did not do so at an earlier time when he was chairman
of the Electoral Review Sub-Committee.

4. 9

Cllr. Heptonstall (Labour minority group) sympathised with the
Uttoxeter Rural interests. He would not mind if rural weighting were
allowed but as it is not there was not much room for manoevure in
settling on a re-grouping of parishes. He felt however that some of the
figures of development which had been quoted were misleading.
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Mr. Kenny had referred to a possible growth rate of 10%: time and
time again plans for development in the rural areas were being refused.
Acute sewerage problems were arising in some parts. He pointed out
that in some parishes quite small development of say 20 houses was very
significant to the locality but on the overall situation it was only small.
Growth of 10% was not the Council's policy nor in his view should it be.
Whilst acknowledging the sincerity of the rural interests it had also to
be realised that the urban interests of Burton should not be underrepresented.
4. 10 Mr. J. P. Galvin (Clerk, Mayfield and Stanton Parish Council) speaking
for Stanton referred to the close link with Mayfield and they would like
a smaller area than the proposed Weaver Ward.
4. 11 Mr. W . A . Hanbury (a member of Mayfield parish Council) speaking for
Mayfield with the authority of the Parish Council thought re-organisation
had resulted in a shambles.

He referred to long distances involved for

a councillor in attending on Council duties (giving example of devious
and very time consuming journeys involved if public transport had to be
used) and similarly in relation to communication with electorate under the
Commission's proposals.

The Rural Local Government Society's plan

helped by keeping the ward areas more compact.
4. 12 Mr. J. N. Sinclair (for Rocester) said that Rocester objected to going
with Denstone. The village is industrial. (But in response to my
question he agreed that if the total representation were to be restricted
to five, he could not suggest an alternative grouping. )
4.13 Cllr.H. W. Langridge (Vice-chairman, Uttoxeter Rural Parish Council)
went in detail through some of the figures cf electorate and pointed out
that under the Rural Local Government Society's plan there was a
variation of 1976 electorate between 1, 33C for Uttoxeter Rural Ward and
1, 073 for Denstone. (In response to my question he said that nevertheless
having made this point he preferred such scheme to the Commission's
proposals and could not himself offer any further suggestion for improvement. )
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4.14 Cllr. R . W . Robertson (Vice-chairman, District Council) said that
notwithstanding other representations there was an affinity between
Abbots Bromley and Blithfield: it was not as strong as the affinity with
Kingstone but it was reasonable. He stressed that this part of the area
was for the rest of the decade a "no growth" area. There would be a few
dwellings in Abbots Bromley supplementary to the 1976 register but there
would be a veto on further expansion.
4.15 Cllr. Stanway (Chairman, Electoral Review Sub-Committee) thought there
had been some splendid comments in the debate this afternoon. What a
dilemma it was for the elector and ratepayer. (N. B. He might have added
"and the Commission". )
4. 16 Mr. Kenny invited to make any concluding comments referred again to his
suggested growth of 10%. If so much importance had to be attached to
figures, "why not postpone the whole exercise until 1978 and then we
might get the right ones".
4. 17 Mr. Saunders (District Secretary) in replying for the District Council saw
no prospect of the growth rate suggested by Mr. Kenny. He agreed with,
the validity of many of the comments as regards the actual grouping of
parishes but the Council could not accept the justification for increasing
the representation of the area by an additional member on the present
proposals and if the Commission were in fact minded to agree the increase
the Council would ask to be given the opportunity of examining the whole
scheme and go back to a new revision on basic principles. So far as regrouping was concerned the Council had looked at all sorts of other
possibilities of joinder but did not feel they could improve on what had
been put forward.

(In earlier correspondence with the Commission the

Council, through Mr. Saunders, had indicated they could not accept the
proposals of the Rural Local Government Society "as these were not
based on criteria laid down by the Commission".

In response to my

enquiry Mr. Saunders said this had been written in the belief that the
Society's proposals had been based on acreage and not electorate.

32.

Insofar as the argument was based on electorate he would not wish
his criticism in such terms to stand. )
4. 18 Naming
Mr. Saunders explained that after re-grouping the parishes the District
Council had sought to find names which did not perpetuate any particular
one as against another. As mentioned in the footnote to paragraph 4. 5
Mr. Kenny in his revised proposals favoured on the whole using the
name of the largest parish in any particular group and the names quoted
in that paragraph seemed to secure a general consensus of opinion at
the meeting - one or two of the names being arrived at in the light of
views expressed.

No representations are reported as regards the names

put forward in the Commission/Council's proposals: at the local meeting
Mr. Kenny said that the rural interests for whom he was speaking did
not think much of the names but they had not come prepared with any
positive alternatives.
4. 19 Assessment
I have deliberately set out, in considerable detail, most of the arguments
adduced at the local meeting in the hope of transmitting to the Commission
the general sense of the feeling which I experienced.

The views were put

forward with moderation and there is no doubt that, as so often in the
case of small local communities, a good deal of feeling has been
engendered by the Commission/Council's proposals.

Nevertheless I

have no doubt it is all really summed up in the two words of "rural
weighting ".
4. 20 I fully understand many of the representations referring to community of
interest but I think some of them tend to be a bit exaggerated.

As a

particular example, I was told of the anomaly of joining Rocester ("an
industrial area'/with Denstone (College and agricultural). Rocester at
one end has a substantial mill but its main industry is the big new factory
of J. C. B(amford) Ltd. - earth moving and similar machinery.

This

factory, with some 1800 employees, is still in process of completion
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and is a prestige one of international standard.

Some of the surrounds

are a bit of a mess at the moment but are clearly being developed on the
lines of the highest quality. It may well be distinct from Denstone but a
good cricketer taken to the big flat roof of the main building could near
heave a cricket ball into the centre of Denstone Village.
4. 21 My main duty however has necessarily to be that of considering the
question of "entitlement". I have already examined with a good deal of
care the question of projected electorate and as then surmised I cannot
myself see any justification for reporting - as regards mathematical
entitlement - on the rural interests more favourably than as shown in
Table F and again as already explained I believe this inclines to favour
them rather than otherwise.

I have not regarded my duties as those of

strictly weighing evidence in the legal sense but nothing I have been told,
or seen on the ground, leads me to report that there is likelihood of any
substantial development in the rural areas prior to the 1979 register which
will importantly vary the projection beyond that for which I have allowed.
Mr. Saunders thought not even if all the boys from Denstone got together
with all the girls from Abbots Bromley, but in any case we are not
looking so far ahead.
4. 22 In accordance with the terms of the Act. and following my instructions
I can see no justification for increasing thfi representation of the Rural
areas beyond the total of 18 councillors proposed by the Commission.
If therefore we are further to consider increasing the number in the
northern part from five to six it must as I see it be at the expense of the
southern part and before setting out my final conclusions I will turn to
examine that part.
4. 23 The southern part of the rural area.
This is the part of the new District comprising the former Tutbury
Rural District.
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Commission's proposals and submissions made
The Commission's proposals, based on the Council's draft scheme, were
for seven wards on the following lines - again quoting at the moment the
figures used by the Commission on the lines of the Council's draft TABLE L
Ward

Parishes

No. of

1974

Cllrs. Electorate

Entitle1979
Entitle,
ment
projected ment
Electorate

Branston

Branston
Tatenhill

3,006

2.03

3.227

2.07

Needwood

Barton-under
-Needwood
Dunstall
Wychnor

3,401

2.30

3,579

2.30

Out woods

Anslow
Outwoods

2,191

1.48

2,635

1.69

Rolleston

Rolleston

2

2,553

1.72

2,635

1.69

Stretton

Stretton

2

3,067

2.07

3, 376

2.17

Tutbury
and
Hanbury

Hanbury
Tutbury

2

2,398

1.62

2,671

1.71

Yoxall

Yoxall

1,377

0.93

1, 386

0.89

4. 24 I shall be coming under the heading of my own assessment to deal more
fully with the question of entitlement but for sake of comparability I
will set out here, as I did in relation to the northern part (paragraph
4. 2), a supplementary table showing an extended breakdown of the
figures of electorate TABLE LI
proposed
Ward

1974
Electorate

1976
Electorate

Council/
Cmssn.
1979
projection

Asst. Cmssr.
1979
projection

Entitle
ment

Branston

3,006

3,113

3,227

3, 352

2. 17

Needwood

3,410

3,417

3,579

3,639

2.36

Outwoods

2,191

2, 172

2,635

2,285

1.48

Rolleston

2, 553

2,545

2,635

2,635

1.71

Stretton

3,067

3,112

3,376

3,201

2.07

Tutbury and
Hanbury
Yoxall

2,398

2,493

2,671

2,671

1.73

1, 377

1,404.

1,386

1,461

0.95
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4. 25 The Commission's proposals were in conformity with the Council's
draft scheme except that, following representations by the Tatenhill
parish Council they attached the Parish of Tatenhill to Branston rather
than to the Parishes of Anslow and Outwoods. The Commission's
proposals were accepted by the Council, subject to the question of
naming which is referred to below.
There were no counter-proposals on representation or on re-grouping
in principle but only on two questions of joinder and on two of namings.
4. 26 Cllr. Heptonstall (Labour minority group) submitted two alternative
re-groupings.

First he asked for the proposed two-member Needwood

Ward to be merged with the proposed one-member Yoxall Ward into a
single three-member ward. He explained that this was urged to
improve the average ratio of electorate.

Here the figures (based on

the Council's original ones) are as follows - with the revised ones added
to show the situation up to date Ward

No. of
cllrs.

Council
1979
projection

Entitlement

Needwood

2

3,579

2.30

3, 639

2. 36

Yoxall

1

1, 386

, 0.89

1,461

0.95

4,965

3. 18

5,100

3.30

(proposed combination)
Forest
3

Asst. Cmmsr.
1979
projection

Entitlement

Mr. Saunders in reply said the Council felt that Yoxall had no affinity
with the other two parishes.

4. 27 Cllr, Heptonstall's other alternative was to revert to the Council's
draft by leaving the Parish of Branston as a single entity and joining the
Parish of Tatenhill to those of Anslow and Outwoods.

His argument for

this was that Anslow/Outwoods/Tatenhill form a semi-rural area
(2,695 revised projection) whilst Branston is to all intents a suburb of
Burton (2, 942), (Tatenhill of itself only has about 410 electorate).
Cllr. Mrs. Hurdle commented that Tatenhill is nearer Branston
geographically and Mr. Saunders said that the Council, on considering the
Commission's proposals, felt that the Parish had more affinity there. •
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4. 28 Naming
When the Commission proposed to add the Parish of Branston to
Tatenhill the Council asked for the new enlarged ward to be re-named
Sinai. This name is taken from a hilly area in the vicinity.

No strong

views were adduced to me and I refer to the position in my assessment
below.
The Anslow Parish Council had represented to the Commission that the
proposed new ward should be named "Anslow and Outwoods" rather than
just "Outwoods". No one appeared at the local meeting to back this
proposal. I had a general indication that the District Council would
probably have no objection but had not given specific direction as to
their views.
4. 29 Assessment
(i) as to submissions related directly to the southern part of the area
Taking the Needwood/Yoxall area first I do not think the "improvement
of ratio" argument is in this case of any important significance. The
joinder would make the area even more unwieldy than most of the others
and would result in a three-member ward which does not apply elsewhere
in the rural areas of the District. I have no reason to ask for variation
of the Commission's proposals.
4. 30 The Branston/Outwoods area I find more difficult. I see from
observations on the ground that the present Parish of Branston is very
largely developed - a fact to which I have referred in dealing with
projections of electorate. Coming to the situation independently I might
myself at first well have opted for the Council's original draft scheme now resubmitted by Cllr. Heptonstall.

On the other hand we have the

clearly expressed desire of the Tatenhill Parish Council (again at first
knowledge perhaps a bit unexpected) and the District Council with their
overall view have accepted the change. I have not been convinced to the
contrary.
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(ii) as to the general representation of the Rural areas, northern
and southern parts
4. 31 In the first section of my assessment on the northern part of the area
(paragraph 4. 22) I concluded that if we were further to consider
increasing the number of councillors in that part from five to six it
would, as I saw it, have to be at the expense of the southern part.
My assessment of the situation on the southern part, following on what
I have reported in the preceding paragraphs, is that the proposed
groupings of parishes is as good as is likely to be achieved in any other
way. On looking then to Table LI (paragraph 4. 24) J think it follows
that the only practicable way of achieving a reduction of representation in
the southern part would be by reducing that of the Parish of Outwoods from
two (to which it is not fully entitled) to one. To consider whether this is
justified in relation to the situation in the northern part I set out two
tables showing the respective positions (i) on the basis of the Commission's
proposals throughout; and (ii) on the basis of reducing the representation
of Outwoods in the southern part and adopting the plan of the Rural Local
Government Society in the northern part (in both cases using the revised
figures of electorate) TABLE M
(i) Commission's proposals
Northern part
Ward

Asst. Cmssr.
1979
projection

No. of
cllrs .

Entitlement

Abbey

1,724

1

1.12

Bagots

1,679

1

1.09

Churnet

1,879

1

1.22

Crown

1,815

1

1.17

Weaver

1,569

1

1.02

2, 285

2

1.48

Southern part
Outwoods
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TABLE Ml
(ii) Rural Local Government Society's plan (Involving reduction
for Outwoods
Northern part
Ward

Asst. Cmssr.

1979

No. of
cllrs.

Entitlemenl

projection
Bagots

1,305

1

0.84

Denstone

1,101

1

0.71

Marchington

1,815

1

1.17

May fie Id

1,815

1

0.82

Rocester

1,251

1

0.81

Uttoxeter Rural

1,932

1

1.25

2,285

1

1. 48

Southern part
Outwoods

4. 32 These figures are interesting and they bring to mind the words of the
Duke of Wellington ".. .. the nearest run thing you ever saw in your life".
In many ways my sympathies are with the problems of the northern part
and when their representatives study the statistics as now presented they
will be very disappointed if I do not conclude in their favour.

My reading

of the figures however seems to leave no doubt that the discrepancies in
Table Ml are greater than those in Table M and I must opt in support
of the Commission's proposals.

4. 33 (iii) as to naming
Branston, like the Houses of Parliament, has given its name to a famous
pickle which used to be (though is not now) manufactured there. I suspect
that the Council, faced with the joinder with Tatenhill, tried commendably
to do their best for all men.

From the evidence given me they are not

very worried either way. I would leave well alone.

4. 34 As regards Anslow/Outwoods we only have the letter of 22 November 1975
from the Parish Council. No one turned up to support it,

I know of the

disadvantages of trying to perpetuate "double names" and in general
principle these have been discouraged at a high level following reorganisation - though with the recognition of valid exceptions.
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The

District Council to their credit have avoided joint names in their scheme
with the sole exception of Tutbury and Hanbury and this is my own
inclination unless given convincing argument to the contrary.

It is

significant that in Cllr. Heptonstall's submission for a bigger new
ward of Anslow/Outwoods/Tatenhill he offered the name of "Outwoods".
If the Commission decide to maintain full weight to the written
representations of the Anslow Parish Council I would not dissent but on
the situation as known to me as a result of the local meeting I would keep
to the single title of Outwoods.
4. 35 Recommendation
This follows from the conclusions I have explained in my various
paragraphs under the headings of "Assessment". I accordingly
RECOMMEND
That the Commission's proposals for the whole of the
Rural areas - the northern part and the southern part - be
maintained, both as regards the grouping of Parishes and
the naming of the new wards.
{I would here add in parenthesis that if for any reason the Commission
decide not to follow my conclusions as regards projected electorate
and/or decide they are justified either in increasing the total
representation of the rural areas by an additional councillor or by
varying it in favour of the northern part, then I for my part would
readily concur with the plan of the Rural Local Government Society
which I believe commands a wide measure of acceptance. This rider
however does not derogate from my firm recommendation as set out
above on the situation as I see it.)

5.

BURTON- UPON-TRENT

Before starting the report upon the part of the District which comprises
the urban area of the former county borough it is useful to comment
that the area is divided as between north-west and south-east by the
River Trent (with only one bridge) and adjoining marshlands. I am not
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aware of proposals from any quarter which seek to ig.n.ore this division
for purposes of warding.

There is another major dividing line, the

main railway, running more or less parallel to the river but further to
the north-west which again none of the parties concerned have sought
to breach.

(As will appear later in the report there are arguments for

considering a third important division, but opinion on this is not
unanimous. )
The division of the area in this way makes the matter of warding both
more easy (as to dividing up comparatively limited acreages) and also
more difficult (as to securing comparability of entitlement).
5. 1

Commission's proposals and submissions

Working upwards as regards the three areas of division, south-east of
the river the Commission propo'sed four wards as follows TABLE N
No. of
cllrs.

Projected

Winshill

3

4,777

3.06

Brizlincote

3

4,364

2.80

Stanton

2

3,194

2.05

Waterside

2

3,465

2. 22

Ward

Entitlement

Electorate

These proposals differed from the Council's draft scheme insofar as the
latter envisaged a single ward of Brizlincote and Stanton (called
Stapenhill) - less a small area at the extreme south which was attached
to Waterside - returning four members.

The ideas of the draft scheme

are not being further examined because, insofar as they contemplate a
ward with four councillors, the Commission have firmly indicated that
they regard them as not within their guidelines.
For the part of the area within the river and the main railway the
Commission proposed two wards TABLE Nl
Entitlement

No. of
cllrs.

projected

Burton

1

1,623

1.04

Anglesey

3

5,400

3.46

Ward

Electorate

These proposals accord with the Council's draft scheme.
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For the part of the area north-west of the main railway the Commission
proposed four wards TABLE N2
No. of
cllrs.

Projected
Electorate

Entitlement

Horninglow

3

4,315

2.77

Eton

2

3,182

2.04

Victoria
Shobnall

2

3, 531

2.26

2

2,897

1.86

Ward

These proposals likewise accord with the Council's draft scheme.
On consideration of the Commission's draft proposals the Council
decided to concur with them, but requested that the proposed Stanton
Ward be known as Stapenhill.
5. 2

Cllr. Heptonstall (Labour minority group) submitted an alternative
scheme differing in various substantial respects. Again taking first the
most south-easterly area he now accepted the divisions (naming is
referred to later) proposed by the Commission but felt strongly that
Brizlincote should have two, and not three, councillors.

He based his

argument on serious questioning of the proposed development of
Brizlincote Valley.

(In this report the arguments on this have been fully

examined in the section on projected electorate (paragraph 2. 1 et seq)
and do not need to be repeated here.)
5. 3

For the next part of the area, between the river and the railway, Cllr.
Heptonstall accepted the proposed major dividing lines but instead of
leaving Anglesey Ward with three councillors he asked that it be divided
into an Uxbridge Ward and a Broadway Ward (wards of these titles exist
at present), each returning two councillors. The following are the
respective statistics (calculated on the overall projection at the time of
the Commission's proposals) -
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TABLE O
Ward

No. of
cllrs.

Projected
Electorate

Entitlement

Commission's proposals
Anglesey

3

5,400

3.46

Oxbridge

2

2,740

1.76

Broadway

2

2,660

1.71

Alternative

In support of his submission Cllr. Heptonstall had in earlier
correspondence made a point to the Commission that the area was a
"deprived" one. Invited to enlarge upon this, he said it was densely
populated; had terraced housing much of which had deteriorated (though
he accepted that the Council were going in for a policy of renovation and
upliftment); and attracted recently arrived immigrants. The District
Council estimated a small decrease in electorate: he felt the numbers
would be at least maintained.
5. 4

Turning to the part of the area north-west of the railway Cllr. Heptonstall
submitted a complete revision. He wished to make greater use of the
A. 38 road and a different dividing line on the north-easterly boundary
of Shobnall Ward. Again the following are the respective statistics
(calculated as before) TABLE P
Ward

No. of
cllrs.

Projected
Electorate

Entitlement

Commission's proposals
Horninglow

3

4,315

2.77

Eton

2

3,182

2.04

Victoria

2

3, 531

2.26

Shobnall

2

2,897

1.86

9

13,925

Horninglow

3

5,317

3.41

Eton

3

3,814

2.45

Shobnall

3

4,829

3.10

9

13, 960

Alternative
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(There is no need to try and equate the small difference of 35 between
the two totals. In any case my own projection, quoted in my assessment
later, comes to a total of 13,975 which is slightly larger still. )
Cllrs. Heptonstall explained that the principal reason for the submission
was to make maximum use for boundary purposes, in the most
substantially built up part of the area, of the comparatively new major
A. 38 road: he hoped it would be accepted that this was being done in the
public good and suggested the result was likely to be less, rather than
more, beneficial to his Party's political interests.
5. 5

Mr. Saunders (District Secretary) in reply said that the Council in
deciding on their draft scheme had taken account of another criterion that of not unnecessarily cutting across existing wards and ties. The new
Shobnall Ward is just about the same as the proposed one; the same goes
for Victoria; Horninglow and Eton are at present combined and return
six councillors.

5. 6

Naming
All present (it was explained at the outset that only some six or seven
people remained at that stage) took part in friendly informal discussion.
The only contention raised was in the south-easterly area where the
Council, accepting the name of Brizlincote under the Commission's
proposals also wished to retain the name of Stapenhill, which they
submitted in place of Stanton. Cllr. Heptonstall used Stapenhill instead
of Brizlincote but retained the use of Stanton.
It transpired that the use of the name "Stanton" has drawbacks of
duplication insofar as there is a Parish of that name at the northern end
of the District and there is a similar name in use in neighbouring
Derbyshire.

There was also general concurrence as to the desirability

of retaining the name "Stapenhill11 which in fact is shown on the map
within the "Brizlincote" confine.
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As a result of the discussion mutual agreement was reached between the
parties - albeit in that rather small forum - as to the recommendations
I should, in alternative circumstances,- be asked to make to the
Commission, namely -

Commission's proposals
(with Brizlincote having
three members)

Name used in
present
proposals

Preferred
name

Brizlincote

Brizlincote
(same)

Stantoh

Stapenhill

Stapenhill

Stapenhill
(same)

Stanton

Edgehill

Labour Party proposals
(with Brizlincote having
only two members)

In both cases the names "Winshill" and "Waterside" remain.

At one stage the Labour Party had submitted the name "Trent" in place
of "Burton" for one of the wards in the central part of the area.
Subsequently however - and this was now confirmed by Cllr. Heptonstall
they had accepted the use of the name Burton.
5.7

Assessment
The question of the recommendations I should make in relation to
Burton-upon-Trent is perhaps the most difficult of my total task notwithstanding the problems of assessing the situation in other parts of
the District as dealt with in earlier sections of this report. I have
already explained (in paragraph 5) that there are certain natural divisions
within the area and I have no wish or intention of failing to respect those
of the river and the main railway.

1 therefore report onthe three sections

separately 5. 8

(i) first as to the south-easterly part below the river
As I have reported there has now been general acceptance of the boundary
lines proposed by the Commission and the only point of issue raised
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before me has been that of representation of the "Brizlincote" ward
based on projected population. I am similarly well content to leave the
boundaries alone. As regards projected electorate I refer again to my
earlier paragraphs 2. 1 et seq. I repeat my earlier assessment and
recommendation that the forecast for "Brizlincote" must be reduced by
some 750 namely from 4, 364 to 3, 614 and if this assessment or even
an approximation to it comes to be accepted (and my personal belief is
that it errs if anything on the high side) the resulting entitlement is no
more than 2. 34 and it must inevitably mean that the representation
should be reduced from three to two. It having similarly been
established that the total representation for Burton should remain at 23
it means that an "extra seat" has to be sought elsewhere.
5. 9

(ii) as to the central part between the river and the main railway
Cllr. Heptonstall would have me recommend that this extra seat be secured
by dividing the Anglesey Ward so that there are two wards with two
councillors each (four in all) instead of one with three councillors. I have
carefully considered his submission that the ward is "deprived" - a word
let me hasten to say which he uses with full moderation - and I have
inspected a good deal of it.

As I understand the position, there is

normally no more justification for added representation for a somewhat
sub-standard "inner town" ward than there is in respect of "rural
weighting", and one would have to look for very special circumstances
such as the presence of substantial "foreign" population not entitled
to be on the register. Such is not the case here. I accept that a good
deal of the proposed Anglesey Ward is of comparatively medium to low
standard housing and it is almost certainly an area which justified more
than an ordinary proportion of money spending upon it.

(To the Council's

credit there is already evidence of this being done.) Nevertheless I do
not accept that the ward is so much sub-standard in relation to other parts
of the area that it has a special case for more than a strict proportion of
representation and before deciding on the "extra seat" there I feel it
right to examine other possibilities in detail.
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5. 10 I recognise that once one starts to break an area down into quite small
portions and to calculate electorates on such basis one runs the risk of
falling in with the old adage that "numbers can be made to prove anything".
Still, running such risk, I have made a calculation of the position in the
two main areas beyond the one I have already dealt with - and this is the
result Total
cllrs.
(Cmssn's.
proposals)

Total "
projected
Electorate
(revised)

Average

Central
(Burton/Anglesey)

4

7,023

1,756

4.55

North-west
(Eton/Horninglow/
Shobnall/ Victoria)

9

13., 97 5

1,553

9. 05

Area

Entitle mer

per

cllr.

This being so, I come to the conclusion that the "extra seat" should go
to Anglesey. It will it is true place them at a bit of advantage but not to
the extent of discrepancy that would be the case if it went to the northwest area.

5.11 I looked to see if there would be any merit in altering the boundary between
Anglesey and Burton. A possible idea seemed to be to remove the "kink"
by continuing the boundary along New Street.

It was represented to me

that this would mean separating a Church from her Vicarage and although
this is not fundamental it is a legitimate point for consideration.

When

it also transpires that the small area involved is almost wholly nonresidential and therefore affects only a small electorate I am content to
leave the line alone.

The actual line of division of Anglesey submitted by

Cllr. Heptonstall seems to me to be properly considered and drawn and
I have nothing better to suggest.

The boundary is described in Annex C.

(iii) as to the north-west area
5. 12 I have mentioned a number of times the natural dividing lines of the river
and the main railway.

When I first inspected the area it came to my

mind whether there was not in fact a third - the big new road which runs
across the whole area in the north-west.
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This is the A. 38 which runs

in all from Leeds to Exeter and in this part of the country is the main
communication between Derby and Birmingham. This is a dual carriageway road carrying heavy goods traffic, restricted only by way of national
speed limits and subsidiary in character only to a formal motorway.
I spent some time on it and it is virtually impracticable to cross it on
foot other than by bridge or under-pass - the occasions for which are
necessarily limited.
of use of the road.

Cllr. Heptonstall's submission makes a good deal
I take full account of the Council's thinking not to

interfere more than is essential with old standing boundaries but I cannot
help feeling that these boundaries must to a fair extent have lessened in
significance since the advent of the road - which was only opened a few
years ago . I am bound to say I prefer the principle of Cllr. Heptonstall's
lines but it has to be seen if they are of practical application.
5. 13 On coming again to look at the figures (Table P paragraph 5. 4) it is
apparent there are real difficulties Projected
Electorate

Average

ellrs.
Horninglow

3

5,317

1,772

3.41

Eton

3

3,814

1,271

2.45

Shobnall

3

4,829

1,610

3. 10

Ward

No. of

Entitlement

I appreciate that the attempt has been made to get realjy good boundaries
but nevertheless I i'eel that the disparity between the wards is too great
to be readily acceptable. I would certainly be anxious to reduce
Horninglow because some 140 houses are in course of construction - the
major building activity in the whole District at the moment - and I doubt
if the modest extra projection I am allowing will cover the full potential.
I have therefore given a great deal of attention - both by questions at the
local meeting, by examination on inspection, and by subsequent study as to possible alternative boundaries. I do not need to set out all the
details of my researches but start by expressing my view that if new
boundaries are to be found they must be good ones and I think the
alternative choices are in practice very limited.
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5. 14 For Horninglow Ward, instead of using Belvedere Road on the south-west
it would be possible to use Foston Avenue and Wyggeston Street: this
would add substantially to Shobnall Ward but then for the division from
Eton Ward, instead of using Dallow Street we might turn to Waterloo
Street (acknowledged at the local meeting to be a useful dividing thoroughfare) and Byrkley Street. These however to my mind are just about the
only useful alternatives and I set out the comparative results (using this
time my adjustments to projected electorate and the new basis of
entitlement)TABLE Q
Ward

Labour Party lines
Projected
Entitlement
Electorate

Alternative lines
Projected
Entitlement
Electorate

Horninglow

5, 332

3.45

3, 691

2. 39

Eton

3,814

2.47

4,790

3. 10

Shobnall

4,829

3.13

5,494

3. 56

(in each case envisaging 3 councillors for each ward)
It is unfortunate that the numbers of electorate involved in changing the
boundaries, particularly that between Horninglow and Shobnall, are so
substantial and the above table seems to show quite clearly that there
would be no advantage in making the change. Nor in my view is there
any intermediate line sensibly to be considered.
In the light of this table I now look again at the Commission's proposals
(repeated from Table N2 paragraph 5. 1) - again this time using the
revised figures of electorate and entitlement - which shows as follows TABLE Ql
Ward

No. of
cllrs

Projected
Electorate

Entitlement
(revised)

(revised)
Horninglow

3

4, 365

2.83

Eton
Victoria

2

3,182

2.06

2

3,531

2. 29

Shobnall

2

2,897

1.88

There can really be no doubt that these proposals show the greater parity.
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5.15 At the risk of being tedious I repeat that had there been available a
more equitable boundary between the (alternative scheme ) Horninglow
and Shobnall Wards I should have been very disposed to recommend it
but there seems no purpose in opting for the splendid boundary of A. 38
only to result in a hotch-potch by way of "internal" boundary. I am also
not unmindful of the fact that a substantial length of the A. 38 would in any
event have divided the (alternative scheme) Shobnall Ward, albeit largely
through undeveloped territory. The Minority Group's alternative was a
scheme well worth full consideration but I conclude in favour of the
Commission's proposals based on the Council's draft scheme.
5. 16 (iv) as to naming
Such hard thought as might have been involved was done for me by those
who discussed the ideas as reported in paragraph

5. 6 and I have no

need to add further comment.
5. 17 Recommendations

As in other parts of the report I make these in accordance with my
assessments as have been fully explained and I therefore RECOMMEND •
That as regards the urban area of the former county borough
of Burton-upon-Trent (1)

in the south-easterly part of the area the Commission's
proposals be maintained as regards the boundaries of the
various wards in entirety and also in other respects with
exceptions -

(a) that the proposed Brizlincote Ward be represented
by two and not by three councillors;
(b) that such proposed ward be named the Stapenhill Ward;
(c) that the ward proposed to be named Stanton be named
the Edgehill Ward;
(N. B. It follows from the above that the name of
"Brizlincote" is to be abandoned.)
(2)

in the central part of the area the Commission's proposals
be varied to the extent that the Anglesey Ward intended to
return three members be divided into two wards to be known
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respectively as the Broadway Ward and the Uxbridge Ward,
each to return two members: the.line of the division to be
approximately in accord with that described in Annex C to
this report;

(3)

in the north-west part of the area the Commission's
proposals for the four wards be maintained.

6.

GENERAL IN CONCLUSION
I should like to express my appreciation of the co-operation of all who
took part in the local meeting and of the respect which, almost without
exception, they accorded to each others' points of view. I would pay
special tribute to the courtesy and ability with which Mr. Saunders
(District Secretary) handled the Council's case especially in the light
of the difficult circumstances with which he was confronted by certain
attitudes taken in various respects and which have been referred to in
this report.

(The regard in which Mr. Saunders is held in the different

quarters involved was apparent at the meeting. ) Also to Cllr. Heptonstall
(Labour Party) for the moderation in which throughout he expressed the
minority point of view.

There were two comparatively minor points at

the local meeting which I feel it right to mention.

6. 1

During discussion on the rural areas I personally made reference to the
statutory abandonment of the former "rural weighting" and mentioned
the degrees of mathematical entitlement on present figures.

A rural

spokesman said "if you (meaning apparently me and/or the Commission)
have made up your minds

".

I stopped him at this point stressing

that all he or others said would to the best of my ability be faithfully
reported but he must sensibly have regard to statutory requirements.
I urged him to take every opportunity of representing to me where my
calculations of projection might be awry unfavourably to the rural areas.
He offered none. This short, but slightly sharp, exchange occupied not
more than a couple of minutes.

6. 2 'On two occasions Cllr. Heptonstall sought to offer criticism of the
Council's draft scheme (and, leading from this> the Commission's
proposals) on the grounds that the Council had not originally "followed
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the report of advice by their responsible officer". I made the comment
that a scheme of warding is essentially one for elected representatives
and so long as they propounded a scheme which produced a seemingly
fair result based on established criteria it was not proper to seek to
derogate from such scheme because it did not concur with an officer's
earlier draft.

Cllr. Heptonstall accepted my comment with good grace.

I refer to this now because I have some reason to believe that some of
my assessments may turn out to be more closely allied to an officer's
first report than to the Council's own scheme.

To the extent this may

be so I would emphasise that my recommendations have been drawn up
solely as a result of my study of the submissions before me and of my
inspections on the ground and I have not been influenced in any way by
the fact that such recommendations may or may not be in line with any
officer's earlier proposals - and of which I.am in fact even now to a
large extent quite ignorant.
6. 3

I would just make a final general comment on the ideas of the Council's
original draft scheme, from which in large degree the Commission's
draft proposals stemmed. I do not for a moment think that these ideas
a£r

were/all ill-conceived.

As regards Burton-upon-Trent it is I think

^

clear that the Council were in error in estimating the projection in
relation to "Brizlincote" (though the position two years or fnore ago
when work on electoral review started may well have seemed more
optimistic than it is now) and because there had to be an alteration there
it necessarily meant that the rest of the scheme had to be in the melting
pot. As regards Uttoxeter Town it is apparent that the Council were
confronted with several different views from people on whose advice they
had to rely and that those views changed from time to time - not least
actually at the local meeting. The fact that after exhaustive independent
examination there seem so few ways in which the Commission/Council's
proposals are likely to be bettered is a tribute t o the care which must
have been taken in original preparation.
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6. 4

After the preparation of this report in draft a number of the
statistics, but not the principles involved, were discussed in
detail with your staff.

I am very grateful for their help and

particularly that of Mr. F. H. J. Knifton in the clearing up of
discrepancies which appeared from the calculations in
different sets of papers.

I am, Sir

Your obedient Servant

(C.Peter Clarke)
Assistant Commissioner

15 Woodgate
Helpston
Peterborough
28 May 1976
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ANNEX A

List of those who attended the Local Meeting at Uttoxeter on
Tuesday 23 March 1976 - those who took part by speaking or asking
questions being shown marked *

Name

Address (where

available)

Position held - or
Representing

Assistant Commissioner
* C.Peter Clarke

15 Woodgate
Helpston
Peterborough

Members of District Council
(Councillors)
Bagots View
Abbots Bromley

Vice-Chairman, District

* J. A. Badgery

Harvey Place
Uttoxeter

Chairman, Housing Committee
(also Town Councillor for
Uttoxeter)

* W. Bailey

Northwood
Ella stone

Past Chairman, Electoral
Review Sub-Committee

* N. B. Capewell

Bank Top Farm
Gratwich
Uttoxeter

(also Parish Councillor for
Kingstone)

* D. Heptonstall

11 Ashby Road
Burton-upon-Trent

Labour Group Leader on
Council

* R . A . Hirst

15 Atkins Way
Rocester

* (Mrs.)M. M.M. Hurdle

Redmullion
Ashby Road
Burton-upon-Trent

Chairman, Policy & Resources
Committee

* H . W . Langridge

28 Highwood Road
Uttoxeter

(also Vice-Chairman, Uttoxeter
Rural Parish Council)

* J.E. Stanway

8 Stafford Road
Uttoxeter

Chairman, Electoral Review
Sub-Committee

* R. W. Robertson
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Council

Officers of District Council
* F.W. Saunders

Town Hall
Burton-upon-Trent

District Secretary

P. F. Brooks

Town Hall
Burton-upon-Trent

Public Relations Officer

K.E.L. Mansfield

Town Hall
Burton-upon-Trent

Senior Electoral Assistant

(Ms) D.S. Dyche

Town Hall
Burton-upon-Trent

Elections Clerk

Representatives of Uttoxeter and Parishes
(Mrs) May Beaman

Brickiln Farm
Nobut

Hon. Secretary, Leigh and
District W . I .

Leigh
Stoke-on-Trent
Arthur Birch
* T.B. Boden
(Mrs.) Joan Bolton

Denstone Hall
Denstone

Chairman, Denstone Parish

Chestnut Cottage
Lower Leigh
Stoke-on-Trent

Leigh & District W . I .

Clerk, Denstone Parish Council

A. Clewlow
J.R. Fisher
* J. P. Galvin

Council

Three Gables
Denstone

Cive-Chairman, Denstone
Parish Council

A she House
Mayfield Road
Ashbourne

Clerk, Mayfield and Stanton
Parish Councils

* G. Hamilton

Denstone Parish

* W. A. Hanbury

Member, Mayfield Parish Council
Wootton

W. Harris
* J. H. Kenny

Hawthorn House
76 High Street
Uttoxeter
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Former Clerk, Uttoxeter UDC
and RDC. Secretary, Rural
Local Government Society

G. Mansfield

Clerk, Rocester Parish
Council

W. Pattinson

Wootton Parish

(Mrs) E.G. Rothwell

Town Council Offices Town Clerk, Uttoxeter

High Street
Uttoxeter
* J. N. Sinclair

D. Smith

Rocester Parish Council

38 Stanley Crescent
Uttoxeter

E. J. "Whittaker

Clerk, Uttoxeter Rural Parish
Council
Uttoxeter Parish Council

Other representatives of political interests
G. Kavanagh

18 Mosley Drive
Uttoxeter

B. Pidgeon

Uttoxeter Local Labour
Committee
Burton Constituency Labour
Party

Press
Ms Tricia Campbell

"Uttoxeter Echo"

P. Henshall

"Uttoxeter Advertiser"

D. Smith

"Uttoxeter News"

Representatives of other Authorities attending as observers
D. G. Hodgkinson

Town Hall

Director of Administration

Matlock

West Derbyshire District
Council

E. Preston

The Council House
Derby
'

Borough Secretary
Derby Borough Council

J. A. Rigg

Council Offices

District Secretary, South

Swadlincote

Derbyshire District Council

Derbys.
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ANNEX B

Proposed boundary line of division between the two wards for
Uttoxeter Town
f<
Commencing on the south at the point where PijgnaU
Lane meets the

boundary of the former Uttoxeter urban district and thence continuing
in a generally northerly and north-easterly direction along the centre
{X
of pignall Lane to its junction with Holly Road; thence along the centre
of Holly Road to its junction with Johnson Road; thence along the centre
of Johnson Road and a direct continuation of that road until the point
of meeting the northerly boundary of the former Uttoxeter urban district,

(NB This description subject to check by Ordance Survey. )
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ANNEX C

Proposed boundary line of division between the two parts of the
proposed Anglesey Ward to form the two wards of Broadway and
Oxbridge for Burton-upon-Trent

Commencing on the north-east boundary of the proposed Anglesey
Ward at the point of junction of Oxbridge Street with New Street;
thence in a generally south-westerly direction along the middle of
Oxbridge Street to its junction with All Saints Road; thence
similarly continuing along the middle of South Oxbridge Street to
its junction with Anglesey Road; and thence along the dividing
boundary fence between *Nos.

and

Anglesey Road to the boundary

point of the ward on the railway line.

(NB *The numbers in Anglesey Road will need to be checked by
Ordnance Survey if they adhere to this general form of description. )
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SCHEDULE 2

DISTRICT OF EAST STAFFORDSHIRE : NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND
NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

NO OF COUNCILLORS

ABBEY

1

BAGOTS

1

3RANSTON

2

BROADWAY

2

BURTON

1

CHURNET

1

CROWN

1

EDGEHILL

2

ETON

2

HEATH

3

HORNINGLOW

3

NEEDWOOD

2

OUTWOODS

2

ROLLESTON

2

SHOBNALL

2

STAPENHILL

2

STRETTON

2

TOWN

2

TUTBURY & HANBURY

2

UXBRIDGE

2

VICTORIA

.

2

WATERSIDE

2

WEAVER

1

WINSHILL

3

YOXALL

1

SCHEDULE ^

DISTRICT OP EAST SUOTOIBSHIR& : DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSE) WARD BOUNTIES

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

Commencing at a point where the northeastern boundary of No 6 Denton Rise
meets the eastern boundary of Outwoods CP, thence eastwards, northeastwards and following said boundary to the southwestern boundary of Stretton
CP, thence northeastwards and following said boundary to the Burton Upon
Trent Bypass (A38) thence southwestwards along said Bypass to a point
being a prolongation southeastwards of the rear boundary of No 56 Wyggeston
Street, thence northwestwards along said prolongation to said boundary,
thence continuing northwestwards and following the rear boundaries of Nos
56 to 157 Wyggeston Street to Calais Road, thence northeastwards along
said Road to Foeton Avenue, thence northwestwards along said Avenue to a
point opposite the southeastern boundary of No 1 Poston Avenue, thence
southwestwards to and along said boundary to the rear boundary of said
property, thence northwestwards along said boundary and the rear
boundaries of Nos 3 to 9 Foston Avenue to Swaninngton Street, thence
northeastwards along said Street to Foston Avenue, thence northwestwards
along said Avenue to a point opposite the southeastern boundary of No 11
Foston Avenue, thence southwestwards to and along said boundary to the
rear boundaries of Nos 11 to 39 Foston Avenue, thence northwestwards
along said boundaries and continuing in a straight line across Norton
Road to the rear boundaries of Nos *t3 to 71 Foston Avenue thence northwestwards along said rear boundaries to Denton Road, thence northeastwards along said Road to Denton Rise, thence northwestwards along said
Rise to the northeastern boundary of No 6 Denton Rise, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

VICTORIA WARD

Commencing at a point where Belvedere Road meets the eastern boundary of
Outwoods CP, thence northwestwards and following said boundary to the
southwestern boundary of Horninglow Ward, thence southeastwards and
following said boundary and northeastward following the southeastern
boundary of said Ward to Horninglow Road, thence southeastwards along said
Road and Horninglow Street to the Derby to Birmingham Railway thence
southwestwards along said railway to Borough Road, thence northwestwards
along said Road to Derby Street, thence northeastwards along said street
to Princess Street,

thence northwards along said Street to Casey Lane,

thence northwestwards along said lane to a point opposite the western
boundary of No ^a Casey Lane, thence northwards to and along said boundary
and continuing northwards and following the rear boundaries of 133 to 91
Gordon Street, thence northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of
the properties on the northern side of Shobnall Close, to the prolongation southeastwards of the rear boundaries of Nos 69 to 77 Edward Street,
thence northwestwards to and along said prolongation and boundary to the
northwestern boundary of No 77 Edward Street, thence northeastwards along
said boundary and continuing northeastwards, in a straight line across
Edward Street, to and along the northwestern boundary of No 62 Edward
Street to the rear boundary of NOB 62 to 52 Edward Street, thence southeastwards along said boundary to the rear boundary of Nos 182 to 212
Shobnall Street, thence northeastwards along said boundary to Dallow
Street, thence northwestwards and following said street and Belvedere
Road to the point of commencement.

ETON WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Victoria Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Horninglow Ward, thence northeastwards and
following said southeastern boundary to the southwestern boundary of

Stretton CP thence southeastwards and following said boundary to the Derby
to Birmingham railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to the
eastern boundary of Victoria ward, thence northwestwards along said
boundary to the point of commencement*

SHOBNALL WARD

Commencing at a point where the Derby to Birmingham railway meets the
northeastern boundary of Branston CP, thence northwestwards and following
said CP boundary to the eastern boundary of Outwoode CP, thence northeastwards and following said CP boundary to the southwestern boundary of
Victoria Ward thence eastwards and following said boundary to the Derby
to Birmingham railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to the
point of commencement*

BURTON WARD

Commencing at the point where Moor Street meets the eastern boundary of
Shobnall Ward, thence northeastwards along said eastern boundary and the
eastern boundaries of Victoria and Eton Wards to the southern boundary of
Stretton CP, thence southeastwarde and following said boundary to the
eastern boundary of the district, thence southwestwards along said
District boundary and the eastern arm of the River Trent to the part of
the River Trent known as Silver Way, thence northwestwards along said way
to Peel's Cut, thence southwestwards along Peel's Cut to a point opposite
Fleet Street, thence northwestwards to and along said Street to Abbey
Street, thence northeastwards along said street to Lichfield Street
thence westwards and following said Street to Park Street, thence northwestwards along said Street to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 14
Uxbridge Street, thence northwards to, along and following the rear
boundaries of Nos 14 to 1 TJxbridge Street to the northern boundary of No 1
Uxbridge Street thence northwestwards and following said boundary to

Oxbridge Street, thence northeastwards along said street to Moor Street
thence northwestwards along said street to the point of commencement.

UXBRIDQE WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Shobnall Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Burton Ward, thence southeastwards
along said southwestern boundary to Uxbridge Street, thence southwestwards
along said street, crossing Queen Street, and All Saints Road, and continuing southwestwards along South Uxbridge Street to Anglesey Road, thence
crossing said road to and southwestwards along the southeastern boundary of
386 Anglesey Road and in prolongation thereof to the northeastern boundary
of Branston CP, thence northwestwards along said northeastern boundary to
the southeastern boundary of Shobnall Ward, thence northeastwards along
said southeastern boundary to the point of commencement*

BROADWAY WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Uxbridge Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Burton Ward, thence southeastwards along
said southwestern boundary to the River Trent, thence southwestwards along
said river to the eastern boundary of the District, thence southwestwards
along said eastern boundary to the northeastern boundary of Branston CP,
thence northwestwards along said northeastern boundary to the southeastern
boundary of Uxbridge Ward, thence northeastwards along said southeastern
boundary to the point of commencement.

WINSHILL WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of the District meets
Ashby Road, thence northwestwards along said road to and along High Bank
Road to Bearwood Hill Road, thence generally westwards along said road to
Burton Bridge, thence northwestwards along said bridge to the eastern

boundary of Burton Ward, thence northwards and following said boundary to
the southeastern boundary of the District, thence southeastwards and
following said boundary to the point of commencement.

STAFENHILL WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of the District meets
Violet Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to Stanton Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to Holly Street, thence southwestwards along
said street to Main Street, thence northwestwards along said street to
Jerram!s Lane, thence westwards along said lane to the road known as The
Dingle, thence northwestwards along said road and Ferry Bridge to the
eastern boundary of Broadway Ward, thence northeastwards along said
boundary and the eastern boundary of Burton Ward to the southern boundary of
ffinshill ward,thence southeastwards along said boundary to the southeastern
boundary of the District thence southwestwards and following said boundary
to the point of commencement.

EDGEHILL WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of the District meets
Rosliston Road, thence generally northwards along said road and Main Street
to the southern boundary of Stapenhill Ward, thence eastwards and following
said boundary to the southeastern boundary of the District, thence southwestwards and following said boundary to the point of commencement.

WATERSIDE WARD

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Edgehill Ward meets the
southeastern boundary of the District, thence northwestwards along said
District boundary to the southeastern boundary of Broadway Ward, thence
northeastwards along said boundary to the southern boundary of Stapenhill
Ward, thence southeastwards and southwards along said boundary and

continuing along the western boundary of Edgehill Ward to the point of
commencement.

WEAVER WARD

The parishes of Okeover
Rsunshorn
Woo t ton
Stanton
Mayfield
El. la's tone

CHURNET WARD

The parishes of Denstone
Rccester

ABBEY WARD

The parishes of Croxden
Leigh
Uttoxeter Rural

HEATH WARD

The Heath Ward of the parish of Uttoxeter

TOWN WARD

o

. -

The Itown Ward of the parish of Ottoxeter •

BAGOTS WARD
The parishes of Kingstone
Blithfield
Abbots Bromley

CROWN WARD

The parishes of Marchington
Draycott in the Clay
Newborough

TUTBURY AND HANBURY WARD

The parishes of Hanbury
Tutbury

ROLLESTON WARD

The parish of Rolleston

STRETTON WARD

The parish of Stretton

YOXAUL WARD

The parish of Yoxall

OUTWOODS WARD
The parishes of Anslow

Outwoods

NEEDWOOD WARD
The parishes of Dunstall

Barton-under-Needwood
Wychnor

BRANSTON WARD

The parishes of Branston
Tatenhill

JCW

