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To the Rt Hon Roy Jenkins, MF
Secretary of State for the Home Department
PROPOSALS FOR REVISED ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS JOR THE
BOROUGH OF ELLESMEHE PORT IK THE COUNTY OF CHESHIRE

1* We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried
out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the borough of
Ellesmere Port in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and
Schedule 9 to, the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the
future electoral arrangements for that borough*
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(l) and (2) of
the 1972 Act, notice was given on 12 August 1974 that we were to undertake
this review* This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the
Ellesmere Port Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to the Cheshire
County Council, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies concerned
and the headquarters of the main political parties* Copies were also sent
to the editors of local newspapers circulating in the area and to the local
government press. Notices inserted in the local press announced the start of
the review and invited comments from members of the public and from any
interested bodies.
3. Ellesmere Port Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of
representation for our consideration.

In doing so, they were asked to observe

the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 and the
guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward* They were asked
also to take into account any views expressed to them following their consultation
with local interests. We therefore asked that they should publish details of
their provisional proposals about a month before theysubndtted their draft
scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

4. In accordance with section 7(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the
Borough Council had exercised an option for a system of elections by thirds*
5. On 7 February 1975 the ELlesmere Port Borough Council presented their
draft scheme of representation* The Council proposed to divide the area into
17 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 members to form a Council of 41, one less

«
than at present.
6* Following the publication of the Borough Council's draft scheme we received
comments from a local political association suggesting that the present Riverside
ward should be included in the proposed Little Neston ward instead of the
proposed Parkgate ward* from a local resident we received a letter objecting
to the proposed amalgamation of the present Riverside and Leighton and Parkgate
wards in the proposed Parkgate ward. Another local resident pointed out that
the proposed Burton & Hess ward would be the only single member ward in the
Borough* It was claimed that this was illogical and that it would be disadvantageous
should the councillor be unable to function for any reason* From the Borough
Council we received a copy of a letter from a local political party suggesting
that the Council's housing development at Mill Street should be included in the
proposed Neston ward* The Council also sent us copies of their correspondence
with the local political association which advocated the inclusion of the
Riverside area in the proposed Little Neston ward*
7* We considered the draft scheme together with all the comments which had
been received* The scheme offered a generally even standard of representation.
On the information available to us we could find no strong grounds for
responding to the representations whleh we had received about the proposed
Parkgate, Little Neston and Burton and Ness wards and we decided to reject them*
We could see good reasons, however, to include the Council's housing estate
at Mill Street in the proposed Neston ward and we resolved to modify the draft
scheme accordingly.

8. We studied a number of other ways in which the draft scheme might be modified
so as to secure greater equality of representation. In most instances we
concluded that no change should be made. In the case of the proposed Rossmore
and Rivacre wards, however, we decided to propose an adjustment of the boundary
between them so as to strengthen the electorate of the proposed Rivacre ward.
9* After consulting Ordnance Survey, we decided to propose some minor adjustments
to the alignment of some of the boundaries in order to secure boundary lines
which were more readily identifiable on the ground.
10* Subject to the changes referred to in paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 above we decided
that the Borough. Council's draft

scheme provided a reasonable basis for the

future representation of the Borough in compliance with the rules in Schedule 11
to the 1972 Act and our guidelines and we formulated our draft proposals accordingly.
11, On 5 May 1975 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's draft
scheme. The Council were asked to make these draft proposals, and the accompanying
map which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for inspection at their
main office. Representations on our draft proposals were invited from those to
whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from other members of the
public and interested bodies. We asked that any comments should reach us by
7 July 1975.
12, The Ellosmere Port Borough Council informed us that they accepted the
draft proposals. The local political association which had written to us
previously about the Riverside area reiterated their proposal that it should be
included in the proposed Little Neston ward. We noted that in defining the area
to be transferred from the proposed Parkgate «ard to the proposed little Neeton
ward the association had included not only the present Riverside ward but also
part of the present Leighton and Parkgate ward. We received also a petition
signed by 102 residents in the proposed Burton and Ness ward suggesting that the

ward be amalgamated with the proposed Little Neston ward* The combined ward
would return 3 councillors*
13. In view of these comments we considered that we needed further information
to enable us to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with Section 65(2)

of the 1972 Act and at our request you appointed Mr W Byron as an Assistant
Commissioner to hold a local meeting and to report to us.
14* The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Borough Council's
Area Office at Neston on 15 September 1975.

A copy (without enclosures) of his

report to us of the meeting is attached at Schedule 1 to this report.
15. The Assistant Commissioner recommended that the existing Riverside ward should
remain as a separate ward to be represented by one councillor* The proposed
Parkgate ward would then be altered to exclude the existing Riverside ward and
be represented by 2 councillors. It was recommended that the proposed Burton
and Ness and Little Neston wards should remain unaltered except, in the case of
the lAttle Neston ward, to make a slight boundary alteration in the north for
the purpose of retaining the existing Riverside ward boundary.

16. We considered again our draft proposals in the light of the comments
which we bad received and of the Assistant Commissioner's Report* We decided
that the alterations recommended by the Assistant Commissioner should be adopted*
In doing so we thought it desirable to modify the northern part of the western
boundary of the proposed little Neston ward so as to exclude the triangular area
to which the Assistant Commissioner referred. Subject to these alterations we
decided to confirm our draft proposals as our final proposals.
17. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 of
this report and on the attached map*

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and

the number of councillors to be returned by each. Schedule 3 shows our proposals
for the order of retirement of councillors. The boundaries of the new wards
are defined on the map.

PUBLICATION

18. In accordance with Section 60(5)(t>) of the Local Government Act 1972, a copy
of this report and a copy of the map; are being sent to Ellesraere Port Borough Council
and will be available for public inspection at the Council's main offices.

Copies

of this report are also being sent to.those who received the consultation letter
and to those who made comments. A detailed description of the boundaries of the
proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out in Schedule 4 to this report.

L.S,

Signed:

EDMUND COMFTON (CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M RANKIN (DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

DIANA ALBEMARLE

T C BENFIELD

MICHAEL CHISHOLM

ANDREW WHEATLEY

F B YOUNQ

DAVID R SMITH (Secretary)
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SCJIEDULE 1

UOCAt GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGIAND
BOROUGH OF EULESMERE PORT:

ELECTCRAL ARRANGEMENTS

LOCAL MEETING AT THE AREA OFFICE, NESTON
MONDAY. 15TH SEPTEMBER,

1975

W. Byron
Assistant

Commissioner

LOCAt GOVERNMENT ACT, 1972
tOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR KNGIAND
BOROUGH OF EU£SMERE PORT - REVIEW OF EIECTORAL

ARRANGEMENTS
IflCAL INQUIRY - 15TH SEPTEMBER, 1975
1.

A list showing the names and addresses of persons attending
the Inquiry and the interests they represented is attached to this
Report (Appendix),

2.

Statement of the Commission's proposals
(l)

The Ellesmere Port Borough Council, in accordance with

directions from the Commission, submitted draft scheme for revised
electoral arrangements for the Borough and the Commission thereupon
considered the proposals with reference to the relevant provisions
of Part IV of the Local Government Act 1972, and more particularly
the rules to be observed in considering electoral arrangements
laid down in Schedule 11 of the Act, viz:
"(2)

Having regard to any change in the number or distribu-

tion of the local government electors of the county likely to
take place within the period of five years immediately following the consideration (a)

the number of local government electors shall be,

as nearly as may be, the same in every electoral division
of the county;
(b)

every electoral division shall lie wholly within

a single district;
(c)

every ward of a parish or community having a

parish or community council (whether separate or common)
shall lie wholly within a single electoral division; and
(d)

every parish or community which is not divided

into parish or community wards shall lie wholly
within a single electoral division.

»C;3) Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering
the electoral arrangements referred to in sub-paragraph
(1) above regard shall be had to (a)

the desirability of fixing boundaries which

are and will remain easily identifiable;
(b)

any local ties which would be broken by the

fixing of any particular boundary;
(c)

and

the boundaries of the wards of the districts

in the county."
(2)

The Commission noted that the existing scheme of

representation contained a high number of 4 member wards and
the Council were required to draw up a scheme which radically
altered the status quo, although in doing so they seemed to
have been able to achieve a large measure of local greement.
Numerically the scheme seemed fairly good although there were
four wards where some improvement seemed desirable, namely
the Rivacre, Westminster, Parkgate and Central wards.

The

Commission considered the effect on local communities of
modifications to produce a more even standard of representation
and agreed that the proposed Rivacre Ward boundary should be
amended to transfer 155 electors from the proposed Rossmore
Ward.
(3)

Subject to this amendment to the proposal of the local

Labour Party to transfer the Council1s housing development
from the proposed Parkgate to the proposed Neston Ward, and
to a number of minor modifications suggested by Ordnance Survey,
the Commission decided to adopt the Borough Council1s scheme as
the basis of their draft proposals.
3.

The Borough Council accepted the Commission1s draft
proposals.

Objections were lodged with the Commission

relating to the proposals affecting the proposed Burton and
Ness, little Neston, and Parkgate wards.
were in the form of proposals for:-

The objections

(a)

Burton and Ness to be amalgamated with Little
Neston with three councillor representation to
improve the future standard of representation of the
two wards;

(b)

It was unfair that the proposed Burton and Ness
Ward should be the only ward with one councillor
representation;

(c)

the transfer of the existing Riverside Ward from the
proposed new Parkgate Ward to the proposed little
Neston Ward, the ward boundary suggested -being the
old disused railway line and Moorside Ume rather
than the existing Riverside Ward boundary;

(d)

the existing Parkgate and Leighton Ward should remain
unaltered and be not joined with the existing Riverside
Ward to form the proposed new Parkgate Ward - on the
grounds that there was no community of interest between
a comparatively new Riverside community and an old
established Parkgate community, and further that there
was lacking any -adequate direct access between Pnrkgate
and Riverside.

4.

The Commission, having decided that the objections warranted
a public Local Inquiry (on an informal basis) appointed Mr. W. Byron
to act as an Assistant Commissioner to hear the submissions and
comments of objectors and any other persons interested;
thereon and submit recommendations to the Commission.

to report
The Assistant

Commissioner was supplied with all maps submitted to them and copies
of all documents, statistics and correspondence.
5.

Report of Inquiry
(l)

The Inquiry was held on the 15th September, 1975, at the

Neston Town Hall, commencing at 10.30 a.m.
- 3-

The consultations and

discussions were on an informal meeting basis, and the hearing
terminated at 2.30 p.m.

The Assistant Commissioner then made
i
an "on the ground" inspection of the areas specified in the
written statements made direct to the Commission, including the
locations discussed at the Inquiry, and was accompanied by
Dr. G.C. Brown, representing the Objectors, together with
Councillor R.B. Chromes and the Chief Exeuutive and Town Clerk,
representing the Ellesmere Port Borough Coumcil.
(2)

At the meeting, Pr. G«C, Brown, 3 Hampton Crescent, Neston,

representing the tfirral liberal Association (Neston and Willaston
Branch) re-affirmed the written objections to the proposed
amalgamation of the Parkgate and Riverside Wards, and stated:(a)

the proposal for amalgamation took no account of
the divergent social structure and lack of common
interests between the two wards - Parkgate being an old
established community, while Riverside was a comparatively
newly-developed area with a large proportion of young
families;

(b)

no adequate direct communications existed between the
two wards and referred to the intervening areas of
marshland, fields, and sewage works;

(c)

the "electoral ratio" guide-lines would be better
achieved by the amalgamation of Riverside with the
little Neston Ward, rather than the proposed amalgamation of Parkgate and Riverside;

(d)

certain "ties" existed between little Neston and
Riverside wards - reference being made to postal
facilities, some shopping and garage facilities in
little Neston;

(e)

a suitable boundary line could be drawn between Parkgate
and Riverside, e.g., along Wirral Way from Station Road
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to Moorside lane, completing the boundary to the
River Dee via Moorside Lane.

The disused railway

line was also a good identifiable boundary,
(f)

The possibility existed, if the proposed amalgamation
was approved by the Commission, that the 3 elected
representatives might come from one area only, i.e.
Parkgate or Riverside.

(3)

In reply to questions from the Chief Executive and Town Clerk

(Mr. R. Bernie), Dr. Brown agreed that the liberal Party had raised
no objection to the establishment in 1969/70 of separate wards for
Riverside and little Neston, nor had Dr. Brown heard of any complaints
in that regard.

In reply to a further question on the "electoral

ratio", Dr. Brown, whilst agreeing that his statistical points made
to the Commission were not overwhelming in relation to the other
criteria for making of boundaries, nevertheless this was a facet to
be considered along with other objections.
(4)

Dr. Brown did intimate that an alternative proposal which

could be considered was the establishment of Riverside as a single
member ward "onkts own", and in this connection he was supported
by Mr. Derek Bryan speaking as an individual ratepayer of Parkgate
Ward - who also opposed the amalgamation of Parkgate with Riverside.
(5)

Mr. E.F« Rippon, an Objector to the proposed amalgamation,

raised a question on the availability and relevance of the figures
for 1974 and 1975, and in answer, Councillor R.B. Chrimes, representing the Borough Council, affirmed the accuracy of the figures
provided by the Borough Council, upon which the Council had relied
in submission of their proposals.
(6)

Mr. M.R. Housley of 7 Abbfits Way, late of Ness, supported

the views of Mr. Derek Bryan, and Mrs. H. Wall .Tones, a resident
of Parkgate for 17 years, stated that hundreds of people denounced
- 5-

the amalgamation of Parkgate and Riverside - that it was a "pfiople
issue" not to be the subject of political undercurrents; further
there was the possibility of the "spread" of Riverside into Parkgate,
Mrs. Wall Jones's views were supported by Mr. E. Warburton of Quarry
Bank, tittle Neston and Mrs. Elizabeth Bryan of 4 Springcroft,
Parkgate.

Mr. Warburton also put forward the suggestion of

amalgamation of Burton and Ness and Little Neston (but not including
Riverside).
(7)

Mr. B.H. Morris of Highfield, Bull Hill, Uttle Neston,

submitted there was no connection between Parkgate and Riverside.
Generally in regard to boundaries, he considered that political
issues rather than logical boundaries had been predominant in the
mind of the Council.

He considered that there was a case for a

combination of Little Neston and Button and Ness.

He also stated

that the possibility of Riverside becoming a 2 councillor ward
should be consieered,

Mrs. .KG, Williams of Rye Hey, Burton Road,

also supported amalgamation of Burton and Ness with Little Neston.
(8)

Mr. .1. Brundrit of Fairfield, Willaston, stated that as a

resident of Willaston - the latter was a small corporate unity as
a village - he opposed the proposed union with Thornton.

Thornton

should be joined with Ledsham, leaving Willaston to stand on its
own.

Willaston and Thornton he maintained were two different

communities.
(9)

Mr. N.T, Nicholson, Senior Administrative Officer with

Cheshire County Council, speaking solely as an official of the
County Council, but without authority to speak on any pre-determined
policy of the County, referred to Mr. Brundrit1s proposal and
mentioned the possibility of a combination of Willaston, Thornton
and Rossmore Wards for County electoral purposes.

There might

be difficulty if Thornton separated from Willaston. Mr. Nicholson
made it clear that whilst not making a policy statement on behalf
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of the County, nevertheless he was aware of the necessity of
ensuring future County Electoral Division arrangements.
(10) Captain J.W. Herbert, C.C., of Newstead House, Burton Road,
Little Neston, a Cheshire County Councillor, indicated that he, as
an individual, had no great objections to the Commission's draft
proposals, although he regretted that Burton and Ness was to have
only one Borough Councillor.

He had no objection to the amalgama-

tion of Parkgate and Riverside.
(11) Although the subject of future County Electoral Divisions

v

was not relevant to the Inquiry, the Assistant Commissioner ascertained
that the Cheshire County Council had raised no objections to the
Borough Council.1 s draft scheme.

(12) Referring to the. Petition signed by 102 members of the
proposed Burton and Ness Ward, submitted by Mr. George Jones,
D.ipl.Arch., A.R.I.B.A., of Neston Road, Burton, the Assistant
Commissioner was informed that Mr. Jones was unable to be present.
However, the meeting was informed of the petitioners1 proposals
for the amalgamation of Burton and Ness with little Neston to form
one ward with 3 elected representatives.
(13) The Assistant Commissioner read out to the meeting the
letters received by the Commission from the following who were
not present:(i)

The Secretary of the Neston Labour Party (Mrs.E.D.Chrimes)
expressing general agreement with the Council's proposed
wards, but preferring the inclusion of the Borough's
housing development in Mill Street, Neston, to be
included in the proposed Parkgate Ward to provide
easier access for the elderly people in the Mill
Street area to vote at Ncston Town Hall.

- 7-

(ii)

Mr. M.J. Connigale of 68 The Looms, Parkgatc,
objecting to the amalgamation of Parkgate and
Riverside, having regard to lack of common
interests and absence of cross communication.

(iii)

Mr. J.E. Platt, Rydal, Well Lane, Ness, Wirral,
objecting to the proposal for Burton and Ness being
the only ward having one councillor representation.

(iv)

Mr. N.L. Angel, 16 Sendee Road, Neston, delegated
by the Neston Members1 Branch of the Labour Party,
approved the Commission's proposals as recognising
the individual characteristics of the various parts
of the district whilst achieving something like
numerical equality of electors per councillor.
In reference to Burton and Ness and little Neston
he considered both had a long tradition of separate
representation and there were no good grounds for
amalgamation.

As to Riverside, it should be either

a separate ward on its own or joined with Parkgate
as both communities have a common interest in that
they lie along the river and both affected by national
or local decisions on the future development of Shotton
steelworks, proposed power station and Dee barrage and
reservoir schemes, and persistent nuisance of atmospheric
pollution from North Wales industry:

that while

geographically close the Little Neston and Riverside
communities have no common interests other than those
shared by the whole district; and that the former
Ncston Council and Cheshire County Council were right
some years ago to separate these two communities - a
decision which met with general approval at the time.
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(v)

Mr, George Jones, Dipl.Arch., A.R.I.B.A., who had
submitted a Petition signed by 102 persons for the
amalgamation of Burton and Ness with Little Neston
as a single ward with 3 elected representatives.
Mr. Jones's statement contained statistical evidence
relative to 1974 and 1979 electorate ratios which
he maintained would obviate any future alteration
and provide a satisfactory "norm".

(Reference

has been made previously in this Report to Mr. Jones!s
submissions).
(14)

The Chief Executive and Town Clerk (Mr. R«J« Bernie) having

heard the objections and comments set out above, stated:(i)

The Borough Council's draft proposals had received
whole-hearted support in Council and the Commission's
relatively minor amendments as formulated in the
Commission's draft scheme had been accepted by the
Council,

(ii)

The Council had achieved remarkable unanimity among
the members, viz* Conservative, labour and Independents •
there had been no dissent and no "political undertones",

(iii)

In considering the draft proposals as a whole it was
noticeable that only a comparatively small sector of "
the Borough had been the subject of objections.

(iv)

A Special Borough Ward Sub-Committee had been set
up in the first place, holding a series of meetings to
consider the review and originally the sub-committee
had 5 sets of proposals before them.

They had gone

into great detail - locality by locality, and after
a number of modifications, the final draft had received
the support of the "all party" sub-committee.
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(v)

The draft scheme was finally approved by the Borough
Council at a special meeting on 30th December, 1974,
when 34 members were present, with 33 voting in
favour with one abstention, but no dissentient vote,

(vi)

There appeared to be two sets of incompatible
proposals by the objectors - one claiming amalgamation
of Burton and Ness with little Neston - another
claiming amalgamation of Riverside and little Neston.

(vii)

The Council had prepared the scheme having in mind
the Commission's guide-lines as to:-

(viii)

(a)

ratio of councillors to electorate;

(b)

well identifiable boundaries;

(c)

non-severance of "community ties",

On electorate ratios, it was utterly impossible to
achieve absolute equality of numbers - some "tolerance"
was necessary;

but nevertheless the draft scheme in

no case exceeded a ]0$ outside the "norm", nor more
than 15% over a period of 5 years.
within the Commissions guide lines.

This was well
Any imbalance

was not greatly significant in the scheme - the
Council had not been so much concerned about the
joining of communities, but rather to ensure against
the severance of "ties".
(l5)

Councillor R«D. Chrimes then submitted evidence, acting with

the authority of the Borough Council:(i)

He was a native of Neston and represented the little
Neston Ward of the former Neston Council from 1949 to
31st March, 1974.

At the first elections held under the

Local Government Act, 1972, he had been elected a member
of the new Council.
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(ii)

In August, 1974, the Borough Council were asked by
the Local Government Boundary Commission to prepare
a new warding scheme for the Borough and to submit
it to the Commission by 12th February, 1975The Council set up an all party Ward Boundary SubCommittee of which he was a member, to prepare a
draft scheme*

The Sub-Committee met on six occasions

and examined a number of alternative proposals.
draft

The

scheme which was finally hammered out in

accordance with the criteria laid down by the Boundary
Commission, was agreed upon unanimously by the Sub• Committee.
(iii)

The Sub-Committee's scheme was put to a special meeting
of the Council on 30th December, 1974.

It was accepted

with only a minor amendment.

34 out of the 42 members

of the Council were present.

33 voted in favour;

1 abstained and none voted against.

The scheme was

then submitted to the Local Government Boundary
Commission who accepted it subject to slight amendments.
The Borough Council approved the amended scheme on
20th May, 1975(iv)

When the Council was advised by the Commission of the
representations received by them on the draft scheme the
Ward Boundary Sub-Committee held a special meeting to
consider those representations.

The Sub-Committee!s

recommendations were once again unanimous.

The Sub-

committee strongly disagreed with the representations
which have been submitted by the Neston and Willaston
Branch of the liberal Party and by the Burton and Ness
petitioners.

Those representations were not turned

down out of hand but were carefully considered and were

rejected for substantial reasons.

The liberal

Party objection has, in fact, now been examined on
two separate occasions.

It was examined by the

Council before they submitted their draft proposals
to the Boundary Commission in February last and has
been recently re-considered by the Ward Boundary Subcommittee.
(v)

The Council was unable to accept the liberal. Party
proposal for throe reasons.

Firstly, the Council

do not agree that there is such a special community
of interest existing between the Riverside and Little
Ncston areas that it is imperative to put them together
into one Ward.

Councillor Chrimes lives in the

Riverside Ward and knows it very well.

He maintains it

is a community that has grown rapidly but compactly in
recent years.

It now possesses its own small shopping

centre and has a special character of its own.

He

denied the existence of a special or strong community of
interest between Riverside and the little Neston Ward.
(vi)

The Council believed it would be wrong to establish
a Ward with boundaries which severed a railway line.
The Council were advised that careful attention must
be paid to Ward boundaries that are not only easily
identifiable and that as far as possible boundaries
should be selected which are likely to be permanent.
No better boundary existed than the Wrexham/Birkenhead
railway line.

The two main boundaries selected by

the Council for the proposed Parkgate Ward consists
of the River Dee on the one hand and the railway
line on the other.

It would be impossible to

secure ,1 more suitable boundary.
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(vii)

The Council also believed that the draft scheme
advised by the Commission must be considered as
a whole.

Small areas should not be taken and

dealt with in isolation because of the repercussive
effects that may be caused elsewhere.

It is true

that if Riverside was excluded from Parkgate Ward and
merged with Little Neston Ward figures marginally
closer to the electoral norm would be produced for
Little Ncston but i-t would also result in marginally
worse figures for Par legate,
(viii)

In regard to Burton and Ness,

arguments arc put

forward against single member wards and that little
Neston should be merged with Burton and Ness to form
a 3 member ward.

The Borough Council could not

understand what is wrong with single member representation.

The Parliamentary system is based upon

single member constituencies and works perfectly
well.

Moreover, the Boundary Commission and the

Home Office have accepted that it may be preferable
to have single member wards in rural parts of Boroughs
even where the Borough has opted to have elections
by thirds.
(ix)

The Burton objectors further say that there is a
strong geographical and social affinity between Burton
and Ness and Little Neston.

The Council do not deny

that there is some affinity but maintain that it is
no greater than between Riverside and Little Ncston
and between Little Ncston and other adjoining districts.
The Burton objectors also claim that Burton and Ness
on its own will result in a greater percentage deviation
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from the norm than if it were amalgamated with
little Neston on a 3 member basis.

The Ward Boundary

Sub-Committee do not consider that there is any
real substance in this argument about the relative
size of electorate.

It is true, that leaving Burton

and Ness on its own might ultimately result in a
greater percentage deviation from the norm than if
it were amalgamated with Little Neston on a 3 member
basis.

Hut this depends upon growth taking place.

It is based upon trying to look 5 years ahead.

In

fact, to begin with, if Burton and Ness were amalgamated
with tittle Neston, the disparity (6,10$) would be
larger than if Burton and Ness were left on its own (2.
But either way the figures were not significant.
Burton and Ness has a long tradition of separate
representation and has been a separate ward since
the Urban District was formed in 19,33-

It survived

both the 1952 and the 1970 Ward Reviews with only
minor alterations.

Indeed, apart from Willaston no

other ward has undergone less change than Burton and
Ness which has an unbroken tradition of separate
representation extending over 42 years.

The Council

looked at the possibility of merging Burton and Ness
with other adjoining wards but believed that the reasons
for it having retained separate representation throughout the years to be as valid now as they ever were.
The Ward is predominantly rural and consists of tv:o
separate but linked communities sharing common interests
and common problems.

These problems arc very different

to the one in Little Neston which is a highly urbanised
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ward linked with the larger and central urban
community of Neston.

The problems in Burton

and Ness are problems of green belt, agriculture,
and conservation.
(x)

Another factor to be taken into account was the size
of the Ward.

Burton and Ness is the largest ward

area in the Borough,

Reorganised local government,

has been criticised for being too remote*

Small

communities had lest their separate representation
and it could have been a backward step if the Borough
Council had proposed the amalgamation of Burton and
Ness with any other ward.

It has special characteristics

which make it totally different from any other part of
the Borough except possibly Willaston.

It should

be separately represented by someome who can speak for
the special problems of that locality.
(l6) Mr.D. Bryan, Mrs. J.C. Williams, Mr, B.H. Morris, in
reply to the statements made by Councillor Chrimes re-affirmed
their objections as previously set out in this Repo.rt, and
Dr. G.C. Brown stated that without prejudice to his earlier
evidence for the amalgamation of little Neston and Riverside, the
position should be looked at on the basis of making Riverside
a I councillor ward.
(This completed the meeting, and the Assistant Commissioner,
having invited representatives of the Objectors to accompany
him, commenced forthwith on an "on the ground" tour of inspection,
accompanied by Dr. G.C. Brown, Councillor R*B. Chrimes and the
Chief Executive and Town Clerk. (Mr. R. Bernie))..
6.

Inspections
(l)

The party inspected the boundaries at Parkgate, including
1C

the suggested alternative boundaries put forward to
separate Parkgate from Riverside, the area of Riverside and
tlie boundary between Riverside and Little Neston, the Little
Neston area, Mill Street houses, the Burton and Ness boundary
with Little Neston and parts of the Burton and Ness area
beyond the boundary.
(2)

On his journey from Neston back to Liverpool, the

Assistant Commissioner motored through Willaston and Thornton
area, as these had been referred to at the meeting.
7.

Report of Assistant Commissioner
(1)

I am quite satisfied that the Borough Council have made

a genuine and thorough review of the electoral arrangements,
and the scheme put up to the Commission appears to have the
support of the majority of all existing political parties on
the Council.
(2)

The Council's draft scheme, having been amended by the

Commission (the amendments being accepted by the Council) it is
of course the Commission's draft scheme which was the subject
of inquiry.
(3)

Whilst there is substance in certain of the objections

made to the draft scheme, quite clearly the "claims" for
amalgamation of Burton,and Ness with Little Neston cannot be
reconciled with those for the amalgamation of Little Neston and
the existing Riverside Ward.

Burton and Ness is largely an

agricultural and open space area, typically pleasant rural
character, and the Ward has been represented by i councillor
for a great number of years despite previous reviews of wards.
The current objection seems to be that it is the only ward of
the Borough witli 1 councillor representation, as against the
2 or 3. councillor basis in the other wards.

However, the

"electorate ratio" guide lines, identity of boundaries, and
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retention of community aspects have been preserved.

I am

not of opinion that there is a case for amalgamation of Burton
and Ness with Little Neston.

I understand that the ward has

been assiduously represented over the years.
(4)

The proposal put forward at the meeting by one objector

for the separation of the Willaston area from Thornton - the
latter to be joined with Ledsham . was considered.

It is accepted

that Willaston village is a pleasantly compact community, but
the Thornton area is not greatly different in character.

To

join Thornton with Ledsham would have repercussive effects,
creating imbalance of the ratio between electorate to representation.
Although the proposed Willaston and Thornton Ward is large in
area, and crossed by main railway lines, there is a main highway
connection joining the two districts.

The electorate - 2,522

giving a 1.84 entitlement for the 1975 year and 2,957 giving a
1.96 entitlement for 1980 is satisfactory looked at from the
viewpoint of the Willaston and Thornton electors (2 councillors).
I do not consider that any alteration of the proposed ward is
warranted.
(5)

Regarding the Neston Labour Party1s proposal for inclusion

of the small Mill Street area into the proposed Neston Ward,
this has been incorporated in the Commission's draft scheme,
and there appeared to be no objection.

I have no adverse

comment, to make on the draft scheme in this respect,
(6)

The most contentious matter relates to the Parkgate-

Riverside-Little Neston area.

There was a great deal of

opposition to the proposed amalgamation of the existing Parkgat.e
and Lei^hton Ward with the existing Riverside Ward.

There

were equally strong proposals for the amalgamation of Little
Neston and Riverside.

The outcome of any such proposals
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would provide for a 3 councillor representation for Little
Ncston (including Riverside);

Parkgate retaining its

existing 2 councillor representation.

Parkgate is an old-

established area* clearly identifiable from the comparatively
new Riverside development.

The Commission's draft scheme

would not break the "severance of community ties" principle;
rather the joining together of the "old" and "new".

It was

suggested that in the event of amalgamation, the result could
be the election of 3 councillors from the Parkgate portion or
3 from the Riverside portion, either district then being left
without local representatives.

I do not think this is a valid

argument against amalgamation: Riverside has been well represented
by 1 councillor since the Ward was first established.
I was particularly interested in the "on the ground"
inspection of Riverside, which consists of an estate of owneroccupied dwellings, a small shopping centre, and community centre.
Speculative building is continuing in the area, and I would judge
the housing to be in t.be "m.ul'.fte11 price ranj^.It is a compact
estate development, well laid-out, and I accept the contrast
between the younger-age group argument with the much longer
established Parkgate community.

The Parkgate promenade however

is probably an attraction for the whole of the former Neston
Urban area.
Dealing with the proposal for amalgamation of little Neston
and Riverside, there is the obvious attraction of shopping into
both the proposed Li.ttle Neston and Neston wards (Neston Town
Centre), but hero again this factor would be applicable to all
parts of the former Ncston Urban arcs.

I did not observe nny

large-scale town development in the Town Centre; possibly
apart from day to day shopping requirements, residents look to
the neighbouring towns of Birkenhead, Wallasey, Liverpool and
Chester.
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I am impressed by the good identifiable boundary
separating the proposed Little Neston Ward from the existing
Riverside Ward.

Also, the decision to divide the two wards

which took place in 1969/70 is significant.
objections were raised.

I understand no

The liberal Party suggestion put

forward at the meeting, and in writing to the Commission,
relating to the amalgamation of Little Neston and Riverside
envisaged a Parkgate- Riverside boundary at the northwesterly
end of Riverside, i.e., Moorside Lane, and dlsi'cd railway
line.

It seems to me however that the Moorside Lane area is

an established part of the Parkgate and Leighton area, and this
conflicts with the argument for deletion of Riverside from the
proposed Parkgate Ward.

Numerically the liberal Party's

suggestion would satisfy a 3 councillor representation of Little
Neston, but the 1980 projected electorate would then appear to
be in excess of that proposed for the new Parkgate Ward, and
one objection has already been made that the Commission's proposals
would make Parkgate electorate unjustifiably high.
From the above premises I consider there is no case for
amalgamation of Little Neston and the existing Riverside Ward.
(7)

Having considered carefully the respective histories of

Parkgate area and Riverside, the communications aspect, my visit
to the Riverside development giving an impression of a pleasant
compact community, I am of opinion that there is a case for the
existing Riverside and Parkgate Wards to remain unaltered.
Although any suggestion for l councillor representation in an
urbanised area does not accord with the Commission's guide-lines
unless there arc special circumstances, nevertheless the writing*
and oral evidence, and visual contact, lead me to the conclusion
that for the next 5 years the Riverside Ward should retain its
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identity and be represented by 1 councillor.

In such

circumstances the representation of Parkgate (also remaining unaltered) should be reduced to 2 councillor representation.

Looking at the statistical result of this recommendation,

the Commission's draft scheme indicates for 1980 an electorate of
4,604 for what was the proposed Parkgate Ward.
includes of course the Riverside electorate.

This fugitrc
My recommendation

would produce the following figures after taking into account
the Council's projection of an electorate of l,77l for the
Riverside area by the year 1980.

My recommendations would

then produce the following figures :1980,- Parkgate (4,604 - 1,77l) = 2,833 - divided by the
average number of electors per ward of I, 509s-

^' _*• =
1980 - Riverside
(8)

=

1.88 entitlement, i.e. 2 councillors
1.17 entitlement,' i.e. 1 councillor

I am of opinion that the above recommendations to the

alteration of the Commissions draft scheme would be in the
best interests of local government generally in the Borough
and particularly for Parkgate and Riverside.
7.

Recommendations of the Assistant Commissioner

(1)

The proposed Burton and Ness Ward should remain unaltered.

(2)

The proposed little Neston Ward should remain unaltered
except insofar as it may be necessary to adjust the
slight boundary alteration in the North, viz. a
triangle for the purpose of retaining the existing
Riverside Ward boundary,
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(3)

The proposed Parkgate Ward should be altered to
exclude the existing Roverside Ward (2 councillor
representation).

(4)

The existing Riverside Ward should remain as a separate
ward with i councillor representation.

(5)

The proposed Willaston and Thornton Ward should remain
unaltered with respect to boundaries and representation,

(6)

Subject to the alterations outlined in (2), (3) and (4)
above, the Commission's draft scheme is recommended for
approval.

Signed
(W. ByronK
Assistant Commissioner

19th September, 1975

SCHEDULE 2
BOROUGH OF ELLESMERE PORT: NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND
NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS
NAME OF WARD

NO OF COUNCILLORS

WJOTON AND NESS

1

CKNTRAL

3

GRANGE

3

GROVES

2

LKDSHAM

3

LITTLE NESTON

-

NHSTON

2
2

PfcSKGATE

'

POOLTOWN

2
2

HIVACRE

-

3

RIVKRGIDE

1

HOSSMORE

3

STANLOtf

2

SUTTON

3

WESTMINSTER

2

WIIITDY

3

WILLASTON AND THORNTON

2

WOLVERHAM

2

.

SCHEDULE 3

KLLWJNERK PORT BOROUGH COUNCIL
ELECTION BY THIRDS
ORDER OF RETIRQ-CTT
ORDER OF'RETIREMENT
NO. OF COUUCILLOHG
REPKKSENTIITG WARD

NAME OF WARD

1st YEAR

2nd YEAR

3rd Vl^R
4

BURTON AND NESS

1

-

1
-

CENTRAL

3

1

1

1

GRANGE

3

1

1

1

GROVES

2

1

1
-

LEDSHAM

3

1

LITTLE NESTON

2

-

NESTON

2

1

1

1

1

1

1
-

1

1

2

1

-

1

RIVACRE

3

1

1

1

RIVERSIDE

1

ROSSMORE

3

1

1

STANLOW

2

1

-

1

BUTTON

3

1

1

1

WESTMINSTER

2

1

1

WHITBY

3

1

1

1

VILLASTON AND THORNTON

2

1

-

1

WOLVKRHAM

2

1

1

PARKGATE

2

POOLTOWN

-

13

-

•

1

1

-

1*t

*

BOROUGH OF ELLESMERE PORT:

SCHEDULE
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES ' '

STANLOW WARD
Commencing at a point where Stanney Lane meets the southern boundary of
the District, thence northwestwards along said lane to a point opposite
the southeastern boundary of No 16? Stanney Lane, thence northeastwards
to and along said boundary, the southeastern boundary of No 30 Rugby
Road, crossing Rugby Road, the southeastern boundary of No 19 Rugby
Road, the rear boundaries of Nos 77-75 Marlborough Road and the southeastern boundary of No 69 Marlborough Road, crossing the access road to
Harlech Court to the southeastern boundary of No 67 Marlborough Road,
continuing along said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 61-21 of
said road, crossing Sherborne Road and continuing along the rear boundaries
of Nos 19-15 Marlborough Road to the rear boundary of No 12 Ruskin Drive,
thence southeastwards along said boundary, the rear boundary of No 11
Ruskin Drive and the southwestern boundary, of the Ruskin Drive Municipal
Garage Site to the rear boundary of No 63 St Andrew's Road, thence
continuing southeastwards and following the rear boundaries of Nos 63-^1
St Andrew's Road and continuing in a straight line to the southeastern
boundary of No 51 of said road, continuing northeastwards along said
boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 23-1 St Andrew's Road and the
southeastern boundary of No 28 Thornton Road to Thornton Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to the Thornton Road Industrial Estates
access road, thence northeastwards along said road and in prolongation
thereof to the Shropshire Union Canal, thence northwestwards along said
canal to Powell's Bridge, thence due northeastwards in a straight line
to the northern boundary of the District, thence generally eastwards
along said boundary to the eastern boundary of the District, thence
southwards and following said boundary and the southern boundary of the
District to the point of commencement.

2
WHITBY WARD

Commencing at a point where Chester Road meets the southern boundary of
the District, thence northwards along said road to Overpool Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to a point opposite the northwestern
boundary of the Electricity Sub Station situated to the northeast of
No 38? Overpool Road, thence to and along said boundary and the northwestern boundary of No 38? Overpool Road, the rear boundaries of Nos 25
and 27, 20 and 18 Maxwell Close and the northwestern boundaries of
Nos 39 and kO Mansfield Road thence northwestwards and northeastwards
along the southwestern and northwestern boundaries of the small unnamed
property situated between the rear boundaries of number *K) Mansfield
Road and number 8 Pleck Road to the rear boundary of No 8 Pleck Road,
thence northwestwards along said boundary and the rear boundaries of
number 6-2 of said road and the southwestern boundaries of Nos 27 & 32
Parkfield Drive, to the southeastern boundary of the Allotment Gardens,
thence northeastwards along said boundary and northwestwards along the
northeastern boundary of said garden and in continuation along Wilsons
Lane to the southwestern boundary of Ellesmere Port Our Lady's RC Aided
Infants School, thence continuing northwestwards along said boundary and
northeastwards along the northwestern boundary of said school to the
rear boundaries of Nos 1-11 Castle Drive, thence northwestwards along said
boundaries and northeastwards along the northwestern boundaries of Nos 11
& 12 Castle Drive to the rear boundary of No *K) Chester Road, thence
northwestwards along said boundary and northeastwards along the northern
boundary of said property to Chester Road, thence northwards along said
road to a point opposite the southwestern boundary No 41 Chester Road,
thence southeastwards along said boundary and northeastwards and southeastwards along the northwestern and northeastern boundaries of the
Municipal Car Park to the rear boundaries of Nos 23-31 Pembroke Drive,
thence northeastwards along said boundaries and southeastwards along the
northeastern boundaries of Nos 31 & *fO Pembroke Drive and continuing south-
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eastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos *f1-35i and the northeastern
boundary of No 33 of the road known as Thamesdale to Thamesdale, thence
northeastwards along said road to Stanney Lane, thence southeastwards
along said lane and the western boundary of Stanlow Ward to the southern
boundary of the district thence southwards and following said boundary bo
the point of commencement.

WOLVERHAM WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Whitby Ward meets the
prolongation southwestwards of the northwestern boundary of No 9*1 Stanney
Lane, thence northwestwards to and along said boundary, the northwestern
boundary of No 16 and the rear boundaries of 14-2 Clifton Gardens and
13-1 Green Lane, crossing West Road and continuing northeastwards along
the southeastern boundary of No 97 Park Road thence southeastwards to
the rear boundary of No 124 Newham Drive, thence eastwards and following
along to the rear boundaries of Nos 124-12 of said Drive, continuing
northeastwards along the northwestern boundary of No 50 Arthur Avenue,
crossing Arthur Avenue, continuing along the southeastern boundary of
No 4? Arthur Avenue, the rear boundaries of Nos 8-2 Newnham Drive and the
northwestern boundary of No 146 Cambridge Road, crossing Cambridge Road
to the southeastern boundary of No 143 Cambridge Road, continuing northeastwards along said boundary and the southeastern boundary of the Road
Transport Depot to Cromwell Road, thence eastwards along said road to the
western boundary of Stanlow Ward, thence southeastwards and following
caid boundary to the eastern boundary of Whitby Ward, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.
/

CENTRAL WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Whitby Ward meets
Chester Road, thence northeastwards along said road and Whitby Road to
Sutton Way, thence northwestwards along said way to a point opposite the

rear boundaries of Nos 58 & 56 Aldgate, thence northwards along said
boundaries to the rear boundaries of Nos 68-74 Luton Road, and number 48
of the road known as Aldgate thence northeastwards and following said
boundaries, crossing Luton Road to the southern boundary of No 46 Aidgate, thence westwards along said boundary and generally northwards along
the rear boundaries of Nos 46-6 Aldgate to the northern boundary of the
Allotment Gardens, thence westwards along said boundary to a point
opposite the eastern boundary of No ? Regent Street, thence northwards to
and along said boundary, coossing Regent Stree't to the rear boundary of
No 68 Regent Street thence northwards along said boundaries, and the rear
boundaries of No 2-34 Cannon Street and the eastern boundary of No 16?
Princes Road, crossing Princes Road to the eastern boundary of No 220
Princes Road, thence northwards along said boundary and in continuation
to the railway, thence southeastwards along said railway to the western
boundary of Stanlow Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary to
the northwestern boundary of Wolverham Ward, thence southwestwards and
following said boundary to the northeastern boundary of Whitby Ward,
thence northwestwards and following said boundary and the northern
boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

POOLTOWN WARD

Commencing at a point where Overpool Road meets the road known as Sutton
Way, thence northeastwards along said way to the western boundary of
Central Ward, thence eastwards and following said boundary and the
western boundary of Whitby Ward to Overpool Road, thence northwestwards
along said road to the point of commencement*

WESTMINSTER WARD

Commencing at a point on the railway opposite the rear boundaries of
Nos 41-23 Westenra Avenue, thence northwards to andalong said boundaries
to the rear boundaries of Nos 64-70 Straker Avenue, thence eastwards
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along said boundaries and northeastwards along the eastern boundaries of
No 70 Straker Avenue, Straker Avenue, No 65 Straker Avenue and No 12 Woodend Road to the northern boundary of last mentioned property, thence
westwards along said boundary and the northern boundary of No 10
Woodend Road to a point opposite the northeastern boundary of No 7 Woodend
Road, thence northwards and northeastwards to and along said boundary and
the rear boundaries of Nos 7-3 Westenra Avenue and No 64-66 Bailey
Avenue, continuing northeastwards along the end of Bailey Avenue to the
southern boundary of No 85 Bailey Avenue, thence eastwards, northeastwards and southwestwards along the southern, eastern and northern
boundaries of said property thence northwestwards along the eastern
boundary of No 90 Rossmore Road East to said road, thence northeastwards
along said road to the path between Netherpool Road and Rossmore Road
East, thence northwards and northwestwards along said path to Netherpool
Road, thence generally northwards along said road to the unnamed main
road to the north Rivacre Road, thence westwards and northwestwards
along said road to the northern boundary of the District, thence northeastwards and following said boundary to the western boundary of Stanlow
Ward, thence southwestwards and following said boundary to the northern
boundary of Central Ward, thence westwards along said boundary and
continuing along the railway to the point of commencement.

ROSSMORE WARD
Commencing at a point where Rivacre Brook meets the railway, thence
generally northwards along said brook to Rossmore Road West, thence westwards and southwestwards along said road and Station Road, to

'Queans Rood .thence northwestwards along said road to
-•;• '. ' •.-'
•

-

.
f

R«d Lion Lane thence eouthwestwarda along said lane to Chester Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to a point opposite the northern
boundary of St Paul's Church, thence northeastwards to and along said
boundary and continuing northeastwards and northwards along the northwestern and western boundaries of Church Wood to the northwestern

' l-Jfi
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boundary of Parcel No 1000 as shown on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 plan SJ
3778 Edition of 1972 to the northern boundary of the District, thence
northeastwards along said boundary to the western boundary of Westminster Ward, thence southeastwards and following said boundary to the
railway, thence westwards along said railway to the point of commencement.

GRANGE WARD

Commencing at a point where Rivacre Brook meets Sutton Way, thence northwestwards and following said brook to the southern boundary of Rossmore
Ward, thence eastwards along said boundary and the southern boundary of
Westminster Ward to the western boundary of Central Ward, thence southwards along said boundary to the northern boundary of Pooltown Ward,
thence southwestwards along said boundary and continuing along Sutton Way
to the point of commencement.

RIVACRE WARD
Commencing at a point where Sutton Way meets Chester Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the western boundary of Rossmore Ward, thence
eastwards and southwards along said boundary to Sutton Way, thence southwestwards along said way to the point of commencement.

SUTTON WARD
Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the District meets
the southeastern boundary of Parcel No 508? as shown on Ordnance Survey
1:2500 SJ 36/377^ Edition of 1961, thence northeastwards and following
said boundary to the unnamed road that runs to the northwest of Manor
Hospital, thence northeastwards along said road to Chester Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to the southern boundary of Rivacre Ward,
thence northeastwards along said boundary and the southern boundary of

Grange Ward to the western boundary of Pooltown Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary to Hope Farm Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to a point being the prolongation souheastwards of
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the southwestern boundary of Ellesmere Port Meadow County Junior School,
thence northwestwards along said prolongation and said southwestern
boundary to the path between the school playing field and Chester Road,
thence southwestwards along said path to said road, thence southeastwards
along said road to Capenhurst Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane
to the southern boundary of the District, thence northwestwards along
said boundary to the point of commencement.

GROVES WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Sutton Ward meets
the southern boundary of the District, thence northeastwards along said
ward boundary to the southwestern boundary of Pooltown Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary and continuing southwestwards and southwards
along the western boundary of Whitby Ward to the southern boundary of the
District, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said boundary to
the point of commencement.

LEDSHAM WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the District meets
Welsh Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Margaret's Lane,
thence northeastwards along said lane, crossing Heath Lane and continuing
along the southern boundary of Barleydan Nurseries to the western
boundary of Rossmore Ward, thence southeastwards and following said
boundary, the western boundary of Rivacre Ward and Sutton Ward, to the
southern boundary of the District, thence northwestwards and following
said boundary to the point of commencement.
*
WILLASTON AND THORNTON WARD

Commencing at a point where Chester High Road meets the southern boundary
of the District, thence northwestwards along said road to Harms Hall Road,
thence northeastwards along said road to Quarry Road, thence northwest-

a
wards along said road to the unnamed road to the west of the property known
as Roselea, thence northeastwards along said road to the northern boundary
of the District, thence southeastwards and following said boundary to the
western boundary of Rossmore Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary
and the western "boundary of Ledaham Ward to the southern boundary of the
District, thence westwards and following said boundary to the point of
commencement*
NcSTON V/A1O)
. Commencing at a point where Station Road meets Bridge Street thence northwards
*~t
/v along said street and High Street r to Parkgate Road thence westwards
*
along
said road to Mill Street thence northwards along said street to Park Street,
thence aoutheastwards along said street to Cross Street, thence northeastwards

\V-V-

along said street to Liverpool Road] thence northwards along said road to the
railway, thence northwestwards along said railway to the road '-mown as The
Hunnell, thenoo northeast wards along said road to Chester rli^h Road, thence
southeastward^ alon,g said road to Parkgate Lane, thenoe northeastwards along
said lane to the northern boundary of the T)i3trict, thence southeastvrards
and follovdng said boundary to the western boundary of V/illaston and Thornton
-.Yard, thence sonthv/eatwards and following- said boundary to the dismantled
railway, thence westwards and northwestwards along said dismantled railway
to I'Jellock Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to Station Road, thence
soutiiwostivards along said road to the point of commencement.
PARK-GATd vVARD

;>oi!iinen.cin;;: at ;i point where the northwestern bo'inrla.ry of the District neeta
tine 3outhv,'e3t«rn boundary of the District, thence northeastward and
sout,heastv:ar'is alon(7 said northwestern boundary to the western boundary of
Neston //ar't, thoncc nouthv/estv/arris and southoaatwards along said boundary
and continuing along Bridge Strent to the dismantled railway, thence
southwestwar.1.3 in a straight line to the stream at the rear of the properties
in L^don Terrace, thence continuing generally south-westwards along said
stream to the track which leads from Q,uay Lane ^° ':ilia'yside » thence continuing
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southweatwards along said track to the footpath which runs to the north of
Old Quay, thence northwestwards and generally southwest wards along said
footpath to its junction with the footpath from the aforementioned track
to Moorside Lane, thence due southweatwarda in a straight line to the
southwestern boundary of the District, thence northwestwards along said
boundary to the point of commencement,
UI^iIHSlDU WAlfD
Commencing at a point where the southwestern boundary of the District meets
the southeastern boundary of Park gate Ward, thence northeastwards alonr: said
ward boundary to the southern boundary of Neston Ward, thence eastwards along
said boundary to the Wrexhara to Birkenhead railway, thence southwards along
said railway to Marshlands Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
its junction with Quayside, thence due southwestwarda in a straight line
to the southwestern boundary of the District, thence northwestwards along
said boundary to the point of commencement,
NESTQN WARD

Commencing at a point where Newhouaea Lane meets the railway, thence
northwestwards along said railway and the eastern boundary of Riverside Ward
to the southern boundary of Neston Ward, thence generally eastwards following
said boundary to the southwestern boundary of Will as ton and Thornton Ward,
thence southeaatwards along aaid boundary to Mill Lane, thence southwestwards
along aaid lane to iYbodfall Lane, thence northwest ward a and westwards along
said lane to the path between V/oodfall Lane and Cumbers Lane, thence
southwards along said path to the northeastern boundary of No 4 Cumbers
Cottagoa, thence northweatwarda and following aaid boundary, the rear boundary
of No 14 Holt ifey, the northeastern boundaries 'of the properties known as
Coombe Cottage and Wetheral and the rear boundaries of Nos 1 4 - 3 Dawn Close,
and in continuation along the aouthern boundary of the property known as Rosocote
to School Lane, thence aouthwarda along said lane to Burton Road, thence
northwestwards along aaid road to Wells Lane, thence southwards along said
lane to ttewhouaea Lane, thence aouthwedtwarda along aaid lane to the point of
commencement.
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BURTON AND NE33 WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Riverside Ward meets
the southwestern boundary of the District, thence northeastwards along the
«•
said/ward boundary to the western boundary of Little Neston Ward, thence
southeastwards and following the southern boundary of aaid ward to the
southwestern boundary of Willaston and Thornton Ward, thence aoutheastwards
along said boundary to the southern boundary of the District1 , thence
southwestwarda and following said boundary and the southwestern boundary
of the District to the point of commencement.

