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Background
1.

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

a second review of the electoral arrangements for the City of Manchester, now
submit our Report.

Our initial draft proposals were issued on 9 September

1976.

An Assistant Commissioner held a meeting in Manchester on 23 and 2k February 1977*
Our initial final proposals incorporating the Assistant. Commissioner's
recommendations for 3^ttiieemember wards were submitted on 16 June' 1977 in our
Report No 252.
2.

Your letter of 8 August 1979 (copy attached at Annex A) said that you had

considered this Report and representations on it which you had received.

You

drew attention to the revision of the 1979 register and the disproportionate
effect which it would have on a limited number of wards which we had recommended.
You directed the Commission to conduct a further review of its proposals in the
light of the latest information about the number and distribution of the
electorate, with a view to letting you have revised proposals which would achieve
greater equality of representation between the wards.

You said that it also

seemed to you that the fall in the electorate ought to be reflected in the size
of the future council; and you asked the Commission to consider proposing a scheme
which both improved the .'standard of representation and provided a Council of not
more than 96 members.
3-

We concluded that, in view of the urgency which you attached to the

preparation of revised proposals, we should publish, as a basis for consultation,
our own draft proposals, using 1979 electoral register figures and 1984 projected
figures provided at our request by the City Council on 19 September 1979.

Our

draft proposals provided for J>2 wards, each returning 3 members.
4.

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

and (2) of the

Local Government Act 1972, we announced by letter on 23 November 1979 the start

of a further review, details of our draft proposals, and arrangements for
publicity for, and consultation on them.

Copies of this, addressed to the Town

Clerk and Chief Executive of Manchester City Council, were circulated to
those who had received our consultation letter about our initial review (resulting
in our Report No 252),

or who had submitted comments during that initial review,

or otherwise indicated an interest in it.

We asked for comments on our draft

proposals or any other matter arising out of this second review, including the
actual and projected size, of the electorate - such comments to be forwarded as
soon as possible, and in any case not Inter than 18 January
5-

1980.

In a letter dated 20 December 1979 the City Council requested an extension

of this time limit until 6 February 19^0, to enable them to submit proposals
based on the best information available about the 1980 Register.
request on 3 January
6.

We agreed this

1980.

On 9 January we received from the City of Manchester a copy of revised

statistics in regard to the Draft 1980 electoral register
forecasts* '

''

and updated 198^

These had been sent to the three political parties

represented on the Council.
7-

On 1 February 1980 the City Council submitted draft schemes for 32, 33 and

3*t wards.

In the Council's view the Commission's draft proposals had certain

boundary defects, and on the basis of the new figures did not produce such a good
standard of representation.
8.

All three political parties responded.

The Labour Party preferred the City

Council's 3^ ward scheme or failing that their 33 ward scheme.

The Conservative

Association agreed with our 32 ward proposals but suggested several amendments.
The Liberal Party accepted our draft proposals but with rather more numerous
amendments.
9.

In addition to these major comments from the City Council and the three

parties represented on it, we received comments on certain areas from 6 organisations,
and k private persons.

The Greater Manchester Council, on 2k January

expressed the view that the forecast of electorate for 198^ was overstated to the
extent of about 20,000 electors.
10.

In the liftht of all these comments, we decided that a local meeting should

be held by three Commissioners, who should also visit .areas about which
there were a considerable number of divergent views.
Local Meeting
11.

When announcing our intention to hold a local meeting we intimated, in a

letter of 31 March 19&0, that at that stage we were inclined to favour the adoption
of the 33 ward scheme presented by the City Council.

We therefore arranged for its

publication so that it should have a full public airing.

Notice of the meeting

was sent to allt who had received our initial consultation letter or had made
representations to us.

Notices were also published in the local press and displayed

in the area.
12.

After the issue of our letter of 31 March 1980 the City Council notified us

in a letter dated 22 April 1980 that they had decided to reaffirm their support for
their 33-ward proposals; the Liberal Party forwarded an alternative 33-ward scheme;
Rusholme and Fallowfield Civic Society wrote to say that they were pleased with
the revised boundaries the Commission had suggested for the Rusholme ward as part •
of the City Council's 33~wa^d scheme; and the City of Manchester Conservative
Association wrote to us criticising the Council's electoral statistics and informing
us of their intention to institute legal proceedings.
13.

The local meeting was held in the Town Hall, Manchester on 19/20

June

1980.

The Commission was represented by Sir Nicholas Morrison KCB, the Lady Bowden,
and Mr R R Thornton CBE.
1*t.

After the meeting the three members of the Commission visited some parts of

the City discussed at the meeting.
15-

^5 people attended on the first day and 32 people on the second. (A copy of

the attendance lists is attached at Annex B) . The City Council and the three
main political parties were represented throughout.

The Greater Manchester Council

were not represented.
16.

The Commissioners henrd the views of those attending the meeting on the

33 ward schemes submitted by the City Council and the Liberal Party, on four
32-ward schemes (the Commission's draft proposals, those proposals as amended by
the Conservative Association, the scheme by the City Council, and the scheme by
the Liberal Party) and on the 3^ ward scheme submitted by the City Council.

All

these schemes had been available to the three political parties, although only our
draft proposals and the Council's 33 ward scheme had been on formal public deposit.
The initial statements made by the City Council and the three political parties are
summarised in paragraphs 17 to 33 below and their closing statements in paragraphs
3^ to 37-

The more detailed discussion on individual schemes is recorded in

Annex C.
Initial Statements
17-

On behalf of the City Council it was explained that their 33-ward scheme was

seen as the best technical answer to the problem of producing satisfactory revised
*
electoral arrangements for the City on the basis of present information.
Manchester City boundaries enclosed a long narrow North/South area, with two
East/West barriers which divided it into three more or less equal parts.Ore barrier was
the River Mersey, and the other a line consisting of the Mancunian Way dual
carriageway

and the railway line which ran from Piccadilly Station eastwards.

A scheme based on such a division of the City could achieve a better balance of
representation, and keep more communities intact than any other.

Other boundaries

defining communities were the River Irk and the Princess Road dual carriageway,
both running broadly North-South*
18.

A pattern of 33 wards drawn up within this framework could deal with several

particular problems which had not, in the view of the Council, been dealt with
adequately in the previous proposals for the City - Blackley Village would remain in
the Crumpsall ward, in which it had been included for the past 10 years; the
difficulties that had led to the proposal for a Fallowfield ward would no longer
arise; and the inclusion of two stress areas in one central ward would be avoided.

19*

The Council's 33 ward scheme met in large measure each of the criteria on

which the Commission laid strong emphasis - equality of representation, good
boundaries, and observance of local ties.
to any scheme of 32 wards.

The Council were completely opposed

It was the view of the Council that there should be

the highest possible number of wards in order to reduce the burden of casework
on individual councillors, particularly those representing areas of stress.

A

3^ ward scheme was accordingly preferable from the councillors' point of view,
20.

For the Labour Party it was suggested that the Commission should bear in mind

the advantages of having electoral arrangements for the City which would be compatible
with those for the county when the present arrangements there came to be reviewed.
Having regard to the Commission's guidelines on county council size and the
population of Greater Manchester in relation to the other metropolitan counties this
argued, in the view of the Labour Party, for a City .Council elected from J>k divisions,
which would be compatible with a county council of between 91 and 97 members, with
17 divisions for Manchester.

They therefore urged the Commission on these as well

as other grounds to adopt the City Council's 3^-ward scheme.
21.

The general approach of the Labour Party was that the current boundaries were

now 12 years old, and hence firmly established; any 'fresh proposals should seek to
follow a policy of minimum change, observing the major physical divisions radiating
from the central area of the town (Mancunian Way and the railway line; the River Irk
and Princess Road).

The matters concerning the electorate figures on which the

Conservative Association had recently written to the Commission were all legal and
technical; for their part the Labour Party accepted the forecasts as the basis for
drawing up fresh wards.

However, given the distribution of the electorate in those

forecasts it was impossible to achieve equality of representation in a 3^-ward
scheme without crossing the east-west line of .the Mancunian. Way and the railway.
But the line was only crossed in the Gorton area where the railway was in a cutting*
22.

The Conservative Association observed that the schemes put forward by the City

Council were prepared on behalf of, and approved by, the Labour majority on the
Council and not by the Council as a whole.

The Association found a number of

features of them unacceptable and, subject to certain amendments, preferred the
draft proposals prepared by the Commission, which were free of political bias.
23-

A very full account was given on behalf of the Association of the events that

had led up to their instituting proceedings recently in relation to the preparation
of electoral'registers, and of their views on the electoral forecasts.

They

maintained that the electorate on the current register was too high and contained
duplication and the names of people who did not have the requisite residential
qualification; this in turn affected the forecast of electorate.

The Association

r
were not prepared to accept the Council's forecast and also advanced a number of
detailed criticisms of the method used in preparing it; the forecasts prepared over
the years by the City Council, whether of electorate or population, had consistently
been shown to have been optimistic.

In the Association's view there was no basis

in the forecast for a scheme of more than 32 wards.
2k.

It was pointed out by the Chairman that the Commission were not empowered to

adjudicate on the manner in which the register of electors was prepared; that was
a matter for the courts and legal proceedings had been instituted.

Moreover,

the total figure of electorate, though it might have a bearing on the size of
Council, was not of prime importance to the Commission in considering a revised
pattern of wards for the City.

More relevant to the provision of equality of

representation was the distribution of the electorate by wards within the City.

25. On this point the Conservative Association suggested that the manner of
compiling the register and, in particular, the length of time after the qualifying
date during which the personal canvass took place, could have produced a differential effect in that the turnover of population in areas nearer to the centre of
the City tended to be greater than in the areas further out. They did not however
put forward detailed figures for those areas.
26.

In response to the criticisms by the Conservative Association further details

were given on behalf of the City Council of the way in which the register had been
prepared, and of the methods used to prepare the forecasts; the Electoral .
Registration Officer had acted entirely properly.

It was confirmed that the canvass

for the 1980 Register had covered the whole city, though the number of canvassers

6

had for practical reasons been somewhat increased in the central areas.
It was claimed that the latest Register was more accurate than for many years.
27.

The Liberal Party accepted the Council's current forecast of electorate as

the basis for considering revised electoral arrangements for the City.

They would

have preferred to see an all-party scheme put forward for the City, but the
Conservative group on the Council had refused to discuss the matter.

In the light

of the Commission's actions, the Liberal Party had put forward first of all their
32-member scheme, and subsequently their 33-raember scheme, but had not prepared a
3^-member scheme.

They were opposed to the Council's 3^-member scheme.

As between

their own schemes, their preference was for the 33~ward scheme because it offered
a better opportunity of securing electoral equality, and the slightly smaller wards
meant some lightening of the casework burden on councillors.

The two schemes they

had put forward did not follow entirely the lateral and vertical boundary

.

lines on which the Council had laid emphasis; these were not essential to any scheme
and not necessarily the best boundarieeto follow; there were a variety of natural,
or other dividing lines which could be used.

The 33 ward scheme of the Council in

their view had certain weaknesses, and they had sought to improve these while
retaining the best parts of that scheme in their own.

They had borne in mind

particularly the boundaries between different communities, the recommendations of
the Assistant Commissioner during the initial review, and the retention of
elements that had earlier commanded all-party agreement.
28.

Various questions arising out of these opening statements were put on behalf

of the Commission, against the background that the task of the Commission involved
making proposals for changes which were in their view in the interests of
effective and convenient local government.

In particular, the Council and the

political parties were invited to give their views on the implication in the
Conservative Association's comments that the size of council was inevitably
affected by a change in the size of electorate; whether a change of"10,000 or 20,000
either way in the electorate made any significant difference to the size of
Council needed and what difference to the efficient operation of the Council

3 or 6 members either way made to the good government of Manchester.
29.

The City Council and the political parties all accepted that a difference of

3 or 6 in the number of councillors was not of fundamental importance to the
performance of the council's functions, but had differing views as to the
other effects of the total size of electorate.

On the one hand the Conservative

Association maintained that there should be some direct reflection in council size
of the fall of some 60,000 in the population of the City since 1971 when the
electoral arrangements had last been reviewed; at that time 99 members had been
thought to be enough, and since then the City Council had"lost a number of functions
transferred to the county council and other statutory bodies on re-organisation.
The City Council on the other hand replied that although some functions had been
transferred some were still operated concurrently, some functions were operated
on an agency basis, and there had been legislation that placed fresh burdens on
the council.

Moreover, the inner city partnership involved more work in regard

to deprived areas.

The Labour Party supported the Council's view.

Before 1973

there had been Al;Iermen as well as councillors, making a total effective strength of
132 rather than 99-

The Liberal Party agreed that the casework element in the load

on councillors was more significant than committee work; the drop in electorate
was counter-balanced by the increased needs of an ageing population, and by the
growth of problems over housing.
300

The Commissioners asked about the electorate forecast for six wards, in which

the increase was largest, and prospects for development might seem in doubt.

The

Council gave details of changes in housing stock likely to result from the City's
own programme, planning permissions agreed, and the programmes of housing
associations.

These related to information available in 1979 and neither could,

nor did, take account of possible changes of policy resulting from current
financial constraints.
31.

The Conservative Association queried the relationship between increased

electorate and a falling population, and between dwelling stock as used for the
forecast and a lower total of rated residential hereditaments.

It was explained

8

for the Council that a conversion factor to turn population into electorate wau
applied only in respect of housing stock change in a ward; the basic electorate for
a ward from which the forecasting proce.ss started
electors.

was taken from the. register of

There was no firm relationship between hereditaments for rating purposes

and housing stock for the purposes of calculating future electorate; a house in
multi-occupation, for example, of which there were seme ^,000 in the City, would
count an a single unit for rating purposes but as several for calculating electorate.
32.

On the question of whether the housing stock changes referred to were credible

in the light of current financial constraints, the Conservative Association
contended that in the light of past performance the public sector element must be
suspect anyway and overall the figures should r-e discounted by as much as 5G&The Council strongly contested this.

The City's housing performance had been good

despite overall cuts that had taken place.

Within the Housing Investment Programme

it was for the Council to determine priorities and because of inner city problems
it made sense to concentrate on new building rather than refurbishing of older
property.

There was no reason to discount the figures used in the calculations.

The Liberal Party supported the Council's view on this.
33-

The Conservative Association however reiterated their distrust of the

electorate forecasts, but confirmed that they had not attempted to produce their
own five year forecasts.

They saw no prospect of the forecasts being realised

when the older end of the population range was static and the number of
school

children

- who would be appearing on the registers in 198*1 - was dropping.

But it was difficult', to produce- alternative forecasts when they were unable to
accept the starting .figure.
Closing Statements
3^.

In their closing statement, following the detailed discussion recorded in

Annex C, the Liberal Party noted there was general agreement that all the 32-ward
schemes had anomalies.

They had pointed out the drawbacks in the Council's

33 and 3^-ward schemes; the Liberal Party were proposing in their 33-ward scheme

a compromise between the two.

Their main disagreement with the Labour Party

however was over the latter's insistence on seeking.to destroy local linkn in the
Crumpsall and Cheetham wards, and to re-fight old battles over the Fallowfield ward.
The best scheme was undoubtedly the Liberal Party's 33-ward scheme, as amended
during the course of the meeting to retain the Ffarpurhey centre within the
Harpurhey ward, and they commended it to the Commission.
35-

The Conservative Association repeated again their objections to the methods

used to produce electorate forecasts.

A 32-ward scheme was the proper target to

aim at for the City and would give electorate/councillor ratios more nearly
comparable with those in other major cities like Birmingham or Leeds.

If the

Commission were nonetheless inclined to adopt a 33-ward scheme then they should
choose that by the Liberal Party in preference to the City Council's scheme.
36.

The Labour Party said that the cose for the City Council's 33 and 34 ward

schemes was being made, first on the basis of easing the workload for councillors,
particularly in the central area - which was where the additional wards were
proposed - and second on the grounds that theise scheraey ftroduced better wards, with
more satisfactory boundaries, which also reflected local ties.
to minimise

changes

The schemes sought

from the existing arrangements and the imperfections that

were inevitable in any scheme.

They asked the Commission to bear in mind the

advantages of a 3^-ward scheme in terms of compatibility with possible future county
divisions - and if the Commission were to favour a 3^-ward scheme there could perhaps
be further discussion on the details.

Otherwise, they commended to -the Commission

the City Council's 33^ward scheme.
37.

The City Council recalled that the Commission had to choose a scheme which

was desirable in the interest of effective and convenient local government and met
the necessary criteria on equality of representation, boundaries and community
interest.

The City Council had sought to observe these criteria.

The Commission

might take the view that the City Council's 33-ward scheme, which had been published,
accorded well with these criteria.

Their 3^-ward scheme did provide an additional

10

ward Cor the inner city area, an area which threw up major problems for members and
officers of the council alike; it could help to produce more responsive local
government

and to gain the benefits that came from compatibility with county

electoral Mrrangements.

The projected electorate in the current review was virtually

the same as that for which the earlier 3^-ward scheme had been proposed.

The City

Council's 32-ward scheme came a poor third to their other two but it was the best
of the 32-ward schemes.

All the schemes examined at the meeting had their defects

and what the Commission should seek was the best all-round package.

OUR ASSESSMENT
1. Size of Electorate
38»
Our report No 252 was based on the following figures for the total electorate:
1976 Electoral Register

-

356,636

1981 (Forecast)

-

361,0*40

Subsequent figures that have been made available to us by the City Council are
as follows:

39.

1979 Electoral Register

-

332,839

1980 Electoral Register

-

3^2,561

1984 Initial Forecast based on 1979 Register

-

350,73*+

1984 Revised Forecast based on 1980 Register

-

361,208

The current review was started in 1979 and as we are obliged to have regard to

any change in the number or distribution of the electorate likely to take place
within the following 5 years the 1984 forecasts are of critical importance.
As indicated earlier in this report the accuracy of both the 1979 and 1980 Registers
has been questioned and as a consequence the two forecasts for 198^ based respectively
on these two registers have also been a source of disagreement.

There seems little

doubt that the 1979 Register somewhat understated the total electorate, but we arc
not competent to adjudicate on the dispute that has arisen about the way in which
11

the 1980 Register was compiled, a matter which is in any event before the courts,
and we cannot therefore form a sound judgement on the extent to which, if at all,
the 1986 Register may have overstated the total electorate.
kO.

We would not wish to question the soundness of the City Council's methodology

in compiling their forecasts for 1984, but their realisation is inevitably dependent
on the assumptions used, and in particular the initial register on which they are
based and the extent to which all the residential developments allowed for will in
fact take place.

As already indicated, both these have also been the subject of

disagreement and there must therefore be some doubt about whether the City Council's
revised total forecast for 198*1 will be attained.
4.1.

However, virtually all the arguments placed before us have related to the total

size of the electorate and* hardly at all to the distribution of the electorate
between the various proposed wards.

No alternative to the City Council's revised

forecast of the distribution of the electorate in 1984 has been presented to us and,
while recognising the possibility that the total may be on the high side, we
thought ttet the only practicable course was to use it as our principal guide in determining the standard of representation produced by the various schemes.

At the same

time we have noted that whichever forecast was used the number of wards that would
have fallen outside reasonable tolerances in the schemes we have favoured was small.
The extent to which the various schemes produced an even distribution of the
electorate between wards has not therefore been a critical factor in deciding on
their respective merits and we are grateful to all those concerned for the trouble
they have taken throughout to prepare schemes which almost always paid close
attention to the necessity for a high standard of electoral equality.

In the

interests of effective and convenient local government some degree of flexibility
is possible in this respect and, in view of the doubts expressed about the precise
accuracy of the 1984 forecasts of distribution available to us in the case of
Manchester, we would if necessary have been ready to depart in a few cases from a
12

strict application of our normal tolerances.

It has therefore been possible for

us to judge the merits of the various schemes-before us primarily on the basis of
other relevant criteria considered below, without beinp; unduly inhibited by serious
variations in representational standards.

2.
42*

Size of Council
Although, as exjdained above, the arguments that have taken place about the

total size of the electorate have in the event had little significance in determining
the distribution between wards, we have also had to consider their relevance to
the appropriate size of the Council.

Indeed it was precisely because of the fall

in the size of the electorate shown in the 1979 Register that you asked us to
consider proposing a scheme which provided a council of no more than 96 members

announced on 23 November 1979
(ie 32 three member wards) and our draft proposals/were framed on the basis of 32 wards,
The subsequent increase in the 19^0 Register and its consequential effect on the
1984 forecasts have been among the factors that have led to arguments being put
to us for a return to 3^ wards (the number we had proposed in Report No 252) or
to 33 wards (the present number).,
4-3.

In his report, on which our earlier recommendation for a Council of 1O2

members was based, the Assistant Commissioner concluded that a Council "of the order
of 102 members" was clearly justified to ensure that the City's administration
remained effectively controlled by the Council.

He based this conclusion on general

considerations relating to the characteristics of Manchester as a City rather than
on the size of the electorate.

He did not however go so far as to argue that this

necessitated a figure of precisely 102 and the alternative figures of either 96 or
99 could be considered to be of the same order and therefore consistent with his
judgement of the needs of the Council; it so happened that the schemes with which
he wus primarily concerned were based on 3^ wards.

H.

Particularly

given the circumstances of the present review and

in the absence of evidence that the present size of council is inadequate
for its functions, we can see no need for the larger council that would be
entailed in returning to our earlier recommendation for 3*» wards.

On

the other hand we do not consider that the size of council need be tied too

13

precisely to any variations in the actual or forecast size of the total electorate.
From this point of view we would have been prepared to accept either 32 or 33
wards and the variations of some 10,000 between the 1979 and the 1980 Registers
and between the initial or revised 198*1 forecasts did not seem to us critical in
deciding between the various schemes based on either J>2 or 33 wards.

We took the

view that the choice between all these schemes should be based on their all round
merits.

While giving full weight to your request that we should consider proposing

a scheme not exceeding the lower figure, we felt we must also take account of the
strong evidence put before us both in writing and at the local meeting in favour of
33 ward schemes.

3.
4-5«

Discus sip n_pf schemes
As already recorded, the Commission had before them at the time of the public

meeting seven different schemes, four based on J>2 wards, two on 33 wards, and one
on 3^ wards.

These are considered in reverse order below.

(a) 3^-ward Scheme
This scheme, submitted by the City Council and supported by the Labour Party,
was opposed by both the Conservative Association and the Liberal Party.
While it would have been acceptable on grounds of electoral equality, it
appeared to us to offer few advantages

. that could not be obtained equally

well from one or other of the 33 ward schemes and appeared to run counter to
some of the major considerations as regards boundaries to which the Labour Party
itself attached importance.

The argument put forward on the basis of closer

compatibility with possible future County arrangements was not one to which
we could give significant weight.

The scheme did not therefore seem to us

to have any overriding merits that would offset our unwillingness on general
grounds to accept a scheme for a Council larger than the present one.
(b) 33-ward Scheme
Based on the written comments on our draft proposals, we had expressed a
preference for the City Council's 33-ward scheme among the various schemes
proposed.

This was then the only 33-ward scheme before us, but in advance of

the public meeting the Liberal Party submitted to us and circulated to the
other parties a revised scheme based .on 33 wards.

Further evidence both for

and against this revised scheme was given at the public meeting.

It was

opposed by the Labour Party who, with the City Council, argued for the
Council's scheme but was supported by the Conservative Association in
preference to the Council's scheme should the Commission decide in favour
of 33 rather than the 32 wards they advocated.
^+•6.

The two 33 ward schemes have much common ground and both would be entirely

acceptable numerically, but they also contain some fundamental differences of
approach on local ties and boundaries.

In our view both schemes have merits and it

has not been easy to choose between them: as all those present at the meeting
admitted, there is no such thing as a perfect scheme for Manchester.

We did in

fact find ourselves in very much the same .dilemma as the Assistant Commissioner
at the earlier meeting when he found the Council's current scheme preferable in
certain areas of the City and the alternative Liberal Party scheme in others.
In making our choices we took into account the conclusions he had reached on very
similar issues after a very thorough examination.

For the purpose of assessing

the schemes we have divided the City into five areas.
North Manchester Area
V?"

The balance of argument appears to us to be in favour of the Liberal Party's

not very major variations in the northern part of the City (ie, Blackley, Crumpsall,
Charlestown, Moston, Lightbowne, Cheetham and Harpurhey wards), subject to
the amendment they proposed at the meeting for a change in the southern boundary
of the Harpurhey ward.

We realise the placing of Blackley Village in the

Charlestown ward is a controversial feature, but we agree with the Assistant
Commissioner on this point and note that this feature was incorporated in the
Council's 32 ward scheme.
East Central Area
On the other hand, so far as the East Central -area of the City is concerned,

15

we regard the Council's scheme as clearly superior, though not lacking
V

some weaknesses.

(This inductee Central, Newton He;ith, Beswick and Clayton,

Bradford, Gorton South and, in the main, Gorton North and Levenshulme wards).
In particular we were impressed by the obvious undesirability of introducing wards
which cross the East-West line formed by the Mancunian Way and the railway line the latter is not merely a railway line but for most of its length is flanked by
a continuous industrial belt of substantial width.
SouthWest Central Area
1*9-

w

e found particularly difficult the problems arising in the South West Central

areas.of the City (ie the Council's MOSS Side, Alexandra, Medlock, Lloyd Street and
Rusholme wards).

No compromise is possible here and after much thought we have come

down in favour of the alternative Liberal Party pattern of Hulme, Moss Side,
Whalley Range, Fallowfield and Rusholme wards.

We do not attach the same

importance as do the Council and the Labour Party to not crossing Princess Road in
this area and the Liberal scheme seems to us right in retaining Hulme and MOSS Side
wards running from west to east not dissimilar to the present ones.
the desires of the Whalley Range Association.

We

regard

It also meets

the

Assistant Commissioner's concept of the Fallowfield Ward as basically sound.

It

prevents us meeting the cases put forward by the Rusholme and Fallowfield Civic
Society or the Inner City Husholme Committee; this we regret, but we can see no
satisfactory way of doing this within our general approach; the Liberal Party's
Rusholme Ward seems to us at least to retain together the essential elements of
Rusholme itself.

In adopting the Liberal Party scheme for Rusholme ward, an

adjustment in the Council's boundary with Levenshulme ward is required to balance
the numbers, which can be done by splitting Polling District ARG along Kingsway and
Slade Lane, a change which appears to have some virtues in itself.
Ardwick/Longsight/North Gorton Area
50*

Having preferred the Council's scheme to the East and the Liberal Party's to

the South West, we are left with an area in the middle in which there is a

16

consequential need to con:;trur,t now Ardwick and Lon.'iGight wards and also to adjust
the City Council's North Gorton ward in order to preserve electoral balance.
We believe this can be done without too much difficulty by adding Polling Districts
GNA and GNB to the City Council's proposed Gorton North'ward; adding Polling District
AAE and tliose parts of GSA, AVB and AVC not in adjoining wards, to the existing
Longsight ward; and putting the remainder of the area in Ardwick ward.
S oat h Ma n.che at e r Area
^1.

There was no dispute about the southern area of the City with two exceptions:
(i) The Liberal Party wished to adjust the boundaries between Withington,
Burnage and Didsbury wards.

We see virtue in moving the South East corner

of the boundary of Withington with Didsbury northwards to follow Fog Lane, but
we see no occasion to depart from the Council's other boundaries in this area
which accord with the earlier recommendations of the Assistant Commissioner*
(ii) The Conservative Association have argued for an alternative North-South
division in the area covered by the Council's Sharston and Crossacre wards.
We favour this division because of the advantages of using Brownley Road as
the most obvious boundary through most of its length and the extent to which
it appears to preserve local ties; it also avoids splitting polling districts.
We differ from the Assistant Commissioner on this point.

This entails

renaming Crossacres as Benchill ward.
(c) ^2 -ward Schemes
52.

We considered four 32-ward schemes: our own draft proposals, those proposals

as modified by the Conservative Association, a scheme submitted by the City Council
and an alternative submitted by the Liberal Party,

The two latter were considered

by their authors to be markedly inferior to their respective J^-ward schemes and we
accept their views on this point.
53 •

Our draft proposals, although numerically sound on the figures made available,

inevitably suffered from lack of local knowledge.

Many of 'the specific criticisms

ma<3e of them on the grounds that they broke local ties or took insufficient account
of natural boundaries seemed to us to be valid and we could see no satisfactory way
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of meeting the.se criticisms within the limits of a 32-ward scheme, whereas a
number of them could be met by one or other of the 33-wai'd schemes.
5**.

The Conservative Association's amended version of our scheme is generally

vulnerable to the same specific criticisms as the scheme itself.

Their four

suggested amendments were not such as to overcome them and would have made the
figures rather less acceptable.

We nevertheless considered them on their

individual merits and in one case noted above have accepted an amendment which stood
on its own.

The other three amendments are in part met by and are in part incon-

sistent with the general pattern of the scheme we have preferred.

General conclusions
5*>.

In the light of the above we have reached the following

conclusions:

(1) We do not favour the Jk-ward scheme either as regards Council size or
on its merits as a scheme
(2) We regard both of the 33-ward schemes as consistent with the demands of
electoral balance and as generally superior to any of the 32-ward schemes
as regards not breaking local ties and the use of sound boundaries
(3) After giving full weight to the reduction in the electorate shown by the
L

1979 register to which you have drawn attention and the other arguments
put to us in favour of a Council of 96 members rather than the present
99» we consider that these factors do not offset the overall advantages
we see in i:he 33~wa**d schemes.
CO While both the 33-ward schemes have merits, we take the view that an
amalgam of the two schemed, together with a few other amendments, would
best meet the needs of effective and convenient local government in
Manchester.

Our proposed scheme provider a fullly acceptable standard of

representation; on V.he basis of the City Council's revised forecasts for
1984 all the 33 three member wards have entitlements within the range
of 2.8 to 3.2 (ie, the maximum deviation from the average elector/
councillor ratio is less than
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Proposed scheme
56,

The scheme for 33three member wards, which represents our,final proposals,

can be summarised by wards as follows:
Blackley
Charlestown
As in the Liberal Party scheme

Crumpsall
Moston
Ligbtbowne

Cheetham
As in the Liberal Party scheme but excluding Polling

Harpurhey

District CHE and' that part of Polling District CHD
lying east, of the railway line, and including
part of Polling District CMF lying west of the
railway line.
s

Central

As in the City Council's scheme, except for an
amendment of the northern boundary consequential on
that to the Harpurhey ward.

Newtown Heath
Beswick and
Clayton

)

As in the City Council' s .scheme

Bradford
Gorton South
As in the City Council's scheme plus Polling Districts

Gorton North

GNA and GNB

As in the City Council's scheme except that the

Levenshulme

boundary with Rusholme should run along
Kingsway and Slade Lane.
Hulme
Moss Side
)

As in the Liberal Party scheme

Whallley Range
Fallowfield
Rusholme
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Lon^sight

As in the existing ward plus Polling District AAE and
those parts of GSA, AV13 and AVC not in adjoining wards

Ardwick

The whole existing Ardwick ward plus Polling Districts
MHJ and MMJ but excluding Polling District AAE and
those parts of Polling Distracts AAH and AAJ included
in the proposed Bradford ward

Withington

As in the City Council's scheme, except that the

Didsbury

boundary should run along Fog Lane throughout

Burnage
Chorlton
Old Moot
Barlow Moor

As in the City Council's scheme

Northenden
Brooklands

Sharston

Consisting of Polling Districts XCC, XCD, XCE, XCF, XCG,
XCH, XCJ, XCK, XNF, XNG

Benchill

Consisting of Polling Districts XCA, XCB, XCL, XCM,

XNH, XNJ, XNK, XNL
Baguley

)
) As in the City Council's scheme

Woodhouse Park
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57*

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedule 1 to this report

and on the attached map. . Schedule 1 gives the names of the wards and the number
of councillors returned by each.

A detailed description of the boundaries of

the proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out in Schedule 2.
PUBLICATION
58.

In accordance with section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, a

copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Manchester City Council
and will be available for inspection at the City Council's main offices*

Copies

of this report (without map) are being sent to those who received the consultation
letter, to those who made comments, and to those who attended the local meeting.
L.S»

Signed:
NICHOLAS MORRISON

(CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M BANKIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN
TYRRELL BROCKBANK
G E CHERRY
D P HARRISON
R R THORNTON

LESLIE GRIMSHAW (Secretary)
a I jKJuly 1980
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'ANNEX .A

QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWiH pAT

August, 1979

Your Commission submitted in September 1977 its report
proposing new electoral arrangements for the City of Manchester.
I have now considered the report together with the representations received from a large number of interested parties.
I have particularly noted that earlier this year the electoral
registration officer decided to omit almost 20,000 names from the
register of electors after he had satisfied himself that these
names, which had appeared on the 1978 register, should no longer
appear, and that no doubt primarily as a result of this the City's
electorate has declined by nearly 24,000 since 1976.
In view of this revision "oJF the register -.and the disproportionate
effect which it would have on a limited number of the wards which
the Commission has recommended, I have decided that I cannot make an
Order under section 51 of the Local Government Act 1972 without
modifying the Commission's proposals. To do otherwise would breach
the rule requiring equality of representation as nearly as may be
throughout the wards of the City which I, as well as the Commission,
must observe. I accordingly direct the Commission to conduct a
further review of its proposals in the light of the latest information about the number and distribution of the electorate, with a
view to letting me have, if possible by the end of January 1980,
revised proposals which achieve greater equality of representation
between the wards.
It seems to me also that the fall in the electorate ought to
be reflected in the size of the future Council. I should be grateful
therefore if the Commission would consider proposing a scheme which
both improves the standard of representation and provides a Council
of no more than 96 members.

Sir Nicholas Morrison, K.C.B.

ANNEX B

WARD BOUNDARIES:

LOCAL PUBLIC MATING:

19 JUNE 1980

ATTENDANCE LIST

Name
H Bernstein

Address and Body Representing
Manchester City Council

J Hetherington
J. E. Kitchen
N Morris
T Thomas
C Brierley
W Egerton
Keith Underhill

16 St Mary's Hall Road

Graham Springer

Manchester City Labour Party

Alison Kelly
Andrew Fender
James Ashley

City of Manchester Liberal Party

Audrey Jones
John CooksoH
Joyce Laslett

25 Chatwood Road, New Moston, Manchester 10

D W Smith

31 Byrom Street, Manchester - Conservative
Central Office

J M Goodsman
N G Westbrook

49 Princess Street, Manchester
11 Whitworth Street West, Manchester

Pauline Eckersall

11 Whitworth Street, West, Manchester

C A McQuade

11 Whitworth Street West, Manchester

G F Harper

11 Whitworth Street West, Manchester

Cecil Franks

Manchester Council Conservative Group

R H Hargreaves
Andrew Varney

Manchester City Conservative Association
ii
11
ii ,
11

F R Butler

Crumpsall Ward C/C

George Fildes
B Anne Pinkney

Secretary, Alexandra Inner City Ward and
Committee Member Whalley Range Assocn.

I Han."5en
T A M Tipping

Treasurer,

"

"

"

"

F Griffiths

Treasurer, Lloyd Street Ward

W A Payne

DoE/Tp N W Regional Office, Sunley Buildingt M/c

John Broderick

I2c Finney Drive, M/c - Cheetham Ward Cllr

Name

Address

D Healey

16 Morrell Road, M/c - Brooklands V/ard Councillor

A S Wood

Ward Stree.t ward Councillor

R G Atkinson

Manchester City Liberal Party

Yvonne Emery

4 Charnville Koad - Brooklands Ward Councillor

A A O'Connor

206 Wythenshawe l?oad, Manchester 23

J L Edwards

30 Brookleigh Road, Manchester, M20 9NS

Councillor Howard Smith

45 East Road Manchester 12 - Levenshulme ward Cllr,

Keith A Whitmore

21 Monica Grove, Manchester 19 - Manchester City
Liberal Party

Cllr David Sandiford

597 Wilmslow Road, Manchester 20 9QT - Manchester
City Liberal Party

Frank Dalo

Manchester City Council

F Semple

City Planning Department

J. Harris

Elections Office, Town Hall, Manchester

WAKD BOUNDARIES:

LOCAL PUBLIC MKCT1NG:

20 JUNK 1980

ATTENDANCE LIST

Name
Howard. Bernstein

Address

Manchester City Council

J Hetherington
J E Kitchen
N Morris
T Thomas
C Brierley
F Dale
Graham Stringer
Andrew li Fender
David Gandiford

Manchester City Labour Party
II

•

II

tl

H

Manchester Liberal Party

John Cookson
C A Mc^uade

Manchester Conservative

Association'

Pauline Eckersall
G F Harper
Cecil Franks

Manchester Council Conservative Group

Andrew Varney
R H Hargreavos

Manchester Conservative Association
11
11
ii

A A O'Connor

206 Wythenshawe Road, Northenden, Manchester 23

Yvonne Emery

^ Charnvills Road, Brooklands (Councillor)

N G Westbrook

1*9 Princess Street, Manchester

Alison Kelly

Manchester City Labour Party

W Kgerton

Manchester City Council

D Glaizner

Rusholme Inner City Committee

1 Hansen

Alexandra Ward Inner City Comm.
Association

T A M Tipping

25 Alness Road,

F Griffiths

281 Princess P-oad, Manchester MlU ?LS

David P Sunberg

7 St John Street, Manchester 3

P Hackett

Withington Ward Conservative Association
c/o 39 Parsonage Road, Withington

Whalley Range

J Jones
W A Payne

DoE NWRO, Sunley Building, Manchester Ml

J Harris

Elections Office, Town Hall, Manchester

ANNEX C

SUMMARY OF DETAILED DISCUSSION OF SCHEMES

33 Ward Schemes
1.-

In the detailed discussion about the various schemes that had been prepared

the City Council again stressed their conviction that their 33-ward scheme offered the
best technical solution.

Unlike the other -schemes it avoided placing more than

one stress area in a single ward and so eased the burden on councillors; it secured
equality of representation; and it retained community links that had been recognised

previously.
Blackley Village
2..

The Liberal Party pointed to what they saw as various weaknesses in the scheme,

which their own 33-ward scheme would cure.

There had been controversy during the

earlier review as to the ward in which Blackley Village should be placed.

It lay

north-east of the River Irk and in their original scheme during the previous review
the Council had used the river as a boundary and joined the village with the ward to
the east - Charlestown.• This was the solution the Liberal Party advocated.
Despite their insistence on the role of the River Irk as a natural boundary the
Council now proposed to join Blackley Village to Crumpsall ward, across the river,
on the grounds that the village was now in Crumpsall ward and had been for 10 years.
But its inclusion in Crumpsall ward 10 years ago had been artificial and had been
opposed by the Liberal Party.
3.

The Labour Party supported the inclusion of Blackley Village in Crumpsall ward.

There had been changes by way of development and clearance in the village since 1977i
so that the circumstances had in fact changed.

It was inevitable, given the

geographical constraints in the city, that the River Irk boundary had to be crossed
at some point.

The suggestion by the Liberal Party would have a domino effect,

producing difficulties elsewhere.
^.

The Conservative Association supported the Liberal criticisms of the Council's

33-ward scheme as it applied to the northern part of the city - and indeed generally.

Gheetham Ward
5.

The Liberal Party objected to the inclusion in this ward of the area north of

Cheetham Hill, at present in Crumpsall ward.

The proposed boundary divided an

ecclesiastical parish and school catchment areas as well as placing the up and down
platforms of the railway station in different wards.

Soundings had been taken

recently among local people and none appeared to consider themselves part of
Cheetham.

If this area were retained in Crumpsall ward, and Blackley Village

transferred to Charlestown ward, then an adjustment could be made to the latter ward,
in the Chain Bar area, which would avoid placing the shopping area at Moston in
the Charlestown ward and cutting the railway station in two.

If a proposed

motorway went ahead the area near Chain Bar would be affected, since the road known
as Greengate was envisaged as an access road to the motorway.
6.

The Labour Party had no strong views about the area around Crumpsall railway

station/Cheetham Hill,

The people there in their view did feel they had a link

southwards towards the central area of the city, but the area was included in the
Cheetham ward mainly in the interests of securing a better numerical balance.
The main consideration, as they saw it, in the Moston area was to retain Boggart
Hole Brook as a boundary,

Harpurhey
7.

The Liberal Party thought the Harp-urhey centre should be within Harpurhey ward,

and tabled an amendment to their own scheme which would achieve most of what the
Labour Party sought to achieve; the portion of the Harpurhey ward south of the
railway in the Liberal Party scheme would be joined with Miles Platting in Central
ward rather than remaining in the City Council's Newton Heath ward.

Boswick and Clayton/Bradford Warcis
»•

The Liberal Party considered that the linking into one ward of the Beswick and

Clayton areas under the City Council's 33-ward scheme was rather an odd arrangement
particularly since in both their 32 and 3^ ward schemes the Council had them as two
separate wards running primarily north/south.
ward was physically a very long one.

The Council's east-west Bradford

The Council laid emphasis on the railway line

as a natural barrier between communities in their Bradford and Gorton North wards;
but it was not necessarily a barrier simply because the Council, for their own
purposes,elected to say so; there were other natural barriers, such as the open land
between the Beswick and Clayton areas which the Council had not chosen to refer to.
The links across the railway were quite strong, as reflected in the Liberal Partyfs
proposed Abbey Hey ward, which was also a proposal in the Commission's Report No 252.
Further south and west, the Liberal Party were proposing that open areas between the
existing Gorton, Longsight and Levenshulme wards should be retained as boundaries for
the new wards.
9«

The' City Council and the Labour Party reiterated their emphasis on thft

Mancunian Way/railway line as a barrier, running east-west across the city.

Its

significance was reinforced by the road pattern in the area lying to the north of it;
Ashton Old Road and Ashton New Road ran rieht through from the central area to the
city boundary and formed natural linkages between the communities along their length.
Indeed Bradford and Openshaw might be a better name for the proposed Bradford ward.
People did not move about along a north-south axis as seemed to be implied by the
Liberal Party scheme, several wards of which crossed these various natural east-west
boundaries.
1Q. Invited to express their view on the importance of these natural boundaries,
the Conservative Association commented that the city had a great many features roads, railways and rivers - which could be presented as natural boundaries.

The

importance of the Hiver Mersey and some of the major radial roads as barriers was
difficult to challenge; but, for the rest, their importance was largely a matter of
opinion.

It had to be borne in mind that there had been a major slum clearance

3 -

programme in Manchester and many of the old ties had been, or were being, destroyed,
The argument that certain of these features formed barriers was interesting but not
conclusive,
Gorton/LonKsight/Levenshulme
11-

The Liberal Party believed that the West Gorton area belonged in their

proposed Gorton ward.

But for the most part the people in the Matthews Lane area

of the Council's Gorton South ward, on the basis of soundings recently taken among
them, shopped along Stockport Road and considered that they lived in Longsight,
though some would be content to be in Levenshulme.

Open spaces, tipped land, and

school playing fields, separated the area from the residential development in
Gorton; public transport links into Gorton were negligible.

The area should be

included in Longsight.
12. The Labour Party pointed out that part of the area used to be in Gorton South
ward, and the transfer of the rest was proposed in the Commission's Report No 252.
.When the tipped land the Liberal Party regarded as a barrier had settled, and been
laid out as playing fields, it would attract people from both sides of it and serve
as a link rather than a barrier - Matthews Lane and other roads in the area were
themselves links with Gorton for people in Longsight and Levenshulme.

The Liberal

Party were seeking to get the numbers right in the aftermath of their changes to
Beswick and Clayton ward.
13*

The Conservative Association commented that the numbers issue must arise at

some point, wherever the lines were drawn; one or two wards of poor shape would
emerge.

In this instance the Labour Party had included communities both sides of

Hyde Road in their Gorton North ward and the consequence was their inclusion of the
Matthews Lane area in Gorton South as a counterweight.

Whalley Ranfte/Fallowfield/Rusholme
14.

A representative of the Whalley Range Association objected to the inclusion

of part of the area in the Moss Side ward of the Council's scheme.
had nothing in common with M0ss Side; one was old, the other new.

Whalley Range

Whn'l.ley Range should be lei't a.s it was.
15.

The Labour Party observed that the argument over this area stemmed from the

difficulty of how to deal generally with the area south of Mancunian Way, the present
Hulme ward.

This area contained two sets of deck access housing - a type of

development which gave rise to serious problems of housing stress.

In the City

Council's 33-ward scheme one set of deck access development was assigned to each of
the two wards, Moss Side and Medlock, thus easing the burden on councillors; the
Liberal Scheme placed both sets in their Hulme Ward, which was undesirable.

Another

constraint was how to divide up the area between Charlton cum Hardy and Moss Side.
It was possible, as the City Council scheme did, to use Princess Road, which did
divide the communities in the area.

There was clearly no objection to Alexandra

ward being split; the proposal had been on deposit in the Council's 33-ward scheme
and nobody was protesting about that.

The Whalley Range Association was over-

reacting; when Mpss Side was redeveloped many people chose to re-house themselves
in Whalley Range.
16. Fallowfield was not an area of physical development following the radial roads
out of the centre, as were Beswick and Clayton and Bradford.

Fallowfield in fact

straddled the radial routes and the Liberal Party's Fallowfield ward involved three
completely different communities.

Lloyd Street was the most compact ward in the

City, and contained an active community of 10 years' standing.
17. 'The Conservative Association thought that the arguments about the caseload on
councillors should be disregarded as reasons for the boundary between the Moss Side
and Medlock wards in the Council's scheme; the Liberal Party's Hulme Ward was
preferable.

The Association supported the views of the Whalley Range Residents'

Association and disagreed with the Labour Party suggestion that former residents
of Moss Side had rehoused themselves in the area.

'18. There was an old district of Fallowfield and it was wrong to argue that the
Liberal Party's proposed ward crossed five major radial routes.
ward was an artificial creation dating from 1971-

The Lloyd Street

The boundary in the Commission's

draft proposals between the Fallowfield and Whalley Range wards looked odd on the map;
it seemed clear it had been chosen to get the numbers right.

The Labour Party might

argue that the inner city problems of the Hulme redevelopment justified extra
councillors and seek boundaries that recognised this; but there was no justification
for a ward that crossed Wilmslow Road, nor could the mixing of Moss Side and Whalley
Range be justified to preserve Lloyd Street ward.
19. The Liberal Party pointed out that the Commission's Report No 2^2 proposed
something very akin to their proposals.

The Labour Party were seeking to overturn

these proposals and create a new Medlock ward.

The area was in the Hulme ward at

the moment and had a distinct identity; the Liberal Party proposals added to it a
little.

Their western boundary did not, as might appear, divide the University

complex arbitrarily.

The hospital had resident student nurses and the proposed

boundaries separated older development from the Fallowfield student village.
The Liberal Party agreed with Whalley Range Residents' Association that Whalley Range
and Moss Side should be left as they were.

The Labour Party had argued in relation

to the Council's proposed South Gorton ward that playing fields would serve as a link
between two communities; here they appeared to be arguing the opposite - that
playing fields would separate the proposed Alexandra and Lloyd Street wards.
HO. The Liberal Party proposals added nothing to thepresent Rusholme ward; they
removed one area.
21

A representative of the Alexandra Park Inner City Ward Association opposed the

division of the ward; the Association was more.active than any comparable body in
Lloyd Street ward.
22,

In response to these observations the Labour Party stressed that Princess Road
a
was in/cutting where it served as the boundary between Moss Side and Medlock wards
in the Council's scheme.

The focal point of the area was the Moss Side District

Centre and the new boundaries for the area should reflect the future pattern of
development as well as existing wards.

The Fallowfield n^ea to which the

Conservative Association had referred was not the area comprised in the Liberal Party's
Fallowfield ward; it extended south of the railway, which it had been argued during
the previous review should serve as a boundary.

The Fallowfield ward had never

been tested as a concept during that review because the proposals for it had never
been published.

It was no part of the Labour Party case that the playing fields

formed a barrier between the Council's proponed Alexandra and Lloyd Street wards.
Withington/Burnage
23. The Liberal Party believed that there were very distinct communities in
Withington and Didsbury whose boundaries were not accurately represented in the
Council's scheme; the Burnage area was really the Manchester 19 postal district and
those people outside it should be in Withington ward; all the area south of Fog Lane
should be in Didsbury ward.

They hod recently taken soundings among the people living

north of Westcroft Road (to the north-east of Fog Lane Park) and in the Fog Lane/
Clothorn Road area (south-west of the Park).

In both cases the' people wh6 expressed

views wished to be in Withington and Didsbury respectively.

The adjustment the

Liberal Party were suggesting to the extreme southern boundary of Burnage ward was to
even up the numbers as between the three wards after the other two adjustments had
been made.
2k. The Labour Party commented that the boundaries in the Council's scheme were
those suggested by the Assistant Commissioner after the previous meeting.

They did

not see any reason why the postal district boundary should be given any particular
weight, and noted that the Liberal Party had taken no soundings in the area at
the extreme southern end of Burnage ward which they used as a balancing factor.
Furthermore, the Liberal Party had made a general criticism of the length of some
of the wards in the Council's scheme; the proposed changes to Burnage ward made it
longer.

Sharston/Crossacres
25. The Conservative Association explained their criticism of the Sharston and
Crossacres wards in the City Council scheme.

The boundary between them in the

Council's scheme had been drawn for party political reasons, to suit the Labour
Party, and divided in two an estate of owner-occupied houses.

The alternative
a
boundary suggested by the Association, and dealt with in more detail in/letter to
the Commission commenting on their draft proposals, also took account of political
considerations, but it' was a natural boundary.
The M56 formed a natural boundary
i
on the west of the two wards, as did Simonsway in the south and the railway in the
north.

There were thus no ripple effects from altering the boundary between the two

wards to follow the ma.ior north-south thoroughfare of Brownley Road.

It was

totally unnecessary to have a boundary that zig-zagged from west to east.
26. The Labour Party observed that this was the first time there had been any
suggestion for change in this boundary which had figured in every set of proposals
since trne City Council's original draft scheme in 1977.
suggestion was clearly politically motivated.

The Association's

The western of the two wards would

be composed entirely of council housing; the eastern one would be by no means
entirely composed of owner occupied housing and at elections would probably swing
between the two main political political parties, probably mainly to Labour.

A

north/south division of the two wards would run contrary to the natural movements of
the residents.

32 Ward Schemes
Charlestown/tooston
27. The Conservative Association rehearsed the comments they had made on the
Commission's draft proposals.

They suggested that the boundary between the

Charlestown and Moston wards in the Chain Bar area should be Moston Lane and
Hollinwood Avenue, both of which were more easily identifiable than the boundary
suggested by the Commission.

The boundary between the wards, at this point would

then follow the existing line for the most part, retaining in Charlestown ward
the Lina Drive (Chain Bar) area which the Liberal Party suggested should be
transferred to Moston.

It was immaterial that the shopping would be divided

rather than included in a single ward as the Liberal Party advocated.
Fallowfield/Mnss Side/Whalley Range
?8,

The comments put to the Commission on these areas by the Conservative

Association again had the objective of simplifying boundaries.

The eastern

boundary of Whalley Range ward would .become Alexandra Road South, and the southern
boundary of Moss Side ward Brantingham Road and Platt Lane.
Levenshulme/Longsight/Rusholme
29.

The Conservative Association had also made suggestions to the Commission

for improving the boundary of Levenshulme ward, using the existing boundary to a
greater extent and including in the ward more of what was recognised as
Levenshulme; for straightening the southern boundary of Longsight ward, by using
Old Hall Lane and Matthews Lane, to give a more compact ward than that proposed
by the Commission; and for a more compact and easily identifiable Rusholme ward.
In all three cases the suggestions would produce wards very similar to the present
ones; the numerical balance, on the basis of the 1980 electorate figures was only
marginally worse than that of the Commission's draft proposals.
30.

The City Council explained why they regarded their own }2-ward scheme as

preferable to the Commission's draft proposals.

They had, in submitting written

comments on the draft proposals, pointed to what they regarded as unsatisfactory
features - poor boundaries in some instances, and failure to observe local and
community ties sufficiently, particularly in the central part of the city which
contained a number of stress areas.
31.

Their own 32-ward scheme distributed the existing Miles Platting ward between

Harpurhey ward and Central ward - for which Mancunian Way formed the southern
boundary; this separated two stress areas.

The existing Hulme ward was divided

between Medlock and Mnss Side wards, again separating stress areas.
ward remained largely as in the Commission's draft proposals.

Whalley Range

The Longsight

and Rusholme wards were•centred on the two villages, while Blackley was

placed in Charlestown ward.

This scheme itself had a number of weaknesses

and was inferior to the Council's 33-ward scheme.
32,

The Conservative Association stressed again their preference for the scheme

drawn up by the Commission themselves.

Whether or not so called natural

boundaries were adopted did not really concern the electors; the Act referred
to the need to respect local ties, and Mancunian Way was a road on stilts;
the people on either side did not feel separated by it.
33.

The Labour Party contended that the Commission's draft proposals were

unsatisfactory in ignoring the railway line which had always served as a
boundary in the east of the city.

The Commission's Gorton North ward spanned an

area between three radial roads; in the centre of it the railway, together with
the industry and commercial buildings north of it, formed a substantial
barrier between West Gorton and Bradford.

physical

The eastern part of Gorton North

contained two communities, Abbey Hey south of the Railway and Higher Openshaw
north of it.

But in fact the railway was in cutting at this point and was not

the same physical barrier as it formed further to the west.
3^.

Ideally, the railway, in the Labour Party's view, should be used as a

boundary along its whole length from Piccadilly Station to the city's eastern
limits.

Where it had to be crossed in the interests of securing more even

numbers, then it should be where two discrete communities could be associated as with Abbey Hey and Higher Openshaw, or in the Beswick ward of the Council's
32-member scheme.
35-

The Conservative Association accepted that there was some force in these

criticisms of the Gorton North ward of the Commission's draft.proposals.

But

they contended that no less valid objections could be raised to the domino effect
which any attempt to produce alternatives would have, particularly in the inner
city area.

There were so many physical features that could be presented as

natural boundaries or barriers.
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36.

The Liberal Party agreed with some of the Council's objections to the draft

proposals of the Commission.

They accepted the Cheetham and Crumpsall wards

for the reasons they had indicated in discussing the Council's 33-ward scheme;
and some of their objections applied equally to the 32-ward schemes.

The

Levenshulme ward was not too unsatisfactory, but the Gorton South ward ought
not be spread beyond the open land in the south-west corner; Gorton North ward
in the Council's scheme should incorporate the part of West Gorton that was
included in the Beswick ward.

Though the areas concerned were slightly different

the Liberal Party objected to the Whalley Range and Moss Side wards for basically
the same reasons as they objected to the corresponding areas in the Council's
33-ward scheme; Whalley Range ward should not be chopped up at all.
57,

But the Party's main objection concerned what they saw as the biggest single

flaw in both the 32-ward schemes - the Harpurhey, Newton Heath, Clayton group of
wards; to this they had suggested alternatives.

In relation to their 33~ward

scheme the Council had argued for the railway as the southern boundary of
Harpurhey and the River Medlock as the break between Newton Heath and Clayton.
In the 32-ward schemes both these features were crossed.

There was a strong

case in particular for retaining the half mile wide Medlock Valley as a dividing
line for Newton Heath ward.
38.

In relation to a 33-ward scheme the Liberal Party had argued that the area

about Matthews Lane should be in Longsight ward; in a 32-ward scheme it should
be in their proposed Rusholme ward.
39.

A representative of the Rusholme Inner City Committee referred to comments

submitted to the Commission on their draft proposals.

These argued that to

avoid prejudicing the work already done by the Committee, which was funded by the
Government through the machinery of the Inner Cities' Partnership Programme,
the existing Rusholme ward should be kept intact.

The Commission's draft

proposals divided it between three new wards, along an east-west axis, whereas
the communities were organised along approximate north-south lines, following
shopping and transport facilities.

The Committee had made their own suggestion
11.

to the Commission on what the make-up of a new Rusholme ward .might be.

This

involved transferring two polling districts, one into Longsight ward, the other
into Levenshulme to secure the necessary reduction of electorate in Rusholme.
The people in the two polling districts already regarded themselves as belonging
to the adjoining area.

The Committee's suggestion produced a ward very similar

to the Rusholme ward of the Council's J2 and 33 ward schemes, both of which they
would support.
4^B

The Rusholme and Fallowfield Civic Society had written to the Commission with

comments on their draft proposals - and, subsequently, to explain that, whilst
unable to attend the local meeting, they welcomed the boundaries for the Rusholme
ward suggested in the Council's 33~ward scheme, which were very close to what they
themselves had advocated.

They hoped the Commission would take due note of the

Society's views if any changes in those boundaries were considered at the meeting
or afterwards.

They too had stressed that the pattern of communities in the

area was determined in practice by the orientation of the principal traffic routes
which ran broadly north/south, and their solution to the problem of reducing the
size of Rusholme ward was the same as the one advocated by the Inner City Committee.
It appeared therefore that as far as 32-ward schemes were concerned they would
support the one put forward by the Council rather than that of the Liberal Party.
1+1,

The Liberal Party commented, with regard to the views of the Civic Society,

that on the basis of the schemes being considered the Commission could choose
either to meet the objection by the Society (and the Inner City Committee) or that
by the Whalley Range Residents' Association - but not both,
42-,

The Moss Side centre was located in the Hulme ward in the Liberal Party's

32-ward scheme, and in the Moss Side ward in the Council's scheme.
^3.

The Liberal Party considered that in terms of type of development the centre

had affinities with the Hulme area.

It was intended to serve as a regional

sub-centre serving both Hulme and MOGS Side; whether it did so in practice was
doubtful; it had not proved a success.
it't.

In the Labour Party's view the centre should be in Moss Side ward; it had

been conceived as a district shopping centre to serve a wider area - embracing parts
of the Whalley Range, Lloyd Street, and Medlock wards of the Council's 32-ward
.-scheme - but had been deliberately called the Moss Side centre.

A further major

weakness of the Liberal Party's scheme was that it concentrated two areas of
deck-access housing in the Hulme ward.

There was a fundamental difference of view

between the two Parties on the issue of whether areas of similar character,
particularly where they were areas of stress, should be grouped together or
separated.
^5-

The Conservative Association commented that the Moss Side district centre

had proved to be a commercial disaster.
firm at a cost of £3-5ro

It had been developed by a private

an

d opened two or three years ago.

ago the City Council had bought it for £1.2m.

Two years

Several multiple stores had

opened and closed there, and it represented a very big problem for the Council.
The public did not want to use it.
^6.

In their 32-ward scheme for the Withington/Didsbury area, the Liberal Party

explained that they had used the obvious boundary of the River Mersey in the
south.

The obvious north/south boundary was the major busy road known as

Kingsway, but it was not possible to use it because of the need to equalise the
numbers as far as possible.

They had therefore chosen to follow the boundary

of the postal district Manchester 19-

Otherwise their boundaries were as they

proposed in their 33 ward scheme.
^y.

Summing up on the comparison between the Council's 32-ward scheme and that

of the Liberal Party, the Labour Party agreed with a good deal of what the Liberal
Party had said.

The time scale on preparation of the scheme accounted for some

of the weaknesses in the City Council's scheme.

In drawing up the Council's

33 and 3^ ward schemes there had been more time available for reflection and the
33 ward scheme was much more responsive to the circumstances in the City.

The

sobth central area in particular was a cause for concern, but the Liberal Party
created problems there.

The problems over Rusholme had been discussed quite

fully in dealing with the 33 ward schemes.

The Liberal Party's Longsight ward
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was really the existing Ardwick ward with Longsight tacked on.

Their Berwick

ward was inferior to the one in the Council's scheme, because north of the
railway there was some community of interest, but not south of it.

Of all the

Fallowfield wards suggested the one in the Liberal Party's J>2 ward scheme was the
beat, but it still cut across Wilbraham Road and Wilmslow Road.

Their Rusholme

ward was half of Rusholme and half of Longsight existing wards; it was an
improvement on the Commission's draft proposals but not really satisfactory.
1*8. On the general issue of whether areas of like character should be joined or
separated, the Labour Party took the view that the Liberal Party and the
Conservative Association in urging the linking of stress areas were ignoring the
real burden which this created for councillors - who in the areas most affected
would in practice be from the Labour Party.

Ward
^9*

In relation to the City Council's 3^-ward scheme, the Labour Party had no

further comments to make about the issues of boundaries and local ties in the
Wythenshawe, Blackley Village and Cheetham Hill areas, these had already been
dealt with in discussion of the 3.2 or 33 ward schemes.

Where it was necessary to

cross the railway line running east from Piccadilly Station in order to provide
for 3^ wards, this was done in the Gorton North ward, to take in part of Openshaw.
The additional ward in the scheme, compared to the 33 ward scheme, was Bellevue.
Separate Hulme and Moss Side wards were retained and the Lloyd Street ward boundary
was adjusted.

The proposed Husholme ward met the views of the Inner City Committee

and the Rusholme and Fallowfield Civic Society, though it retained a part of one
polling district which they had suggested might be transferred to the Levenshulme
ward.
Ward.

A small area in the north west of Old Moat ward was included in the Alexandra
It contained a group of houses which were the same as those in the Chorlton

cum Hardy developmentT and a group of old folks' homes beyond the playing fields
of Princess Road.

This could be regarded as putting right an anomaly.

To balance

numbers, there were small adjustments to the boundary used in the 33-ward scheme
between Barlow Moor and -Didsbury wards, and between Didsburv and Withington wards.

50,

This was essentially a minimum change scheme.

But it was not possible with

a 3^-ward scheme to observe the Princess Road boundary in the Hulme/MQss Side area,
an wan done in the 33-ward scheme. Compared with that scheme the one for 3^ wards
had the effect of placing two areas of deck-access housing, instead of one, in Hulme
ward; deck access development in the Ardwick ward of the 33 ward scheme was transferred to the new Bellevue ward; in Beswick and Harpurhey wards there was no change
in this respect between the two schemes.
51.

The Liberal Party considered the 3^ ward scheme had some strong points and some

weaknesses.

They had embodied the strong points in their own 33-ward scheme.

There were strong similarities between the two in the Beswick area for example.
It was difficult however to justify a 3^ member scheme on grounds of electorate size.
As far as the Blackley Village and Cheetham Hill areas were concerned the Liberal
Party objected to the suggestion that the scheme involved minimum change; the Village
had been included in Crumpsall ward only 10 years ago when the ward was established,
and Cheetham Hill had for 150 years been part
521.

of a community of Cheetham.

They had the same objection to the intrusion of the Gorton South ward into

Levenshulme as they had in relation to the 33-ward scheme.

The additional Bellevue

ward was a most unnatural creation, composed of pieces from a number of areas; it had
no sense of continuity about it.

One of the consistent points in all th« arguments

of the Labour Party Was their attempt to overturn the previous decisions about
Fallowfield ward; and again a piece of the Whalley Range area was taken into Moss Side,
contrary to the residents' wishes, purely to make up the numbers.
53;. There was a genuine difference of philosophy with the Labour Party over the way
deck access housing developments should be dealt with; but the Liberal Party did not
concede that the Hulme ward, for example, would always be held by Labour.
54.

With regard to the Withington/Didsbury ward boundary, the Liberal Party reiterated

their view about the area to the south of Fog Lane.
55 •

The Conservative Association objected in principle to a 3^-ward scheme and had

not examined the boundaries in detail.

Had they done so they would have raised

similar objections to those put forward by the Liberal Party, and sought to show
how the Labour Party arguments on this scheme, and on the 33-ward scheme, contradicted
one another.

,.-

SCHEDULE 1
CITY OF MANCHESTER: NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS
NAME OF WARD
Ardwick
Baguley
Barlow Moor
Benchill
Beowiok and Clayton
Blackley
Bradford
Brooklands
Burnage
Central
Chariestown .
Cheetham
Chorlton
Crumpaall
Didsbury
Fallowfield
Gorton North

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

.

:

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Gorton South

3

Harpurhey
Hulme
Levenahulme
Lightbowne
Longsight
Moss Side
Moston
Newton Heath
Northenden
Old Moat
Ruaholne
Sharaton
Whalley Range
Withington
Woodhouse Park

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

-

SCHEDULE 2

CITY OF MANCHESTER - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

Note:

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

CRUMPSALL WARD
Commencing at the point where Crescent Road meets Cheetham Hill Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to and generally northwestwards
along the western boundary of the City and eastwards along the northern
boundary of the City to the River Irk, thence generally southwestwards
along said river to Victoria Avenue, thence southeastwards in a straight
line to the southeastern boundary of Blackley Cemetery at the northern end
of the unnamed road leading southwestwards to Blackley New Road, thence
southwestwards along said unnamed road to Blackley New Road, thence eastwards along said road to the Path leading southwestwards to Dinorwic
Close, thence southwestwards along said path to the River Irk, thence
generally eastwards and southwards along said river to a point opposite
the northern boundary of the Biscuit Factory, thence westwards to and westwards, southwards and westwards along said northern boundary to Hazelbottom
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the northern boundary of
the Sports Ground, thence northwestwards along said northern boundary to
the westernmost corner of No 21 Chataway Road, thence due westwards from
said corner to the southern boundary of the Abraham Moss Centre, thence
westwards along said southern boundary to a point due east of NG Ref:
SD 84505015^2, being a point on the Manchester (Victoria) - Bury Railway
thence due westwards to said point, thence northwestwards along said
railway to Crescent Road, thence westwards along said road to the point
of commencement.

CHEETHAM WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the City meets the
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southern boundary of Crumpsall Ward, thence eastwards along said ward
boundary to the River Irk, thence generally southwards along said river
to Queens Road, thence eastwards along said road to Rochdale Road, thence
southwestwards along said road to the Rochdale-Miles Platting-Eccles
Railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to the western boundary
of the City, thence generally northwards along said City boundary to the
point of commencement.

BLACKLEY WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Crurapsall Ward meets
the northern boundary of the City, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along said City boundary to Rochdale Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to and northwestwards along Victoria Avenue to Hill Lane,
thence southwards along said lane to a point opposite the northern
boundary No 101 Hill Lane, thence northwestwards to and along said northern
boundary to the northernmost corner of said property, thence westwards in
a straight line to a point in French Barn Lane opposite Ledbury Walk,
thence southwestwards along Ledbury Walk and the southeastern boundary of
No 8 Ledbury Walk to the southwestern boundary of said property, thence
northwestwards along said boundary and the southwestern boundary of No 7
Seaford Walk and northwards along the western boundary of No's 93-107
French Barn Lane to Plant Hill Road, thence southwestwards along said road
to Chapel Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to the Path leading
southwards to Chapelhill Drive, thence southwards along said Path to a
point opposite the southernmost corner of No 61 Chapelhill Drive, thence
due westwards to the eastern boundary of the enclosure containing Water,
thence generally southwards along said eastern boundary to Blackley New
Road, thence due southwards to the eastern boundary of Crumpsall Ward,
thence generally westwards and generally northwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.
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CHARLESTOWN WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Crumpsall Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Blackley Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to the northern boundary of the
City, thence eastwards along said City boundary to the road known as
Greengate, thence southwards along said road to the centre of the roundabout junction with Victoria Avenue East, thence northwestwards along said
avenue to and southwestwards along Moston Lane to Nina Drive, thence northwestwards, southwestwards and southeastwards along said drive and
continuing southeastwards along the path and accessway leading to Moston
Lane, to Moston Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane and westwards
along Charlestown Road to a point opposite the western boundary of Clifford
Lamb Court, thence southwards to and southwards, eastwards and southwards
along said western boundary to the northern boundary of the enclosure
containing the block of garages, thence westwards along said northern
boundary to the southwestern boundary of said enclosure, thence southeastwards along said southwestern boundary, being the southwestern boundary of
all the properties in Hillingdon Drive, and its continuation southeastwards
to and southwestwards along the northwestern boundary of the enclosure on
the northeastern side of Grindall Avenue to the northeastern boundary of
No's 22 and 2k Grindall Avenue, thence northwestwards along said northeastern boundary and southwestwards along the northwestern boundaries of
No's 22 and 2*f, No's 1? and 15 Grindall Avenue and No 40 Crowden Road, the
northwestern end of Crowden Road to and continuing southwestwards along
the path leading from Crowden Road to Horncastle Road, to the northwestern
end of the last mentioned road, thence southwestwards along the end of
said road and the northwestern boundary of No 59 Horncastle Road to the
southwestern boundary of said property, thence southeastwards along said
southwestern boundary and southwards along the western boundaries of No's

if
57-if1 Horncastle Road to the northern boundary of No's 3^ and 55 Inchfield
Road, thence westwards along said northern boundary and the northern
boundaries of No's 53 and 51 Inchfield Road and continuing westwards along
the northern boundary of the North Manchester High School for Girls to and
southwestwards along the northwestern boundary of said school to a point
due south of the culvert of Boggart Hole Brook, thence due north to and
southwestwards and northwestwards along said brook to its culvert on the
eastern side of Rochdale Road, thence due westwards to said road, thence
southwards along said road to and northwestwards along Old Road to Sidney
Road, thence southwards along said road to and westwards along Andrew
Road to Slack Road, thence southwards along said road to the Path leading
northwestwards to Bottomley Side, thence northwestwards along said path to
Boggart Hole Brook, thence southwestwards along said brook to the eastern
boundary of Crumpsall Ward, thence generally northwestwards along said
ward boundary to the point of commencement.

MOSTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Charlestown Ward
meets the northern boundary of the City, thence generally southeastwards
along said City boundary and generally southwestwards along the eastern
boundary of the City to Moston Brook, thence generally westwards along
said brook to its culvert on the eastern side of St Mary's Road, thence
due westwards from said culvert to said road, thence northwards along said
road to Joyce Street, thence westwards along said street to a point opposite
the eastern boundary of No 20 Joyce Street, thence northwards to and along
said eastern boundary, the northeastern boundary of said property and the
eastern boundary of No 22 Joyce Street to the southern boundary of No 10
Arbory Avenue, thence eastwards along said southern boundary to the
southwestern boundary of Broadhurst Park, thence northwestwards along said
southwestern boundary to Lightbowne Road, thence northeastwards along said
road to and northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of St Joseph's
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RC Cemetery to Moston Lane, thence northeastwards along said lane to the
accessway leading northwards and northwestwards to the rears of No's ^7-61
Crowden Road, thence northwards and northwestwards along said accessway to
the eastern boundary of Charlestown Ward, thence generally northeastwards
along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

LIGHTBOWNE WARD
Commencing at the point where the southeastern boundary of Charlestown
Ward meets the western boundary of Moston Ward, thence generally southwards along said western boundary to the Rochdale-Manchester (Victoria)
Railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to Thorp Road, thence
northwestwards along said road, northwards along Lightbowne Road and
northwestwards along Church Lane to a point opposite the southeastern
boundary of No 226 Church Lane, thence southwestwards to and along said
southeastern boundary and the southeastern boundaries of No's 1-11
Holmfield Avenue West to the southwestern boundary of the last mentioned
property, thence northwestwards along said southwestern boundary, the
southwestern end of Holmfield Avenue West and northwestwards, southwestwards and northwestwards along the accessways on the southern sides of
No 12 Holmfield Avenue West and No's 15-23 Waverley Road West, northwestwards along the southwestern end of Waverley Road West and the accessway
at the rears of the properties on the southwestern side of Lowton Avenue
to Potter's Lane, thence westwards along said lane to the Track leading
to Moss Brook Road, thence northwards along said track and northwards and
northwestwards along said road to Church Lane, thence eastwards along said
lane to Hillier Street, thence northwards along said street and eastwards
along Princedom Street to Ashley Lane, thence northwards along said lane
and Clough Road to Glen Avenue, thence eastwards along said avenue to a
point opposite the western boundary of No 21 Glen Avenue, thence north-
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wards to and along said western boundary to its northernmost point, thence due
north from said point to the southern boundary of Charlestown Ward,
thence eastwards and northeastwards along said southern boundary and the
southeastern boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

NEWTON HEATH WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Lightbowne Ward
meets the southern boundary of Moston Ward, thence eastwards along said
southern boundary to the eastern boundary of the City, thence southeastwards and westwards along said City boundary and continuing generally
westwards along the River Medlock to its culvert on the eastern side of
Clayton Street, thence westwards in a straight line to the culvert on the
western side of Bank Bridge Road, thence generally westwards along the
River Medlock to Mill Street, thence northwestwards along said street and
Hulme Hall Lane, passing to west of No's 620-642 Oldhara Road, crossing
Oldham Road and continuing northwestwards along Queens Road, on the western
side of the Playhouse Cinema, to the Manchester (Victoria) - Rochdale •
Railway, thence northeastwards along said railway and the southeastern
boundary of Lightbowne Ward to the point of commencement.

BESWICK AND CLAYTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Newton Heath Ward meets
the eastern boundary of the City, thence generally southwards along said
City boundary to the Ashton Canal, thence northwestwards along said canal
to Ashton New Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Grey Mare
Lane, thence southwards along said lane to Albert Street, thence westwards
along said street and in prolongation thereof to the Miles Platting Fairfield Railway, thence southwestwards and southeastwards along said
railway to Ashton Old Road, thence westwards along said road to the road
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known as Pin Mill Brow, thence northwestwards along said road, and northwards and northwestwards along Great Ancoats Street to Old Mill Street,
thence northeastwards along said street and Bradford Road to the southern
boundary of Newton Heath Ward, thence generally eastwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

BRADFORD WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Beswick and Clayton
Ward meets the eastern boundary of the City, thence generally southwards
along said City boundary to the Fairfield-Miles Platting Railway, thence
westwards and northwestwards along said railway to the southern boundary
of Beswick and Clayton Ward, thence generally northeastwards and southeastwards along said southern boundary to the point of commencement.

GORTON NORTH WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Bradford Ward
meets the eastern boundary of the City, thence generally southwards and
southwestwards along said City boundary to the Freight Railway running
northeastwards to Fairfield Station, thence northeastwards along said
railway to Hyde Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Belle Vue
Street, thence northwestwards along said street and Gorton Lane and northwards along Pottery Lane to the southern boundary of Bradford Ward, thence
eastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

CHORLTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the City crosses
the Trafford Park-Fairfield Freight Railway, thence southeastwards along
said railway to St Werburgh's Road, thence southwards along said road to
a point opposite the southern boundary of the railway, thence eastwards
to and southeastwards along the southern boundary of the railway and
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continuing southeastwards along the southern boundary of the Dismantled
Railway to Mauldeth Road West, thence southwestwards along said road,
Hardy Lane and Hardy Lane (proposed extension) to the western boundary of
the City, thence northwestwards and generally northeastwards along said
City boundary to the point of commencement.

WHALLEY RANGE WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Chorlton Ward meets
the western boundary of the City, thence northeastwards along said City
boundary to Withington Road, thence southwards along said road to
Yarburgh Street, thence northeastwards along said street to Alexandra Road
South, thence southwards along said road to Demesne Road, thence westwards along said road to Withington Road, thence southwards along said
road to the Fairfield-Trafford Park Freight Railway, thence westwards
along said railway to the eastern boundary of Chorlton Ward, thence
0

northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

MOSS SIDE WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Whalley Range Ward
meets the western boundary of the City, thence northeastwards along said
City boundary to a point opposite the road known as Gladstone Court,
thence due south from said point to Moss Lane West, thence northeastwards
along said lane and southeastwards and eastwards along Moss Lane East to
Wilmslow Road, thence southeastwards along said road to and westwards
along Great Western Street to a point opposite the western boundary of
No's 2-8 Felling Walk, thence southwards to and along said western
boundaries to Seaham Walk, thence westwards along said walk and southwards along Flamborough Walk to the northern end of Parkfield Street on
the northern side of Walmer Street, thence southwards along Parkfield
Street to Platt Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to Rosedale
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Road, thence northwestwards along said road, crossing Thornton Road in a
straight line, and continuing northwestwards along the accessways on the
northeastern sides of No 162 Thornton Road, No's 10-16 and 33 Dalton
Avenue, No's 5^ and 77 Dorset Avenue and No 2? Lloyd Street South to the
last mentioned street, thence southwestwards along Lloyd Street South to
Parkside Road, thence westwards along said road to and southwards along
Princess Road to a point opposite the northern boundary of the Athletic
Ground, thence -westwards to and along said northern boundary to the
eastern end of Demesne Road, north of Montgomery House (YMCA), and
continuing westwards along said road to the eastern boundary of Whalley
Range Ward, thence northwards, southwestwards and northwards along said
ward boundary to the point of commencement.

HULME WARD
Commencing at the point where northern boundary of Moss Side Ward meets
the western boundary of the City, thence generally northwestwards and
northeastwards along said City boundary to Regent Road, thence eastwards
along said road and southeastwards along Dawson Street and Egerton Street,
crossing the roundabout junction in a straight line and continuing southeastwards and northeastwards along Mancunian Way (A57 (M)) to Oxford
Road, thence southeastwards along said road and Wilmslow Road to the
northern boundary of Moss Side Ward, thence westwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

RUSHOLME
WARD
i
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Moss Side Ward
meets the eastern boundary of Hulme Ward, thence northwestwards along
said eastern boundary to Hathersage Road, thence eastwards along said
road and southeastwards along Upper Brook Street and Anson Road to
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Dickenson Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Beresford Road,
thence southeastwards along said road to Old Hall Lane, thence eastwards
along said lane to Slade Lane, thence southwards and southwestwards along
said lane and Kingsway to the Fairfield-Trafford Park Freight Railway,
thence westwards along said railway to Ladybarn Lane, thence northwards
along said lane, crossing Moseley Road in a straight line, and continuing
northwards along Whitworth Lane to the southern boundary of the Tennis
Court, southeast of Ashburne Hall, thence westwards along said southern
boundary and its continuation as the southern boundary of Ashburne Hall
to its southwestern corner, thence due west from said corner to Wilraslow
Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Platt Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to the eastern boundary of Moss Side Ward,
thence northwards, eastwards and northwards along said ward boundary to
the point of commencement.

FALLOWFIELD WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Whalley Range Ward
meets the southern boundary of Moss Side Ward, thence generally eastwards
along said southern boundary and northeastwards and generally southeastwards along the southwestern boundary of Rusholme Ward to the FairfieldTrafford Park Freight Railway, thence westwards along said railway to the
eastern boundary of Whalley Range Ward, thence northwards and eastwards
along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

OLD MOAT WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Whalley Range Ward
meets the southern boundary of Fallowfield Ward, thence eastwards along
said southern boundary to Wilmslow Road, thence southwestwards and southwards along said road to Lapwing Lane, thence northwestwards along said
lane to its junction with Palatine Road, thence northwards to and north-

11 westwards along the northeastern side of the Dismantled Railway to Burton
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the southwestern boundary
of the Dismantled Railway, thence northwestwards along said southwestern
boundary, crossing Princess Road in a straight line, and continuing northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of Chorlton Ward to the southern
boundary of Whalley Range Ward, thence eastwards along said southern
boundary to the point of commencement.

BARLOW MOOR WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the City meets the
southeastern boundary of Chorlton Ward, thence northeastwards along said
ward boundary to and southeastwards along the southwestern boundary of
Old Moat Ward to Palatine Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
the River Mersey at Northenden Bridge, thence northwards and generally
westwards along said river to the western boundary of the City, thence
northwestwards along said western boundary to the point of commencement.

NORTHENDEN WAPJ)
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the City meets the
southern boundary of Barlow Moor Ward, thence generally

southeastwards

along said ward boundary and continuing generally southeastwards along
the River Mersey to the southeastern boundary of the City, thence southwestwards and southwards along said City boundary to the WoodleyWarrington Freight Railway, thence westwards along said railway to the
M56 Motorway, thence northwards along said motorway and Princess Parkway
to Wythenshawe Road, thence westwards along said road to Orton Road,
thence northwards along said road to Moorcroft Road, thence westwards and
southwestwards along said road to Wythenshawe Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to Woodwise Lane, thence northwards, along said lane and
continuing northwards along the accessway passing through Woodwiss Farm
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to the western boundary of the City, thence generally northeastwards
along said City boundary to the point of commencement.

BROOKLAKDS WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the City meets the
southwestern boundary of Northenden Ward, thence generally eastwards and
southwards along said ward boundary to the Woodley-Warrington Freight
Railway, thence westwards along said railway to the western boundary of
the City, thence northwestwards and eastwards along said City boundary to
the point of commencement.

BAGULEY WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the City meets the
southern boundary of Brooklands Ward, thence eastwards along said ward
boundary to the M56 Motorway, thence southwestwards along said motorway
to the. western boundary of the City, thence northwestwards along said
City boundary to the point of commencement.

WOODHOUSE PARK WARD
The parish of Ringway
and that area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the western
boundary of the City meets the southeastern boundary of Baguley Ward,
thence northeastwards along said ward boundary to the'southern carriageway of the roundabout carrying the road known as Simmonsway over the
M^6 Motorway, thence eastwards along said carriageway and continuing
South-eastwards along said road to the centre of the roundabout* junction
with Poundswick Lane, thence southeastwards in a straight line to and
south-eastwards along Simonsway, crossing the roundabout junction with
Brownley Road in a straight line, and continuing southeastwards along
Simonsway and Finney Lane to the southeastern boundary of the City,
thence southwards and westwards along said City boundary to the north-
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eastern boundary of the parish of Ringway, thence generally northwestwards along said Parish boundary and the western boundary of the City to
the point of commencement.

BENCHILL WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Woodhouse Park
Ward meets the eastern boundary of Baguley Ward, thence northwards along
said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Northenden Ward, thence
eastwards along said ward boundary to the point where Altrincham Road
crosses the Woodley-Warrington Freight Railway, thence due south from
said point to the M56 Motorway, thence southeastwards along said motorway to the flyover forming the western part of the roundabout junction
between Altrincham Road and Sharston Road, thence southwards and southeastwards along said roundabout junction and southwards along Altrincham
Road and Brownley Road, crossing the roundabout junction with Hollyhedge
Road in a straight line, to Cross Acres Road, thence westwards along said
road and southwestwards along Poundswick Lane to the centre of the
roundabout junction with Simonsway, being the northern boundary of Woodhouse Park Ward, thence northwestwards along said ward boundary to the
point of commencement.

SHARSTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Woodhouse Park Ward
meets the southeastern boundary of Benchill Ward, thence northeastwards
along said southeastern boundary and northwards and northwestwards along
the eastern boundary of Benchill Ward to the southern boundary of
Northenden Ward, thence eastwards along-said southern boundary and
generally southwards along the southeastern boundary of the City to the
northern boundary of Woodhouse Park Ward, thence northwestwards along
said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

DIDSBURY WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Northenden Ward
meets the southeastern boundary of Barlow Moor Ward, thence northeastwards
along said southeastern boundary to the southwestern boundary of Old Moat
Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary and eastwards along
Fog Lane to Parrs Wood Road, thence southwards along said road to School
Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane and Queensway to the southeastern boundary of the City, thence generally southwards and westwards
along said City boundary to the eastern boundary of Northenden Ward,
thence generally northwards, southwestwards and northwestwards along said
boundary to the point of commencement.

WITHINGTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Didsbury Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Old Moat Ward, thence generally northeastwards
along said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Fallowfield Ward,
thence eastwards along said ward boundary and the southern boundary of
Rusholme Ward to the Manchester (Piccadilly) - Gatley - Crewe Railway,
thence southwards along said railway to Briarfield Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Parrs Wood Road North, thence southwards
along said road to the northern boundary of Didsbury Ward, thence westwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

BURNAGE WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Didsbury Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Withington Ward, thence northwards, eastwards
and northwards along said eastern boundary to Talbot Road, thence northeastwards along said road and eastwards along Grangethorpe Drive to
Burnage Lane, thence northwards along said lane to and eastwards along
Crossley Road to the southeastern boundary of the City, thence generally
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southwestwards along said City boundary to the northern boundary of
Didsbury Ward, thence westwards and northwards along said ward boundary
to the point of commencement.

LEVENSHULME WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Burnage Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Withington Ward, thence northwards along said
eastern boundary and northeastwards along the southeastern boundary of
Rusholme Ward to the road known as Park Grove, thence eastwards along
said road to Stockport Road, thence southwards along said road to Barlow
Road, thence northeastwards along said road and Manor Road to Mount Road,
thence southwards along said road to Barlow Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to and southwards along Broom Lane to a point due west
of the western end of the accessway to the rears of No's 1 -

65 Highfield

Road, thence due eastwards to and eastwards along said accessway to and
eastwards along the northern boundaries of No's 65 - 71 Highfield Road
to the accessway to the rears of No's 71 - 87 Highfield Road, thence
eastwards along said accessway, and its continuation as an accessway to
the Allotment Gardens, to the accessway to the east of the Hall, thence
southwards along said accessway to the northern boundary of the Scout
Hut, thence eastwards along said northern boundary and southwards along
the eastern boundary of said Scout Hut to its southernmost point, thence
due southwards from said point to the Trafford Park-Fairfield Freight
Railway,' thence northeastwards along said railway to the eastern boundary
of the City, thence southwards along said City boundary and northwestwards
and southwards along the southeastern boundary of the City to the northern
boundary of Burnage Ward, thence westwards along said ward boundary to the
point of commencement.
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GORTON SOUTH WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of the City meets the
northern boundary of Levenshulme Ward, thence generally westwards, northwards, westwards and northwards along said ward boundary to and'northwestwards along Stockport Road to East Road, thence northeastwards along said
road to Pink Bank Lane, thence northwards along said lane to the road known
as Nutsford Vale, thence northeastwards along said road and its
continuation as a path to its easternmost end, thence due eastwards to the
Footpath leading northwards to Stanley Grove, thence northwards and northeastwards along said footpath to the western boundary of No 12 Bourton
Drive, thence southwards along said western boundary and eastwards along
the northern boundary of the Recreation Ground to Mount Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to Kirkmanshulme Lane, thence northwards
along said lane to and southeastwards and southwards along the southwestern boundary of Gorton North Ward to the eastern boundary of the City,
thence southwestwards and southwards along said City boundary to the
point of commencement.

LONGSIGHT WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Levenshulme Ward
meets the eastern boundary of Rusholme Ward, thence generally northwestwards along said eastern boundary to Hathersage Road, thence eastwards
along said road, Richmond Grove and Plymouth Grove to Stockport Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to the path on the southeastern
side of StAloysiusRC Primary School leading to Halsbury Close, thence
northeastwards and eastwards along said path to said close, and thence
northeastwards along said close, southeastwards along Coverdale Crescent
and northeastwards along Grey Street to the Stockport-Manchester
(Piccadilly) Railway, thence northwestwards along said railway to Hyde
Road, thence eastwards along said road to the western boundary of Gorton
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South Ward, thence southwards, generally southwestwards and southwards
along said western boundary to the northern boundary of Levenshulme Ward,
thence westwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

ARDWICK WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Rusholme Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Hulme Ward, thence northwestwards along said
eastern boundary to Mancunian Way, thence eastwards and northwards along
said way, crossing the roundabout junction with Downing Street in a
straight line, to the centre of its roundabout junction with Fairfield
Street, thence northwards in a straight line to and eastwards along Fairfield Street to the southern boundary of Beswick and Clayton Ward, thence
eastwards along said ward boundary and southeastwards along the southwestern boundary of Bradford Ward to the western boundary of Gorton North
Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary to the northern
boundary of Longsight Ward, thence generally westwards, southeastwards
and generally westwards along said ward boundary and westwards along the
northern boundary of Rusholme Ward to the point of commencement.

CENTRAL WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Hulme Ward meets the
western boundary of the City, thence northeastwards along said City
boundary and the southern boundary of Cheetham Ward to Collyhurst Street,
thence southeastwards along said street and northeastwards along the
Manchester (Victoria) - Rochdale Railway to the southwestern boundary of
Newton Heath Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary and
southwestwards and southeastwards along the western boundary of Beswick
and Clayton Ward to the northern boundary of Ardwick Ward, thence generally
westwards along said northern boundary and the northern boundary of Hulme
Ward to the point of commencement.
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HARPURHEY WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Cheetham Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Crumpsall Ward, thence generally northwards along
said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Charlestown Ward,
thence generally northeastwards and southeastwards 'along said southern
boundary to and generally southwestwards and southeastwards along the
western and southwestern boundaries of Lightbowne Ward to the northwestern boundary of Newton Heath Ward, thence southwestwards along said
northwestern boundary and continuing southwestwards and northwestwards
along the northern boundary of Central Ward to the eastern boundary of
Cheetham Ward, thence generally northwards along said eastern boundary
to the point of commencement.

