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NUl/CASTLE-UNDEK-LYME IN THK COUNTY OF STAFFORDSHIRE

1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried out
our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the Borough of Newcastleunder-Lyrae 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 district.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 6o(l) and (2) of the
1972 Act, notice was given on 3 June 197** that v/e were to undertake this review.
This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the Newcastle-underLyme Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to the Staffordshire County
Council, Parish Councils in the district, the Members of Parliament for the
constituencies concerned and the headquarters of the main political parties.
Copies were also nent to the editors of local newspapers circulating in the area
q
and of the local government press. Notices inserted in the local press announced
the start of the review and invited comments from nembers of the public and from
any interested bodies*

3.

Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme .

of representation for our consideration.

In doing sov 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 consultations
with local interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of their

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

k. In accordance with section 7(*0(b) of the Local Government Act 1972 the
Council have exercised an option for election by thirds.
5*

On 4 November 197*S Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council presented their

draft acheme of representation.

The Council proposed to divide the area of the

Borough into 23 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 councillors to form a council of
55 members.
6. We considered the draft scheme together with copies of the correspondence
received by the Council.after the publication of the scheme, as well as a number
of letters we received direct.

A political group and a local political party

submitted alternative schemes for the whole district. Otherwise the comments
related to proposals for specific areas.
7. Kidsgrove Town Council requested an additional councillor for the proposed
2-nember Newchapel ward, to ensure greater equality of representation by 1979*
This request was supported by a political party, a residents association and nine
individuals, including eight councillors.
8.

Betley and Balterley Parish Council asked for the two parishes to be left

as a separate district ward returning one councillor.

They feared electoral

domination by the more populous parts of Audley Rural parish, with whom the
council proposed to group them. Other groupings for this area were proposed by
other correspondents.
9. Keele Parish Council, supported by a Member of Parliament and two senior
members of Keele University, objected to the Council's proposal to group them
with a part of the former Borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme.

10. We received a number of requests for adjustments to ward boundaries. A
political association, while generally supporting one of the alternative schemes,
requested adjustment of the boundary between the proposed Bradwell and Porthill
wards in the interests of electoral balance, -"-'or similar reasons a local political
branch requested boundary adjustments between the proposed Wolstanton and May Bank
wards. A district councillor requested adjustment to the boundary between the
proposed Cross Heath and Holditch wards in order to preserve local ties: for
similar reasons another local political branch requested adjustment to the boundary
between the proposed Seabridge and Westlands ward.
11. A local political party expressed general dissatisfaction with the scheme
and the preparatory discussions, but made no detailed counter-proposals.

12. The Newcastle group of parish councils suggested that the ward name
Ashley be replaced by the name "Loggerheads", after a village in the middle
of the ward.
13-

We studied the draft scheme and noted that it offered a generally satisfactory

basis of representation.

We then considered the alternative schemes but we saw

no reason to give either of them preference over the draft scheme.
14.

We studied the suggestions made in the other comments which had been received

on the draft scheme. We decided to accede to the request for a third councillor
for the Newchapel ward, albeit with some misgivings on account of the resulting
over-representation of the Kidsgrove area. We also agreerl that the Ashley ward •
should be re-named "Loggerheads".
15»

Subject to the changes referred to in paragraph 1*t above, and to a number of

minor ward boundary adjustments proposed for technical reasons by the Ordnance
Survey, we decided that the Borough Council's draft scheme provided a reasonable
basis for the district in compliance with the rules in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act
and our guidelines and we formulated our draft proposals accordingly.

16. On 22 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

maps which illustrated the proposed ward boundaries
their main offices.

available for inspection at

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

24 July 197517. The Hewcastle-under-Lyme

Borough Council urged that the number of councillors

for the Newchapel ward should remain at two as in the

scheme

previously put

forward by the Borough Council. They also suggested amendments to the draft
proposals so as to alter the boundaries between the proposed Westlandsand Seabridge
wards and between the proposed Uolstanton and May Bank wards. An improvement in
the ratio of representation and the community of interest was claimed in each case.
Additionally the Council suggested that a third ward, to be known as Knutton,
should be created by reorganising the area contained in the Keele and Silverdale
wards as described in the draft proposals. The Council submitted that the deterioration in equality of representation would be offset by an improvement in the community
interest.

The suggested amendments were the result of comments made on the draft

proposals by a local political party.

These proposed amendments were opposed by

two other political organisations.

18.

Staffordshire County Council advised us that they had no comment on the

Commission's proposals or on the representations made in response to them,

19*

A local branch political party re-stated their view already expressed that the

proposed boundaries of Seabridge and Westlands wards did not properly take into
account the community interests of the electors.

20.

Another local branch political party re-submitted their earlier submission

' suggesting amendments to the boundaries of Wolstanton and Hay Bank wards with a
view to more evenly balanced representation,
21.

One of the political parties who had submitted an alternative scheme

re-affirmed their original proposals but with the alternative that the Commission's
proposals be modified so that the proposed Silverdale ward would be re-named
"Silverdale and Knutton" and would include the Park Site Estate (this was part of
the Keele ward of the draft proposals).

The same party also said that,in the event

of their original proposals not being accepted,

they would support the

proposals of a local branch party in respect of the Seabridge/Westlands wards.
22.

Kidsgrove Town Council, 'two local associations, a member of Parliament and 8

borough councillors all expressed support for the Commission's proposals for 3 district
councillors in the Newchapel ward.
2j5.

The Borough Council opposed this.

The political party whose general objection

to the draft proposals we have

referred to in paragraph 11 now re-affirmed their position

and on a point of

detail recommended that Sidmouth Avenue should be included in the proposed Town wardnot the proposed Cross Heath ward.
2^.

Betley and Balterley Parish Council, supported by the parish councils of

Ashley, Chapel £ Hill Chorlton, Keele, Hadeley and Maer, objected to the proposed
Auclley ward, which would consist of

the parishes of Betley and Balterley, the

Audley and the Kalmerend wards of the parish of Audley Rural, and a small part of
the former municipal borough of Mewcastle-under-Lyme, and return 3 councillors.
The parish council wished to be a separate ward returning one councillor as at
present.

Letters of protest were received from the borough councillor representing

the area, several parish council members and from numerous members of the public.

25»

Audley Rural Parish Council

'

opposed the proposed Audley ward because they

did not consider any change in present arrangements would ensure

fair represen-

tation of the parish of Audley (the three parish wards comprising Audley at present
form one 2-member and two single-member district wards).
26.

A political association suggested that the Audley ward of the parish of

Dudley should be included with the parish of Betley and Balterley in a 2-member
ward, thus leaving Halmerend as a separate single-member ward.

27-

A political group referred again to their previous submission, in- which they

suggested minor changes to seven of the thirteen proposed new wards proposed by
the Council for the area of the old Newcastle borough.

28.

Keele Parish Council reiterated their previous arguments against linking their

parish with the Park Site complex (a part of the unparished area of Silverdale).
The Parish Council contended that if the University were to expand as expected it
would lead to an electorate growth of up to 1C# yearly and by 1976 the
parish would have an entitlement of two members without the addition of Park Site.
One of the political parties would also have preferred the Park Site Estate to be
independent of Keele.

The Borough Council now suggested the transfer of the

Park Site Estate from the proposed Keele ward to a modified Silverdale ward.

29-

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

enable us to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2) of

the 1972 Act and at our request, Mr H K Cave was appointed as an Assistant
Commissioner to hold a local meeting and to report to us.

30.

-following the announcement of the meeting we received a letter from the local

political party who had earlier expressed their general objection.to the draft scheme
They now made more specific suggestions. We also received a copy of the letter from
the Borough Council to the party, commenting on their suggestions. These letters were
forwarded to the Assistant Commissioner.

31.

The Assistant Commissioner held n meeting at Newcastle-under-Lyme on

28 November 1975-

A copy (without enclosures) of his report to us of the meeting

±3 attached at Schedule 1 to this report.

32.

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

concerned, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that the Commission's draft
proposals for the Borough be confirmed, subject to the following anendments:1.

The Borough Council should carry out a review of

parish electoral arrangements in the area of the proposed
Kidsgrove, Newchapel, Butt

Lane and Talke wards, with a view to

preparing a better system of district wards than was at present
possible, having regard to the statutory rules and our guidelines.

2.

Ihe consideration of the Commission's proposals for the

'^/hitmore and Madeley wards should be deferred to enable the
Borough Council

to carry out a review of parish electoral arrange-

ments in those wards, with a view to preparing a better system of
district wards*

3-

The boundary between the proposed Thistleberry and Westlands

wards should be realigned so as to transfer from the Westlands ward to
Thistleberry ward the area of Westlands ward lying to the west of
V/hitmore Hoad and Priory Road: and to provide for the Thistleberry ward
returning 3 councillors and Westlands ward 2 councillors.

33*

After the meeting we received a further submission from Betley and Balterley

Parish Council, maintaining their objection to the proposed 3-roember Audley ward and
repeating their preference that the existing single-member ward comprising the two
parishes remain unchanged: or, alternatively that Betley and Balterley should be
combined with the Audley ward only of Audley Rural parish and return two councillors.

3*K We considered the Assistant Commissioner's report and the additional submission
from Betley and Balterley Parish Council.
35- We decided to write to the Borough Council as recommended by the Assistant
Commissioner, in relation to the parish of Kidsgrove, requesting them to undertake
a review of the electoral arrangements for that parish, and to submit revised
proposals for district wards*
36. We decided not to take similar action for the proposed Uhitmore and Madeley
wards, as we had since been advised that the Council's intention at the meeting
had been to request a parish boundary review, as distinct from an electoral review.
We decided to advise the Borough Council that this could not be considered at present.
37. We had reservations about the Assistant Commicsioner's recommendation in
respect of the proposed Thistleberry and Westlands ward. We noted that this would
involve the transfer of a substantial number of electors to the Thistleberry ward,
mainly in order to improve a ward boundary line: and that this proposal had met with
strong opposition at the local meeting, partly because it was felt that it was
submitted too late to permit adequate consideration.

We decided to seek the

Assistant Commissioner's further observations on this matter.
38. We considered the latest submission from the Betley and Balterley Parish
Council.

In the letter accompanying his report, the Assistant Commissioner had

advised us that the Parish Council appeared disposed to change the views which
they had expressed at the meeting. He had since advised us informally that he had
himself put forward at the meeting a compromise which Betley and Balterley Parish
Council had then rejected, but were now willing to support. The Assistant
Commissioner considered that these late representations should not be pursued
without a further sounding of local opinion* We decided to ask him for formal
confirmation of his views on this matter also; and subject to this, to circularise
copies of extracts from his report, and of Betley and Balterley Parish Council's
latest letter, and to invite local comment.

8

.39.

The Assistant Commissioner's additional observations on his recommendations

for the Thistleberry and Westlands wards are at Schedule 2 to this Report.

We

considered these observations and decided to accept his recommendations for these
wards.

*+0.

On the 25 February 1976 we wrote to Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council

roquesting them to proceed with a review of the electoral arrangements for the
parish of Kidsgrove, and advising them of our views on the proposed Whitmore and
Nadeley wards.

Relevant extracts from the Assistant Commissioner's Report were

enclosed with this letter, copies of which were sent to all those who received
a copy of our letter announcing the local meeting, and to all who signed the
attendance list and gave an address.

41.

On the 2.6 February, having received formal confirmation of the Assistant

Commissioner's views, we wrote to the Borough Council, enclosing extracts from

his report on the proposed Audley and Bignall End wards, and a copy of the letter from
Betley and Balterley Parish Council, and inviting comments within six weeks.
This letter received the same distribution as our letter of 25 February.

^2.

In response to these letters we received comments from the Borough Council,

Kidsgrove Town Council, Ashley Parish Council, a political association and two
other bodies.

kj>. The Borough Council advised us that they had begun a review of the electoral
arrangements for Kidsgrove.

Subsequently, however, after the District Council

elections in May 1976, the new Council stated their support for the Commission's
draft proposals for Kidsgrove.

44.

The Council further advised us that they did not wish to pursue any change

in the proposed Madeley and Whitmore wards.
45.

The Borough Council stated their views on the proposed Audley and Bignall End

wards. They expressed a preference for the arrangements suggested in their draft
scheme and incorporated in our draft proposals, namely, that Betley, Balterley and
the Audley and Halm.erend wards of the parish of Audley Rural and a part of the
unparished area of the Borough be grouped in a district ward and return 3
councillors.
46.

They opposed the proposals of Betley and Balterley Parish Council.

A political association who had earlier been disposed to support Betley and

Balterley Parish Council's request for present arrangements to remain unchanged,
now wrote to us supporting the alternative proposed in the parish council's late
submission.
4?.

i
Ashley Parish Council expressed support of Betley and Balterley Parish

Council's alternative submission.
48.

A civic society wrote to us approving a merger between Betley and Audley.

49.

Kidsgrove Town Council and a residents association expressed disappointment

with the Assistant Commissioner's recommendation for a parish review for Kidsgrove:
they preferred the arrangement suggested in our draft proposals - three 3-roember
wards (Kidsgrove
50.

Newchapel and Butt Lane) and one 2-member ward (Talke).

In view of these comments on our further consultation letters and the

observations of the Assistant Commissioner, we decided that it would be appropriate
for the Assistant Commissioner to re-open the local meeting to receive more
evidence in relation to the Audley, Bignall End, Kidsgrove, Butt Lane, Newchapel
and Talke wards.

10

51.The Assistant Commissioner held the re-opened local meeting at Newcastle-underLyme on 25 October 1976. A copy (without enclosures) of his report is at
Schedule 3 of this report.

.52.

In the light of the discussions at this meeting the Assistant Commissioner

recommended:1.

that our draft proposals in respect of the Newchapel, Talke,

Butt Lane and Kidsgrove wards should remain unaltered
2.

that our proposed Audley and Bignall End wards should be

replaced by the following wards:a.

a ward comprising the Bignall £nd ward of Audley Rural parish,

to return two councillors
b.

a ward comprising the parishes of Betley and Balterley and

the Audley ward of the Audley Rural parish to return two
councillors
c.

a ward comprising the Halmerend ward of Audley Rural and the

High Lane area of the former borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme, to
return one councillor.

53-

A

t °ur request the Ordnance Survey investigated the alleged discrepancy in

our draft proposal maps mentioned in paragraph *t.? of the Assistant Commissioner's
Report* and found that both the farms in question would be situated in the Audley
ward of the parish of Audley Rural.

5^.

We reconsidered our draft proposals in the light of the Assistant Commissioner's

tv/o reports and of all the comments which we had received.

We concluded that our

draft proposals should be confirmed as our final proposals, subject to the
modifications proposed by the Assistant Commissioner in regard to:a.

the Thistleberry and Westlands wards (see paragraph 32.3).

b.

the Audley and Bignall End wards (see paragraph 52.2).

11

55-

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules ^-, 5 and 6 to this

Report.

Schedule 4 gives the names of the wards and the number of councillors to

be returned by each.

Schedule 5 defines the areas of the new wards.

shows our proposals for the order of retirement of councillors.

Schedule 6

The boundaries

of the new wards are illustrated on the attached maps.
56.

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

of this report and copies of the maps are being sent to Newcastle-under-Lyme
Borough Council and will be availab,e for public inspection at the Council's main
offices.

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

received the consultation letter, to those who made comments, and to those who
attended the local meetings.

L.S.
Signed
EDMUND COMPTON (CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M RANKIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN
MICHAEL CHISHOLM
R R THORNTON
ANDREW WHEATLEY

N DIGNEY (Secretary)
9 December 1976
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SCHEDULE

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T -

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

1

B O U N D A R Y
E N G L A N D

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS BOROUGH COUNCIL

NEWCASTLE-UNDER-LYME

REPORT OF ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER

Assistant Commissioner

Mr. N. R. Cave

Date of Meeting

28th November, 1975

Date of Inspection

Jfth December, 1975

I.I

1.2

On the 28th November, 1975, I held a meeting in the
Council Chamber at the Civic Offices, Merrial Street,
Newcastle, Staffordshire to hear representations on the
draft proposals published by the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England for the electoral
arrangements for the Borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme.
By the time the meeting ended darkness had fallen so/
(with the agreement of those persons then present) to
visit the areas discussed at the meeting on the following
Thursday, ifth December, 1975- The visit .was carried out
as arranged.
A.list showing the names and addresses of those who
attended the meeting and the interests they represented
is attached (Annex I)

3.1

After I had outlined the purpose of the meeting and
agreed procedure which met with the approval of all
present I explained the statutory requirements relative
to the subject
of the meeting and outlined the
Commission1s guidelines.

3-2

By reference to maps the ten proposals made by the
Ordnance Survey for minJor adjustments to various
boundaries (listed in Annex B) were explained and it
v/as generally agreed that, subject to any boundary
changes which might result from subsequent proceedings,
all the Ordnance Survey proposals be approved.

ASHLEY (LOGGERHEADS) WARD

if.

No objection was raised to the suggestion which
originated from the Parish Council of Ashley that the
Ashley Ward be re-named the Loggerheads Ward, and so
I RECOMMEND that the proposed Ashley Ward be known
in future as the Loggerheads Ward.

AUDLEY WARD

5.1

and SIGN ALL END WARD

Commission's Proposals
The Commission's proposals include the creation
of new wards to be known as the Audley Ward and the
Bignall End Ward. The Audley Ward would return three
councillors and the Bignall End Ward would return two
councillors.

5.2

Representations
Prior to the meeting there had been considerable
Public support of a local campaign in opposition to the
Commission's proposals regarding Audley Ward ( which was
the same as the Borough Council's proposed Audley Ward)
as evidenced by the large number of letters and a long
petition which had been received by the Commission. On
behalf of the Betley and Balterley Parish Council,
Councillor J.F.B. Turner referred to these letters and
the petition and then proceeded to present a long and
detailed case to the effect that the Betley and Balterley
area should form a single member ward as they do at the
present time by virtue of the temporary electoral

arrangements made by the Home Office for the purpose of
the first elections in 1973
5.3

Councillor Turner's case can be summarized as
follows:
(a) The village of Betley is the centre of a rural
community which is several miles away from
its nearest neighbour community. Because of
this isolation it is still a true village
community with very many local organisations
and clubs
(b) To prserve this historiaal community it needs
to be separately represented.
(c) The Staffordshire County Council has recognised
the unique character of Betley by designating
it a Conservation .-Area under the Civic
Amenities Act, 1967. Planning permissions
are being sought for the development of 40 .
to 50 acres of land in and around Betley. If
permission were given for the residential
development of only 25 acres it could almost
double the village population thus bringing
irreversible changes to the village and its
community. In such a context there is ho
alternative to local representation at decision
making levels.
i
(d) The area of Audiey/Halmerend is urban in
character with a population of about 10,000
and it is industrial in background and outlook.
It is understood that further industrial
development may take place in that area; On
the other hand Betley and Balterley are small
rural communities several miles away. There
are no clubs, societies or meeting places
common to both communities and there is not
even a direct 'bus service between them;i
(e)

It is almost inevitable that anyone elected to
the Borough Council would live in the Audley/
Halmerend area and so would be unable properly
to serve such differing and separate communities,
Furthermore, when help is sought from an elected
representative there woulld be great difficulty
for a resident in oix_e area to see a couna-*illor
who lived in the other area unless he owned.a
car which many people (particularly the elderly)
do not.

(f)

If it should be argued that residents in Betley
and Balterley will have a Parish Council and
thus be able to influence decision making
through that body, that would be a very doubtful
arguement because experience has shown that
lengthy parish debate and comment has often
been so abbreviated as to lose its true
emphasis and character

(g)

The new form of local government is still in
its formative period and there is bound to be,
for some years, differences between town and
country, and so it is vital that every area has
its own local representation

(h)

It is accepted that the number of electors in
Betley and Balterley is less than would normally
be required but the 1979 projection submitted
to the Commission was too low and should be
about 1,000 whilst future development could
well increase that figure.

5.if

. Mr. K. L. Mayoh, the Borough Council's Planning
and Development Officer stated that the original
projected figure for the area in 1979 was 890 whereas
his latest calculations showed a figure of 965

5.5

Councillor R.Q. Lane representing the Newcastleunder-Lyme Borough Council as the Chairman of that
Council's Policy and Resources Committee stated that,
whilst he agreed with much of what Councillor Turner
harf said, he was opposed to his attempt to re-introduce
rural weighting which was the essence of Councillor
Turner's case. He pointed out that Councillor Turner
was, on the one hand, trying to show that there could be
a sufficient increase in the electorate to support one
councillor in the future, whilst one the other hand
he was opposing any appreciable expansion in the area.
Because of current sewerage difficulties it was most
improbable that any further planning permissions for
development in or near to the vicinity of Betley would
be granted before 1977 or 1978 except for *ery small
pockets of infilling.
As to communication between
residents and Councillors, the Borough Council had
arranged that every Councillor should have a telephone
in his home. The Borough Counsel! did not disregard
communications received from Parish Coun_jsils and
residents in Betley and Balterley had a proper and
effective channel of communication to the Borough
Council through the Parish Council system.

5.6

Mr. J. Rowley, solicitor, on behalf of his clients^- the
Newcastle-under-Lyme Conservative Association and the
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council Conservative Group
referred to the letter dated I6th July, 1975, sent to
the Commission by the Newcastle-under-Lyme Conservative
Association and stated that his clients no longer
opposed the proposal submitted by Councillor Turner.

5.7

As chairman of the Betley and Balterley Parish
Council, Mr. P. A. Vincent requested that the Parish of
Betley and Balterley should retain its single seat
representation o& the Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough
Council.
He supported the various pointsmade by
Councillor Turner and listed in detail^ many of the
organisations within the Parish which were actively
supported by the local community. He emphasized the
strong sense of community and identity which existed in
this rural community and which, he felt, would be lost
if a merger with Audley were forced upon it.
He
considered that the Borough Council paid very little
attention to comments made to it by the Betley and
Balterley Parish Council and specifically referred to
decisions on certain planning applications.
He also
drew attention to the lack of any link between Betley
and either Audley or Halraerend in what he considered

to be the three primary activities of a community education, employment and shopping - and emphasized
his view that the proposed linking of these separate
communities could only be for statistical convenience.
This latter point was rein^forced by the fact that the
. ':, M6 Motorway effectively severed both Audley and
Halmerend from Betley
5.8

On behalf of Audley Parish Council Mr. J.
Mullinex stated that his Parish Council desired the
retention of the present form of representation. The
whole of the area consisted in the main of a number of
small hamlets with no direct 'bus services connecting
them.
Under the Commission's proposals any person
elected to the Borough Council would inevitably reside
in the more densely populated area and therefore the
smaller rural areas would have no direct representation.
Whilst he accepted a point interjected by Councillor
Lane that the trunk road A52 provided a good road link
this was useful only to persons who had the use of a car.

5.9

Mr. D. W. Becket, a member of the Bet^-ly and
Balterley Parish Council pointed out that local feeling
for the direct representation of Betley and Balterley on
the Borough Council was so strong that Iif.?5% of the
local electorate had written to the Commission to support
that viewpoint - a higher percentage than voted in
some District Council elections - While the petition
in support had been signed by 67.6% of the local
electorate despite the fact that only five days had been
available for the collection of signatures.
He also
gave examples of consistently high voting percentages
by the electors in Betley and Balterley in Rural District
Council elections between I93*f and 1961 - generally
percentages at least twice as great as the average in
similar elections over the country as a whole. A 7J>»k%
turnout at the last District Counsel! elections showed
that this high percentage turnout continued under the
new system of local government.
These figures showed
the close tie between electors of Betley and Balterley
with their elected representative which tie would be
broken if the Commission's Proposals were approved
because he considered that the proposals would effectively
disenfranchise the Betley and Balterley residents as
that area would be dominated by other parts of the
Commission's proposed ward with greater numbers of
electors.
Mr Becket agreed that percentages could be
misleading but replied that if actual voting figures
were used instead the^ despite the high percentage
turnout of electors of Betley and Balterley, they would
be swamped by the higher numbers in other parts of the
Commission's proposed ward. This was proved by the
following figures of votes cast at the last elections :
Audley
Halmerend
Betley

5.10

Io68
8if8
597

Representing the Newcastle-under-Lyme Liberal
Party, Mr. A. L. Thomas gave full support to the
proposal that Betley and Balterley should be a separate
single member ward on a number of grounds stated previously
in this report

5. II

Mrs. L. Lev/is, a member of the Newcastle-unerLyme Labour Party asked whether Councillor Turner was
suggesting a reduction in representation for Audley.
Councillor Turner replied in the negative.

5.12

Rev. E. Stopford, a member of the Borough Council,
stated that a problem similar to that of Betley and
Balterley existed in the Whitraore area of the Borough
and he felt that the relationship between the Borough
Council and its rural areas was such that the rural
areas' concept of life was being threatened.
He
therefore supported Councillor Turner's proposals.

5.13

In replying to various points Councillor
Turner said that in many cases the Borough Council
had not accepted recommendations from Parish Councils even to the extent of reversing some of their previous
decisions.
I asked him if he had any comments to
make on a possible compromise solution contained in
proposals made "by the local Conservative Association
in a letter to the Commission dated I6th July, 1975This was as follows :
Ward

No. of

_

Cllrs.

Electorate

Entitlement

Bignall End

2

2703

1.66

Audley and
Betley with
Balterley

2

2925

1.80

Halmerend

I

1671

1.03

Councillor Turner was not prepared to accept this
possible compromise because it would not give
separate representation to Betley and Balterley.
*

5* I*f

Assessment
I was greatly impressed by the very strong
desire of the electors in the Betley and Balterley
areas to have a single member ward to enable them to
have direct representation on the Borough Council and
ray impression was enhanced by the evidence adduced,
by the support they could muster and by the able way
in which Councillor Turner and ,:his supporters
presented their cases. The request previously
received by the Commission from the Audley Parish
Counwcil to retain existing arrangements for that
Parish does not help the position regarding Betley
and Balterley because inequalities in representation
between the Bignall End Ward and the Halmerend Ward
would be preserved as shown below:

Area of Ward

No. of
Cllrs.

Audley ward of parish
Bignall End ward of parish
Halmerend ward of parish

I
2
I

I97*f
Electorate Entitlement
2I^if
2609
16^1

1.32
1.60
I.OI

On the figures submitted to the Commission a separate
Betley and Balfeerley vVard wouffl have a I97*f entitlement
of only 0.51 of a councillor. Having regard to paragraph
3 of Schedule II of the Local Government Act, 1972,
separate representation could not be justified unless
growth figures could be produced to show an appreciable
increase in electorate over the next few years.
I
accept that the growth figure upiito 1979 is higher by
some 79 persons than that originally forecast but even
then the growth envisaged is far too small to justify
separate representation.
Furthermore the representatives
of Betley and Balterley indicated that they were not
prepared to accept any compromise which would result in
a sharing of representation.
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered

that the Commission's

proposals

BRADvVELL WARD
6.1

and

PORTHILL WAgD (See also para. 12)

Representation
Mr. Rowley representing the same bodies referred
to" in paragraph 5-6 of this-report suggested that the
boundary between the Bradwell Ward and the Porthill Ward
should be amended by the transfer to the Bradwell Ward of
the Chatterley and Longbridge Hayes area*shown in the
Commission's proposals as lying within the Porthill Ward.
The areas concerned together form a long meek of land
situate between the eastern boundary of the Borough a&d
the eastern boundary of the Commission's proposed Bradwell
Ward.
Mr. Rowley's suggestion was that the common boundary
of these two wards should not run along the Potteries "D"
road but cross over Hillport/First Avenue and then proceed
along the reafr boundaries of Melvyn Crescent down to the
Porthill roundabout of the "D" road to the Borough boundary.
In his view there was more community of interest between
people living in the Chatterley and Longbridge Hayes areas
at the north and south ends of the neck of land and those
living in the Bradwell Ward than with those living in the
proposed Porthill Ward.
The result of his suggestion was
as follows:

Ward

No. of
Cllrs.

No. of electors
per councillor
19?**.
1222.

.

6.2

6.3

Bradwell

3

17V7

1747

Porthill

2

1709

1723

Opposing the suggestion, Councillor Lane, on
behalf of the Borough Council, stated that the only.means by
which a person wishing to go from the Bradwell Ward to the
Longbridge Hayes area was a footpath and that there was a
difference in ground level between the two areas of about
200 feet.
Assessment

.

The Chatterley area is mainly farmland with very few
electors. The Longbridge Hayes area which contains 12?
electors lies between the dual carriageway Potteries "D"
road and the StokeAlanchester railway line.
People wishing
to go to the Bradwell area (unless they go via the Porthill
roundabout) must climb a little (perhaps as much as 50 feet)
to a pedestrian underpass beneath the "D" road and then up
one or other of two flights of steps (one steep, the other
easier) which rise about 125 feet to near to the Crematorium
in the Bradwell Ward. The average gradient betwwen Longbridge
Hayes and the Crematorium is about 1 in 10 but parts are much
steeper at about 1 in 5- . Whilst, from an uncontoured map,
there would be much to commend the suggestion made by Mr.
Rowley, on the ground the matter is completely different and
direct access to and from the Longbridge Hayes area and
Bradwell is the reverse of easy.
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered.

that the Commission's proposals

NEWCHAPEL WARD, KIDSGKOVE WARD. BUTT LANE WARD and TALKE WARD.
Commission's Proposals

7.1

The Council's scheme submitted to the Commission
was based on a 55 member Council and, insofar as the four
Wards named above were concerned, provided as follows:
Ward

No. of
Cllrs

Electorate

Entitlement

1979
Electorate

Newchapel

2

4468

Kidsgrove

3

5169

Butt Lane
Talke

4358

4477

3140

3301

10

Entitlement

10.12

10.08

After considering the Council's scheme the
Commission proposed a 56 member Council and proposed for the
four above named wards as follows:
;

3

4090

4468

Kidsgrove

3

4813

5169

Butt Lane

3

4358

4477

Talke

.2

3140

3301

Newchapel

if"
In making their proposals the Commission
appreciated that their allocation of an additional councillor
to the Newchapel Ward would lead to the over-representation
of the Kidsgrove area as a whole but thought that this
would be preferable and less anomalous than for two wards
with tritfrlflftc forecast electoraterfor 1979 (namely Butt Lane
and Newchapel) to return different numbers of Councillors.
7.2

Representations
Councillor Lane and Mr. E. Wetherell (the Council's
Secretary) on behalf of the Borough.Council stated that the
Council had construed paragraphic-? the Commission's letter to
the Council dated 3rd June 1974 as indicating that parish
ward boundaries could not be altered at that stage.
It was
now, appreciated that this was incorrect and so they asked that
consideration of the electoral arrangements for the following
two areas be deferred to enable the Council forthwith to
review parish electoral arrangements in those areas with the
intent of producing a more equal pattern of parish wards
which could well lead to a better system pf district wards:

(a) The Kidsgrove area comprising the Newchapel,
Kidsgrove, Butt Lane and Talke Wards
(b) The Whitmore and Madeley Wards

7.3

Councillor K. Lee asked for guidance on this point
and I explained the events and procedures which would have
to take place after the submission of this report from which
it appeared to me that it would be most unlikely that revised

electoral arrangements could be introduced in time
for the 1976 elections. At his request I referred
Councillor Lee to the relevant parts of the Local
Government Act, 1972, and to the Commission's
Circulars numbered 2/73, 1/7^ and
7. if

Mr. Rowley, on b^ehalf of his clients
strongly opposed the request for deferment on the ground
that the image of local government was already £oor
and any postponement of the fixing of ward boundaries
would make that image worse and thus not be in the
interests of good local government . He was strongly
supported by Councillor G. A. Poole

7.5

Mr. B. V. Taylor, Clerk to the Kidsgrove
Town Council stated that his Council supported the
Commission's proposals and hoped that they would be
accepted.

7.6

On behalf of the Newcastle Liberal Party Mr. S.
D'Arcy asked if the Council had received the Circulars
referred to in para. 7.3 above to which Mr. Wether ell
replied in the affirmative.

7.7

Councillor A. E. Robinson (Councillor for the
Newchapel Ward) and Councillor Mrs. N. Salt (also a
Councillor for the Newchapel Ward and, in addition,
a member of the Kidsgrove Town Council) both accepted
the Commission's proposals and opposed any deferment of
consideration of those proposals whilst Mrs. Lewis
supported deferment for the reasons given by Councillor
Lane.
Various other persons present asked whether,
when the Council .prepared its own scheme, it was aware
of its power to review parish electoral arrangements
prior to the creation of a scheme for district electoral
arrangements to which Mr. Wether ell replied that
initially the Council did not think that it could so do
but now appreciated that frhoir original view was
in correct.
'*•*

7.S

The Inquiry then turned to consideration of the

Commission's draft proposals relative to the four wards
in question.
7.9

For the Borough Council, Councillor T^ane
stated that the Commission's proposals, if approved,
would result in over-representation of the Kidsgrove
area and also in some rural areas whilst there would be
a degree of under-representation in the urban areas
of the Borough.
This, allied with the existence of
the Kidsgrove Town Council and the combination of
Parish Councils in^io an Association of Parish Councils,
would have the effect of there b^eing two separate
groups which, because of over-representation, could
exert unfair pressure on the Borough Council

7.10

For the Kidsgrove Town Council, Mr. Taylor
agreed that under the Commission's draft proposals
both Newchapel Ward alone and the four Wards in
question v/ould be over-represented - but only slightly
whereas the Council's scheme would clearly result in
substantial under-representation - especially as far
as the Newffhapel Ward was concerned. Anyone with an
impartial mind and faced with such a choice would, in
his view, approve the Commission1s draft proposals
especially if the projected population in Newchapel
were taken into account.
In this he was supported
by Councillor Mrs. Salt who stated that if the
current construction of new dwellings continued at the
same rate for the next few yeafcs the projected
electorate for the Newchapel Ward would show an
increase by 1979 of more than 500 instead of the
Borough Council's projected increase of 378.
Councillor Lee..? supported Councillor Mrs. Salt and
stated that, as the actual increase in the electorate
of the Newchapel Ward was greater than forecast in
the last 12 months, it was logical to expect that by
1979 the projection would be higher than the figure
of 4468; thus any under-representation would
gradually be rectified.
Whilst the Borough Council's
Planning and Development Officer did not accept
Mrs. Salt's figures, Councillor Lane was of the
opinion that all the 1979 projections were a little
on the low side

7-II

Mr. Wetherell, for the Borough Council
pointed out the dangers of looking at the increase in
electorate in any one year in isolation and then using
that statistic to make further projections. He stated
that whilst the electorate in the Newchapel Ward
increased by 140 in 1975 as compared with 1974 the
figure in 1976 would be three less than in 1975 -i.e.

7.12

1974

1975

4090

4230

Assessment
It is unfortunate that the Borough Council did
not appreciate earlier that it had the power to feview
parish electoral arrangements before proceeding to
draft a scheme of district ward arrangements because,
in my view, it had ample time to do that. Taking
into account representation in the rest of the Borough
Council's area it seems clear that, together, the
four ward.s of Newchapel, Kidsgrove, Butt Lane and Talke
should be represented by I<P Councillors. However, the
Borough Council's draft scheme, whilst resulting in a
total of 10 Councillors, does not distribute those 10
Councillors in a fair manner and therefore I cannot
recommend its adoption in place of the Commission's
draft proposals. On the other hand the Commission's

draft proposals result in over-representation
of the electorate of the four wards in question.
I am also mindful that it is now most unlikely
that revised electoral arrangements can be introduced in time for the 1976 elections and therefore
there is plenty of time for the parish electoral
arrangements to be reviewed following which a
more equitable district warding arrangement for
these four wards can be settled.
I RECOMMEND that the Commission's
draft proposals relative to the Newchupel, Kidsgrove
Butt Lane and Talke Wards be not approved but that
the suggestion of the Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough
Cpuncil forthwith to carry out a review of parish
electoral arrangements in those four wards be agreed
which will then enable the preparation of a better
system of district wards.

WHITMORE WARD and MADELEY WARD

8.1
t

Representations
Apart from the general objections by Mr.
Rowley and Councillor Poole (see para. 7.4) no comment was
made on the Borough Council's proposal that consideration
of the Whitmore and Madeley Wards should be deferred for
similar reasons to those pertaining to the four wards which
together may be called the Kidsgrove area (see para, 7.2).
Note should be taken of the comment received by the.
Commission in the autumn of 1974 from the Newcastle (Staffs)
Group of Parish Councils to the effect that Madeley
desired to retain three representatives and that the Betley
Parish Council considered that they had more community
links with Madeley than with either Audley of Bignall End.

8.2

Assessment
Certainly the number of electors in

Madeley alone does not Justify three Councillors. The
entitlement of Madeley is 2.26 on both the 1974 figure and
the 1979 projection whilst the entitlement of Whitmore
is 0.82 in 1974 and 0.81 in 1979. These entitlements
are sufficient to Justify the Commission's proposals
regarding representation for these two wards, namely 2
for Madeley and I for Whitmore, and were it not for my
recommendation regarding the Kidsgrove area I would
recommend the adoption of the Commission's proposals.
However, I cannot see that any harm would result from
the Borough Council being given the opportunity to review
the parish electoral arrangements in these two wards to see
if thepe ia a better system of district ward arrangements
could be devised, and therefore
I RECOMMEND that consideration of the
Commission's proposals relative to the Madeley Ward and
the Whitmore Ward be deferred to enable the Newcastleunder-Lyme Borough Council forthwith to carry out a review
of parish electoral arrangements in those two wards to see
whether more equitable arrangements for representation in
those two wards can be devised for district purposes.

CROSS HEATH WARD

and

HQLDITCH WARD

- >• -

9.1

Representations
Mr. Rowley representing the same bodies referred
to in para 5-6 "of this report suggested that the Wilmot Drive
Estate in the north-eastern corner of the proposed Cross Heath
Ward be transferred to the Holditch Ward - i. e. that the
boundary between the two wards should proceed in a south-westerly
direction along Lower Milehouse Land, to a point where an old
railway line crosses Lower Milehouse Lane. The reason given for
this suggestion were :
(a) that the Wilmot Drive Estate is a separate enclave and
had no community of interest with ^ne Cross Heath area
and (b) that a more easily identifiable boundary would result.
Councillor Pool© supported the suggestion but it was opposed by
Councillor Lane who could see no reason for the suggested change.

9.2

On behalf of the Newcastle Liberal Party, Mr. D'Arcy
supported Mr. Rowley's suggestion oIL the basis that, from
experience gained in canvassing the area, the Wilmot Drive
Estate had more affinity with the Holditch and Silverdale areas
than with Cross Heath. Although he could give no figures he
gave examples of p_eople who resided on the Estate but who
worked in a factory in the Holditch area and took their
recreation in places in the Holditch and Silverdale Wards.

9.3

Dr. Brown, part of whose medical practice includes the
Wilmot Drive Estate, considered that residents on the Estate
had no community of interest with any other ward except
possibly that their places of work were in other wards and so
he recommended that the Estate should form part of the Holditch
Ward where it was before ward boundaries were recently re-drawn.

9.4

Councillor Lane, for the Borough Council, stated that
the proposed Holditch Ward included the eastern part of the
former Silverdale Ward, that many residents on the Estate
worked in a factory and a superstorejwhich were in Cross Heath
Ward on the opposite side of Lower I<iilehouse Lane.

9*5

i
Assessment
The Commission's proposed boundary runs via an access
road to a factory, then along the factory boundary to a disused
railway, then south along the railway to the Lower4 Milehouse
Lane and to that extent is not as good a boundary as the
suggested alternative. However, I was informed that 70?
electors reside on the Wilmot Drive Estate and the transfer
of those electors to the Holditch Ward would increase the
number of electors in that ward to 3489 while reducing the
number in the Cross Heath Ward to 4202. This would appreciably
alter the number of electors per councillor and give entitlements
of 2.18 in the Holditch Ward and 2.63 in the Cross Heath Ward.
These entitlements are not as good as those in the Commission's
proposals and so
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered.

that the Commission's proposals

KEELE WARD

Commission's Proposals

10.1

A comparison of the Borough Council's scheme
with the Commission's proposals is set out below:

Borough Council's Scheme
No. of
Cllrs.

Electorate

1974
Entitlement

1979
Electorate

Entitlement

Keele

I

2215

1.39

2796

1.65

Silverdale

2

4005

2.50

3806

2.25

Kndrtton

2

2769

1.73

1.62

Commission's draft Proposals
Keele (with
Park Site
2
Estate)
Silverdale 3
(with Kfcutton)

10.2

3187

1.99

3768

2.23

5802

3.63

5579

3.30

Representations
On behalf of the Borough Council,
Councillor Lane requested that consideration be given to
the Borough Council's scheme although he appreciated that
an anomaly existed in the degree of representation
proposed for Knutton and Keele. Howwer, the anomaly was
more apparent than real because a large number of
electors in the Keele area were University students who,
from past experience, took little interest in civic
affairs and in any event most decisions of the Borough
Council would have no effect on many students because by
the time such decisions were implemented, those students
who attended the University when the decision was taken
would have left.
It was clear to the Council that the
Park Site Estate should have its own Councillor - but
Councillor Lane could not suggest how this could be
achieved without the production of an anomalous situation
as was inherent in the Borough Council's scheme.

10.3

Mr. Rowley, on behalf of his clients,
supported the Commission's proposals

10.4

Mr. D. W. Becket supported Councillor Lane
and in so doing emphasized that the Park Site Estate had no
affinity with Keele. He pointed out that Keele's voting
percentage in the 1973 elections was one of the lowest
in the new Council's area and, in fact, the lowest in all
the rural areas within the Council's area

10.5

Mrs. Lewis drew attention to the built-up
area immediately to the west of the Silverdale Ward (i.e.
to the north and north-west of the words "Shaft (dis)"
on Map No. I. About half the houses in that area were
Council houses and the other half were owned by the
National Coal Board.
In her view these houses should
form Dart Of the

nrOTDOsed Srilverdale Wa-rH -rn-hViPT than

the Proposed Keele Ward because their occupants
had a much greater affinity with the Sllverdale
area than with the Keele area. The houses referred
to are known as the Park Site Estate.
10.6

Assessment
It is clear that the Borough Council's
scheme cannot be recommended because by 1979 Keele
will have a higher entitlement than Knutton and
yet only one councillor whereas Knutton would
have two councillors.
Either reducing Knutton1s
representation to one councillor or increasing
Keele1s representation to two councillors would
also give rise to an anomaly. With regard to
the Park Site Estate, it was built in the early
1950s and proceeding from the Estate towards Keele
there is a sharp transition from an urban area to
a rural area.
However Park Site Estate's electorate
of 982 is insufficient to qualify for separate
representation whilst adding it to Silverdale would
give that ward an entitlement of about 2.76.
The
imbalance of entitlements would thus remain. Therefore
in the absence of any better scheme being put before
me
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered.

that the Commission's proposals

MAY BANK WARD

II.I

and

WOOLSTANTON WARD

Commission's Proposal

No. of
Cllrs.

1974
Electorate Entitlement

1979
Electorate

Entitlement

Woolstanton

2

3956

2.47

3905

2.31

May Bank

3

if 662

2.92

4662

2.76

II.2

Representations
On behalf of the Borough Council, Councillor Lane
supported a suggestion previously made in writing by
Councillors W. Lovatt and J. Redfern on behalf of the
Ward 7 Labour Party on the grounds that more equitable
representation would result. This suggestion was to the
effect that the common boundary between these two wards
should be moved from Milehouse Lane (between its Junction
with Hassam Parade and Dimsdale Parade East) in a northwards direction to follow St. George's Avenue North and
South Terrace. The number of electors in the area
proposed to b e transferred was approximately 520 so the
effect would be as follows:
No. of
Cllrs

Electors

Woolstanton

2

3388

1694

May Bank

3

5178

1726

Ward

Electors per
Councillor

The projection to 1979 was not available at the
Inquiry but it is noted from the Commission's proposal
that by 1979 the projection relative to their proposed
Woolstanton Ward is a reduction of 51 whilst the number of
electors for the May Bank Ward remains the same
II.3

Both Mr. Rowley and Mr. Thomas ( representing

Conservative and Liberal interests respectively) opposed
the suggestion on the grounds that the Commission's
proposals gave a better identifiable boundary whereas the
suggested new boundary would result in a ward with a very
peculiar shape. On behalf of the Conservatives Mr. Buxton
stated that there was a great degree of community of interest
between Woolstanton and the area proposed to be taken from
it in that residents in the area proposed to be excluded
shopped at Porthill and the High Street, Woolstanton whilst
the Health Centre and the churches which served that area
were in Woolstanton
II.4

Assessment
Simply on figures the proposed change would result
in more equitable representation. Pi um my ulti *iul't However,
Milehouse Lane is a classified road (B5068) whereas the
roa^jreferred to in the Council's suggested alternative
boundary are ordinary estate roads except J^imsdale Parade
East and Hassam Parade which are more akin to main roads

although they are not classified. Furthermore,if
the Council's suggestion were approved^some houses
on the western side of Hassam Parade wfeich have a
golf course at their rear would remain as a "sliver"
in Woolstanton Ward,
I RECOMMEND that the Commission's
proposals remain unaltered.

PORTHILL
12.1

WARD

(See also para. 6)

Representations
A suggestion was made by 4ttr. Buxton on behalf
of the Conservative Party that the Porthill Ward be
extended in a north-easterly direction to enlarge Porthill
Ward as proposed by the Commission by the inclusion of a
substantial part of the proposed Bradwell Ward known
locally as the Dimsdale area.
The suggested boundary
(shown in pen^cil on Map No. I) would run from Dimsdale
Parade along Clare Avenue to Cauldon Avenue, thence along
the left-hand side of Cauldon Avenue to Knypeway, along
the left-hand side of Knypeway to the rear of Bradwell
Hospital to the trunk road A3^.
The reason for this
suggestion was to keep the Dimsdale area (a housing estate
built in the 1930s) in one ward instead of lx-eing split
between two wards as would be the case if the Commission's
proposals were adopted. Evidence was given of various
types of community interest on the estate (e.g. aged persons
visiting the Bradwell Lodge Community Centre)

12.2

The Borough Council (represented by Councillor
Lane) opposed the suggestion.
On the side of Dimsdale
Parade opposite Porthill Ward was an open area on one side
of which was a local shopping centre which served residents
in the built-up area of the Bradwell Ward, on another side
was a Working Men's Club (an important focal point in the
area) whilst nearby was a Methodist church which was one

of the most active churches in the Borough and drew support
from all parts of the built-up area of Bradwell
12.3

Dr. Jones stated from personal experience that
people who lived in that part of the proposed Bradwell
Ward proposed to be transferred to the Porthill Ward shopped
mainly in Porthill

12.4

Assessment

Despite my request no figures could be
produced to show the impact of Mr. Buxton's suggestion
on the numbers of electors in the two wards. I note that
the Commission's proposals show equitable entitlements of
representation. Furthermore the suggested boundary is by
no means as good as that proposed by the Commission.
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered

that the Commission's proposals

CLAYTON WARD. SEABRIDGE WARD and WESTLANDS WARD (see also

para. 14)

I3.I

Commission's Proposals
Insofar as the Seabridge and Westlabds
Wards are concerned the Commission's proposals are as
follows:

No. of
Cllrs.

1974
Electorate

Entitlement

1979
Electorate Entitlement

Seabridge

3

3394

2.12

4827

2.85

Westlands

3

5317

3-33

5298

3-13

13-2

Representations
On behalf of the Ward 3 Labour Party Mr,
Howson suggested that the common boundary between that
part of the seabridge and Westlands Wards between Whitraore
Road and Clayton Road should be drawn eastwards along
Seabridge Lane, northwards at the rear of properties in
Roe Lane, along Sandon Avenue and Chester Crescent, then
eastwards again at the rear of properties in Edward
Avenue and along Abbott's Way to Clayton Road (See map 'X 1
annexed). The reasons underlying this suggestion were:
(a) The existing Ward 3 returned eight councillors
and it included the Commission's proposed
Clayton, Westlands and Seabridge Wards
(b) The Commission's proposed Seabridge and
• Westlands Wards would both return three
councillors and the Clayton Ward would return
two councillors, but the ratio of electors to
councillors was unbalanced as shown by the
following figures
Ward

1974

1979

Clayton
Seabridge
Westlands

1686

1735
1609
1766

1772

(c) not only would the Ward 3 Labour Party's
suggestion give more equal ratios in 1974
But they would also give more even ratios in
1979 as shown below:
••Clayton Ward
Seabridge Ward
Westlands Ward

1735
1701
1674

(d) The Labour suggestion would bring together
in the Seabridge Ward similar types of properties
in an area known locally as the Langdale area
with its own shops, clinics, medical surgery,
playing fields, community centre, public house
and Junior Schools. There would be a suitable
mix of Council Houses and privately-owned houses.
The Langdale area had no community of interest
with the Westlands Ward .
13.3

Mr. D'Arcy (who lived in the Seabridge Ward and had
done so for 25|years) on behalf of the Liberal Party opposed

?he Labour Party's suggestion on the ground that it
would mean that the houses involved in the transfer from
the Westlands Ward to the Seabridge Viiard were mainly Council
houses and the transfer in the other direction would be
mainly private houses. This did not give a better social
mix because the result would be that Seabridge Ward
would be compofeed^ mainly of council houses while the
Westlands Ward would be composed mainly of privatelyowned houses. The type of house was irrelevant but the
segregation of council house tenants and privately housed
tenants would militate against proper social integration
of the community, Finally Mr. D'Arcy Supported the
Commissions proposals because he considered the
numerical balance to be good.
13.4

13*5

Mr. Rowley referred to Schedule II of the
Local Government #Act, 1972, and submitted that the
comments previously made relative to suitable and/or
social mix v/ere irrelevant and that it was no part of the
Commission's duty to indulge in social engineering. On
behalf of his clients he supported the ratios produced by
the Commission's proposals but declined to comment on
the Labour Party's claim that their suggestion would give
better ratios.
On behalf of the Borough Council Councillor
Lane stated that there was a triangular shaped area at
the junction of the proposed Clayton, Seabridge and
Westlands Wards which already contained a library and a
clinic and there were current proposals for the erection
of a major social centre. The Borough Council envisaged
this area, together with nearby schools and shopsln the
north-easterly part of the Seabridge Ward as the main
focal point of a developing community which community
comprised most of the proposed Clayton Ward, the eastern
part of the proposed Seabridge Ward and the south-westerly
part of the proposed Westlands Ward. The Borough Council
would have liked to have created a ward comprising the
parts of the three proposed wards outlined above but this
proved impossible and so the proposed warding arrangements
were the best compromise that could be achieved.

13-6

Councillor V'estrup opposed the Labour suggestion
because he considered that the common boundary between the
Westlands and Seabridge Wards should be along a major road
rather than minor roads.

13.7

Assessment
Apart from the comments above the Commission's
proposals for Clayton met with general approval.
For ease of comparison with the Commission's
proposals, the Ward 3 Labour Party's suggestion would
give the following results

No. of
Cllrs.
Seabridge
Westlands

Electorate
3669

I97*f
Entitlement

1979
Electorate

Entitlement

2.29

5102

3-02

3.15

5023

2.97

The "entitlements" in the Labour suggestion are
better than those in the Commission's proposal but
on the other hand the Labour Party's suggestion
would involve considerable use of estate roads in
defining the boundary which is therefore not as
good as the Commission's proposed Boundary. This
is emphasized by the fact that in some cases the
suggested alternative boundary would run along the
centre of state roads whilst in other cases that
suggested boundary would run at the rear of properties
Therefore, although the "entitlements" produced by
the Labour suggestion are better than those
produced by the Commission's proposals they are
only marginally better and so, having regard not
only to the need for definite boundaries but also
my recommendation at the end of paragraph l*f of
this report
I RECOMMEND that the Commission's
proposals remain unaltered

THISTLSBERRY WARD

and

WESTLANDS WARD

(See also para

Representations
For the Conservative interests
Rowley
suggested a scheme formulated only six weeks previously,
It proposed that the boundary between the Thistleberry and
Westlands Wards starting from the common boundary of the
Westlands and Town Wards should proceed along Priory Road
to its junction with Whitmore Road. and then along in a
south-westerly direction to the boundary of the proposed
Seabridge and Westlands Wards (shown in pencil on Map No.I
At its start this boundary would go up a steep hill and
within steep escarpments with bushes. This terrain, stated
Mr. Rowley, would make it virtually impossible for a person
to cross from one side of the road to the other and so it
provided a natural boundary. All the properties to the west
of this boundary would be transferred to the Thistleberry
Ward with the approximate result as follows:
Ward
_

No. of
Cllr.s.

Electorate
1974
1979

Thistleberry

3

4941

4941

Westlands

2

3334

3315

This would give better results than the Commission's
proposals which were as follows
Thistleberry
Westlands

2
3

3121
5317

3145
5298

14.2

Through Councillor Lane the Borough Council
objected strongly to the suggestion expounded by Mr. Rowley
which the Council had not seen or heard of before that day
and on which, therefore, they had not had time to consider in
depth and adduce reasoned argements. However, Councillor
Lane's initial reactions were firstly that Thistleberry
Ward was a complete community and adding a large area to it
would produce a very different type of cpmraunity and
secondly that a long length of the Ward boundary proposed
by the Commission was a stream which was very much more
difficult to cross than the road referred to by Mr. Rowley
and for that reason was a much better boundary. Councillor
Lane was supported by Mr. Hows on

14.3

As a resident in the Westlands Farm area
which formed part of the area proposed by Mr. Rowley to be
transferred to the Thistleberry Ward, Mr. Hopkins of Ward
3 Labour Party stated that, had they known of Mr. Rowley's
suggestion, most residents in the Westlands Farm area
would have objected

14-4

There was then some discussion as to whether
or not Mr. Rowley's suggestion was completely new or
whether it h. d been one of a number of possibilities
considered by a working group composed of representatives
of political parties some two yetxs ago

14.5

In support of Mr. Rowley's suggestion
Councillor Heath (a resident in the Thistleberry Ward)
stated that he had sounded out about 350 residents in
his immediate locality the great majority of whom supported
Mr. Rowley's views

14.6

Assessment
Under Mr. Rowley's suggestion the ratio
of electors per councillor would be as follows:
Ward
Thistlbberry
Westlands

•

1974

1979

1647
1667

1647''
1658

This compares with the Commission's
proposal as follows:
Thistleberry
Westlands

1661
1772

1573
1766

The average elector/councillor ratio
for the Borough as a whole will be 1599 in 1974
and 1691 in 1979
The Commission's boundary at its southern
extremity of Thistleberry Ward is composed completely
of common back garden fences whilst the boundary
suggested by Mr. Rowley is clearly definable. Therefore
having regard to paragraph 4 of the notes issued to me
entitled "Notes on Boundary Making"
I RECOMMEND that the Commission's
proposals be not approved but that instead the
alternative suggestion be adopted, namely that the
boundary between Thistleberry Ward and Westlands Ward
be that part of Priory Road commencing at the common
boundary of the Westlands Ward and the Town Ward and
then proceeding in a south-westerly direction to
Point 492 on Map No. 1 and then as proposed by the
Commission

THISTLEBjjRRY WARD

and

TOWN WARD

(See also parayI6)

Representations
On behalf of his clients Mr. Rowley
suggested that the Stanier Street area (just above the
words "Castle Mound" on Map No. I) which contained
.about 50 electors be transferred from the proposed
Thistleberry Ward to the Town Ward by continuing the
common boundary along Silverdale Road. This would
preserve historical and current affinities which the
area had with the Town area. Councillor Lane pointed
out that there was already some imbalance between the
representation of electors in the two wards and the
suggestion would slightly increase that imbalance but
otherwise the Borough Council did not object to the
suggestion
15-2

Assessment
From my inspection I was surprised that the
number of houses which it was suggested should be
transferred contained only 50 electors so I checked
with the Register of Electors and found that number
should be 139- The revised boundary as suggested would
follow the classified road No. B50Mf which, on that
length, has no residential properties on its southwestern side. The Commission's proposed boundary is
along unclassified but fairly wide roads. In ray view
there is little to choose between the two possible
boundaries and therefore, having regard to the ratio of
electors per coun cillor^in the two wards
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered

that the Commission1s proposals

TOWN WARD
16.1

and

CROSS HEATH WARD (See also para

Representations
On behalf of the Liberal Party, Mr. Thomas
suggested the transfer of Sidraouth Avenue which contained
about 60 electors from the proposed Cross Heath Ward to the
proposed Town Ward on the following grounds:
(a)
&

A park and museum immediately to the north of
Sidmouth Avenue would form a natural boundary
(b) From a topographical viewpoint Sidmouth Avenue
forms part of the Town Ward and to include it in
the proposed Cross Heath Ward would destroy
existing community of interest.

16.2

Councillor Poole pointed out that Sidraouth
Avenue was a cul-de-sac so it would be difficult to define
a good boundary.
He was supported by Councillor L^ane
who stated that there were other cul-de-sacs in the vicinity
of Sidmouth Avenue and similar arguments could be used to
support the transfer of these. His main objectionsto the
suggestion however, were that Sidmouth Avenue led
naturally to the Brampton area which formed part of the
Cross Heath Ward and the suggested transfer would lead to
over-representation of electors in the Town Ward.

16-3

Mr. Buxton said that the properties in Sidmouth
Avenue were, in the main, large villas which lent themselves
to conversion to flats (a trend already in evidence) which
would lead to more people living in Sidmouth Avenue, so
increasing the electorate as to make over-representation of
electors in the Town Hrd slightly less.

16.4

Assessment

f
»
The boundary suggested as an alternative is natural
only in the sense that it would go along the rear of
properties in Sidmouth Avenue which back onto parkland known
locally as "The Bramptons". The other cul-de-sacs which
were referred to are Granville Avenue, Gower Street, and
Northcote Place and all lead southwards to King Street in the
proposed Cross Heath Ward. The Commission's proposed
boundary runs along what v/as once a railway line but is now
a defined footpath called Station Walk. Not only is the
Commission's boundary better defined than the suggested
alternative, but a change to the alternative boundary would
lead to slight over-representation of electors in the
Town Ward.
I RECOMMEND
remain unaltered
17.

that the Commission's

proposals

CHESTERTON

WARD
No comments were made at the Inquiry
relative to this ward.

« „
Signed
N. R. Cave
Dated

7th December, 1975

SCHEDULE

11 Ridgebourne Road,
Shrewsbury, SY 3 9
21st April, 1976

Dear Sir,
NEWCASTLE - UKDER - LYME

I understand that the Commission would like me to
express more fully the reasons for my recommendation relating
to the Thistleberry and Westlands Wards.
Let me state at once that I found this recommendation one of the most difficult to make because when Mr Rowley,
on behalf of his clients, the Newoastle-under-Lyme Conservative
Association and the Newoastle-under-Lyme Conservative Group,
addressed me on his clients' scheme he stated that it had been
formulated only six weeks previously while Councillor Lane for
the Council, supported by Mr. Howson, stated that the Council
had not previously heard of the scheme* There was therefore some
element of surprise which was reinforced by what Mr Hopkins of
Ward 3 Labour Party said and yet on the other hand Councillor
Heath claimed that about 350 residents in the proposed
Thistleberry Ward knew of Mr. Rowley's proposal and the majority
of them supported it* Obviously there were political undertones
to what was said to me but I was, of course, only concerned with
reaching an unbiased recommendation and from the comments I
summarised in paragraph 14*4 of my report a number of possible
variations had been considered some time earlier of which Mr.
Rowley's proposal might have been one* At one stage 1 considered
recommending deferment of consideration of these wards to enable
further thought to be given to this matter by all concerned so
that there could be no subsequent accusation that someone had
been so taken by surprise that he had not had the opportunity to
marshall and present counter arguments effectively* However,
all persons present who appeared concerned in this matter
appeared fully to appreciate* the implications involved in Mr*
Rowley's proposal and his opponents put their counter arguments
with vigour and in some detail. No request was made to me for
an adjournment or deferment. I therefore reached the conclusion
that all relevant points had been brought to my notice.
As the Commissioners are aware I spent some time
in looking for the ward boundary as proposed by the Commissioners
and on my inspection I was accompanied by the Council's
Secretary and the local agents of the Conservative and Labour
parties* Whilst I was able (with a little difficulty)

2

to trace the southern boundary along common baok garden
fences, none of the three local people with me was able to
indicate to me the stream referred to by Councillor Lane
as mentioned in paragraph 14*2 of my report* On the
other hand Priory Road (the boundary suggested by Mr,
Rowley) and described in paragraph 14.1 of my report
was clearly definable and, to my mind, a much superior
boundary.
Furthermore, as mentioned in paragraph 14*6
of my report, the number of electors per councillor which
would result from Mr Rowley's suggestion was better than
the ratio which would result from the Commission's proposal
and this slightly more equitable basis of representation
had a bearing on my recommendation.
Apart from the comments of Mr Hopkins and
Councillor Heath as mentioned in paragraphs 14*3 and 14*5
of my report 1 was not addressed on the question of
"local ties11 and therefore, in my view, that aspect of
the matter was inconclusive*
Neither my notes nor my recollection enable
me to add anything further which might assist the
Commissioners but if they wish me to re-open the matter
I will, of course, be pleased to do so*
Yours sincerely

H.B. CAVE

The Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
20 Albert Habankment
•
London SEL 7TJ.

SCHEDULE

L O C A L

G O V E R H M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

B O U N D A R Y
E N G L A N D

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS - NEWCASTLE-UNDER-LYME
BOROUGH
COUNCIL

SECOND REPORT OF ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER

Assistant Commissioner

Mr. N. R. Cave

Date of Second Meeting

25th October 1976

Date of Second Inspection

25th October 1976

1.1

On-- the 25th October 1976 I held a meeting at the
Guildhall, High Street, Newcastle-under-Lyme to hear
further representations on certain of the draft proposals
published by the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England for the electoral arrangements for the Borough
of Newcastle-under-Lyme.
As this-report is supplemental
to my report dated the 7th December 1975 I have not
repeated in this report any statements made at the first
meeting except where necessary to introduce or qualify
a statement made at the second meeting.

1-2

On the sane day I visited parts cf the areas

discussed at the second meeting to refresh my memory of
my visits almost one year ago.
2-

A list showing the names and addresses of those
persons who attended the meeting and the interests they
represented is attached (Annexl)

3-

After I had outlined the purposes of the meeting and
the procedure to be followed (which met with the approval
of all present) I explained the statutory requirements
relative to the subjects to be discussed and outlined the
Commission's guidelines.

AUDLEY WARD

and

BIGNALL ENiJ WAHD

Commission's Proposals
The Commission's proposals include the creation of
new wards to be known as the Audley Ward and the Bignall
End Ward returning three and two councillors respectively.
Representations
The Secretary of the Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough
Council stated that the suggestion that the Betley and
Balterley Parishes and the Audley Parish Ward be combined
(see para. 5 of roy previous report) to form a Borough Ward
returning two councillors had been considered by the Borough
Council in April 1976 but the Council preferred its own
original proposals which included the Halmerend Parish Ward
within the Audley Ward.
The main reason for this view
was that this ward would return three councillors and
thus be in line with the Council's policy oi having threemember wards throughout its area as far as possible and
would not be inconsistent with the Council's tentative
view of a county electoral division for this area.
In
addition it was understood that many of the electors in
bhe Audley ar£a preferred this solution.
In reply to a question from Councillor J. F. B
Turner, the Secretary accepted that this decision of the
Borough Council was made shortly before the Local
government elections in May 1976 and was carried by only
a narrow margin ( i.e. on the casting vote of the Mayor)

4.3

On behalf of the Newcastle Labour Party Mrs. L.
Lewis accepted that separate representation could not be
justified for Betley and Baiter-ley Parish Council. On the
other hand the Labour Party was opposed to the suggested
compromise as set out in para, 5»13 of my previous report
because in its view the natural electoral areas in that
part of the Borough would be :-

and

(a)

The Bignall End Parish and the Parish of
Audley which together wotfld have 4,800
electors and return three councillors
(1,600 electors per councillor)

(b)

The Halraerend Ward of the Parish and Betlefr
and Balterley which together would have
2,518 electors and return two councillors
(i.e.
having regard to the projected
growth by 1979 of 101 electors - 1,300
electors per councillor)

4.4

In support of (a) above Mrs. Lewis considered
that the combination of Audley and Bignall End would combine
like with like and make one ward of what, in her view, was
one community with a common identity and she gave examples
. of communities of interests relative to shopping, marriage,
christenings, funerals, clubs and other organisations.

4-5

With regard to (b) above Mrs. Lev/is stated that
in that area there were a number of village type communities
mostly strung out on both sides of connecting roads, that
the area was mainly rgiral in character and she listed many
farms in the area.
Furthermore, development at Halmerend
had been prevented because it was situate in a 'green Belt1

4.6

Mrs. Lewis's case contained much detail and
certain of these details and the conclusions she drew from
them were queried by other persons present.
However,
whilst admitting that prior to this second meeting she had
sought the views of only about 12 persons in the area
concerned, Mrs. Lev/is pointed out that the Labour Party
had held 18 meetings in the area prior to the first meeting
and the opinions received prior to both meetings were
consistent.
On the other hand she acknowledged that the
views of the Audley Parish Council had not been obtained
because (she seid) of lack of time.
Mrs. Lewis also
explained that it was necessary to look at the whole of the
area - not just a part or parts of it.

4.7

In conclusion Mrs. Lewis drew attention to what
appeared to be discrepancies on the map on which the boundaries
of the Commission'1 s proposlas were drawn.
After some
debate no-one present disputed that the Audley Parish
should include Jeffreys Hays farm and the Halmerend area
should include Hillside farm

if.7
• r .?

For Betley and Balterley Parish Council,
Councillor Turner nepeatedcsbme of what "is." contained in
para,-\5«3- ofMrnyofir^tsreportcand emphasised (more -.than once)
that, the Parish s.till wanted to be a single-member v/ard.-^.cr"
However, ifrthat were nottpossible, the best way of
safeguarding the Parish's interests lay in a merger
with Audley and._he gave • the..following figures:Audley (present ward 19)
Halmerehd (present ward 22)
Betley & Bal.terley .
(present ward..l8)
I _

2108 electors
1653 electors
867 electors

.. • .. v . • - . ' ) /

If the above three areas were merged Betley and
Balterley would be to the,total in the ratio of about
1 ; 5 whilst merger,with Audley only would give a ratio
of-about 1:3.
• If the,ratio of 1 : 5 were to result
Councillor Turner considered that only political
parties coufd cope with the--large numbers of electors
(thus preventing the election of some-one independent
of political parties) and any such candidate would not
be chosen from the Betley and Balterley area because
he (or she) would be known only to one elector in five
and so could muster only one vote in five.
A ratio
of 1 : 3 would go some way towards rectifying that
situation.
if.8

Councillor Turner also stated that a merger
between Betley and Balterley and Audley would be more
appropriate in that there would be some ( though not
very strong) communities of interests arising from:(a)

The ancient origins and long histories of
the two villages

(b)

Both villages were involved in Conservation
areas.

(c)

Audley village shopping centre, although
not greatly used by Betley people, was a focal
point in an area in which there was
little communication
By contrast Halmerend had risen from
industrial development.

(e)

Audley Parish Council had passed a resolution
stating preference for merger between
Audley and Betley and Balterley

Thus, if merger between Betley and Balterley and Audley
were to result, even if both councillors came frpm the
Audley area they would have some understanding of the
interests and wishes of the electors of Betley and
Balterley.
if.9

In reply to a question from Councillor Lane,
Councillor Turner stated that while he did not know
details of votes cast by particular representativBS
at the meeting referred to in (e) above, he understood
that the total votes in favour of the resolution were:For
Against
Abstained

10
Nil
2

r IQ

.

Councillor G.A. Poole stated that, as leader of
the Newcastle Borough Council,
he thought that the Council
' would support Councillor1 Turner's proposal

j, 11

The Chairman of Audley Parish Council (Councillor
I.W. Heler) stated that a resolution which had been passed aoe
recently by that Council was to the effect that the Council
would, prefer Audley Ward to remain the same but if changes
had to be made the Parish Council preferred to amalgmate
with. Betley and Balterley to form a two-member ward.
Councillor G, Boden ( a Parish Councillor from Audley and
the secretary of the Newcastle Constituency Labour Party)
disagreed with Councillor Heler ( who, he stated, was
not at the meeting when the above-mentioned resolution
was passed, whereas he, Councillor Boden, was present) and
stated that the resolution was to the effect that Audley
did not want to remain on its own but would, if necessary,
join with Betley and Balterley

K 12

Dr. A. W. Brown as chairman of the Newcastle
Conservative Aseociation supported Councillor Turner's
proposal.
He l^ed and practiced in Audley.
He referred
to a proposal to develop a 250 acres site for industry
and stated that 88% of the electorate of Audley Parish
had signed a petition opposing such development and in
addition there had been 800 written objections. In his
view this showed that the Audley electorate wished to
remain as they were.
He maintained that the compromise
suggested at the first meeting by his Association
(see
para. 5-13 of my first report) was the correct solution.

/•I*

Various questions to Dr. Brown elicited the
following replies:(a)
(b)

(c)

4.1/.

Only a samll area of Audley was
included in a Conservation Area.
The greatest effect of the suggested industrial
development (if approved) would have
been felt mainly by Audley but subsequently
Bignall End would have been greatly
affected.
From his political, social and professional
contacts he was^ure that most people in
Audley would support Councillor Turner's '•
proposal

The Chairman of Betley and Balterley Parish
Council (Councillor D.W. Becket) stated that the electors
of Betley and Balterley and the Betley and Balterley Parish
Council still wished to be a singl&*member ward but, if
that were not possible, a two-member ward was less
undesirable than a three-member ward because there was a
greater possibility of electing councillors who, between
them, could cover the two centres of population. In reply
to questions from Councillors Boden and Lane and Mrs. Lewis
he indicated:(a)

That he would not wish Betley and
Balterley to Ae amalgamated with
Halmerend because of lack of Community
interest and road links although he
admitted that certain road connections
were satisfactory.

(b)

That whilst agreeing that both Betley
and Balterley and Halmerend appeared
rural in character they were realy
diiferent in that the Betley and Balterley
area was truly rural whereas Halmerend was
a 19th century industrial village.

(c)

That he had no information regarding
the opinions of electors in parts of the
area outside Betley and Balterley.

Councillor R.G. Lane of the Newcastle Borough
Council emphasised the Council's basic, policy of creating
three-member wards as far as possible and pointed out
that such policy had never been oposed in the Council not even when political control of the Council had
changed earlier in 1976. (This was subsequently confirmed
by councillor Poole and the Secretary to the Council).
Councillor Lane went on to state that he now agreed that
Betley and Balterley should form part of a two-member ward
but that ward should comprise Betley and Balterley and
Halmerend. Despite various questions he maintained his
view.
k 16

Assessment
I refer to para. 5.14 of my previous report
and I am rein-forced in my view that separate
representation cannot be justified for Betley and
Balterley.
I have considered the alternative solutions
which were put to me and it appears to me that the
prevailing weight of opinion is in favour of the merger
of Betley and Balterley and the Audley Ward ofcthfehParish
of Audley. That would give the following results:1976
1979
Entitlements
Betley and Balterley and
the Audley Ward of the
Parish of Audley

Halmerend Ward of
the Parish of Audley
and the High Lane
area of the Borough
Bignall End

1.84

1.88

i ofi

1 Ofi

"*

1.30

1. 82

Furthermore I was again impressed by the strong
desire of the electors in Betley and Balterley and the
Audley Ward to combine to form a two-member ward
I

RECOMMEND

;-

Firstly that the Commission's proposals be not
approved but that instead three wards be created as
follows:
(

i

Ward

No. of Councillors

Bignall End

2

Audley with Betley
and Baiterley

2

Halmerend

1

and Secondly that the discrepancies referred to an para.
l+.f above be investigated and, if necessary, appropriate
adjustments be made to the boundaries of the proposed
wards as shown on the Commission's map.

5.

WHITMORE WARD

and

MADELEf

WARD

No-one wished to address me regarding
the above-named wards so therefore
I RECOMMEND that the Commission's proposals relative
to these wards remain unaltered

NEWCHAPEL WAHD.
6.1

KIDSGHOVE ttARD. BUTT LANE WARD & TALKS WARD

Commission's Proposals

These are set out in para. 7*1 of my previous
report
6 2.

Representations
On behalf of the Kidsgrove Town Council
Clerk (Mr. B.V. Taylor) made a number of points which can
be summarised as follows:(a) Before the first meeting the Town Council had
considered changes in ward boundaries but had
found it difficult to make intelligent
improvements.
(b) Following publication of my first report the
Borough Council consulted with the Town Council
as to the latter1s views relative to the
Kidsgrive area and the Town Council again
examined the problem.
Any solution would
involve the transfer of some electors by
revising the boundary of the Kidsgrove Ward
to make Newchapel a two-member ward. The
resulting increase in the number of electors in
the Kidegrove Ward would necessitate revision
of the common boundary of that and the Butt Lafae
Ward if a proper ratio of electors per
councillor were to bo maintained.. Geographically
this was impracticable and would result «

in less clearly identifiable boundaries.
(c) In addition a large part of the centre of Kidsgrove
would form part of the Butt Lane Ward which would
appear ludicrous to local people
(d) The Staffordshire Structure Plan provided for
growth in the Kidsgrove area (much of which
would be in the Newchapel Ward)
In the Town Council's view the above point led to the
conclusion that the Commission's draft proposals should be
confirmed.
6.3

Councillor Poole stated that the Borough Council
now supported the Town Council in this matter.

6.*f

. In reply to a question from Councillor Lane
Mr. Taylor stated that the boundaries of the present wards
in the Kidsgrove area had existed only since 1968

6.5

Councillor Mrs. N. Salt ( who is a councillor
for the Newchapel Ward) pointed out that the ward is a
developing area and gave examples of re.cent development
and future development for which planning permissions had
already been granted. (The Borough Council's Planning
Officer stated that these developments had been taken into
account in arriving at the projected electorate for 1979)
In addition Councillor Mrs. Salt referred to various
natural ward boundaries such as railways and trunk roads
but in reply to a question from Councillor Lane it :
appeared that whilst the trunk road A3*f was a common
boundary between two wards for part of its length in the
area it was not completely so. Where it was not a
common boundary there was vacant land on one side and
the sites of demolished houses on the other. Appropriate
allowance for any new development on the cleared site
had been allowed for in the projected electorate.

6.6

The Secretary of the Kidsgrove and District
Residents' Association (Mr. K. Lee) also made a number of
points which can be summarised as follows:(a)

The existing ward boundaries of Talke, Butt
Lane and Kidsgrove are clearly defined and each
ward has a natural centre for local services
separate from each other and each has/strong
separate identito in the eyes of local people.

(b)

Newchapel is completely different in character
from the other three wards in that it is
muih'I$ore rural, does not have a single centre,
is not a single community and is less densely
populated.

(c)

Until recently the comparative remoteness of

the Newchapel area made it unattractive to developers
but the shortage of housing land was altering this, thus
increasing the likelihood of an increasing population
in the NewEhapel area.
One particular site mentioned
comprised 35 acres of derelict industrial land
(Birchenwood Site)
Mr Lee then produced the following figures
for electors :Estimated
Ward
1974/3
1976/7
1979/80
Kidsgrove

4813

5019

5169

Nev/chapel

4090

4219

4468

which tally with the projections supplied to the
Commission.
Mr. Lee argued from these figures that,
based on the 19V9 projections, if the Council had 55
members (only two of whom would represent Nev/chapel)
the deviations from the average ratio of electors per
councillor would be :£
Kidsgrove
plus 0.1 %
• Newchapel
plus 29-7%
whereas if the Council had 56 members (with three from
Hewchapel) the deviations would be :Kidsgrove
Newchapel

plus 1.9%
minus 11.8%

'

and therefore Newchapel should be represented by three
councillors.

The Borough Council's Planning Officer
accepted that growth in the Nev/chapel area could
possibly be as Mr. Lee forecast but preferred to
adhere to the originally projected figures.

go

.
Councillor Lane was opposed to the transfer
of electors from one ward to another because of their
identity with particular areas, was strongly of the
opinion that the whole area of Kidsgrove should be
reviewed at the earliest possible moment to provide
more equitable representation, pointedi out that overrepresentation from the Kidsgrove area would exert undue
pressure on the Borough Council and therefore, un^til
a review was carried out he supported the Council's
original proposal that Nev/chapel should be represented
by two councillors.

6.10

Assessment

Little new transpired which \vould cause me to
alter the assessment made in my first report. I was

most disappointed that no positive action had been
taken to carry out a review of electoral arrangements
in the Kidsgrove area.
Therefore I am forced to decide
between under-representation and over-representation
in the area.
The entitlements for the Kidsgrove,
Butt Lane and Talke Wards appear reasonable for
these wards to be represented by three, three and two
councillors respectively . With regard to the
Newchapel Ward the projected entitlement for 1979 is
in the region of 2.6.
Solely because 2.6 is closer
to three than to two (and I appreciate that this is
not the most satisfactory of reasons) I most reluctantly
reach the conclusion that Newchapel Ward should be
represented by three councillors and therefore
I HECOMMEND
unaltered.

7.

that the Commission's proposals remain

OTHER WASPS
No-one present accepted my invitation to
speak in relation to any other ward in the Borough.

"SCHEDULE 4BOROUGH OF NEWCASTLE-UNDER-LYME: NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS
AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS.

NAME OF WARD

HO OF COUNCILLORS

AUDLEY

2

BIGNALL END

2

BRADWEL1

3

BUTT LANE

3

CHESTERTON

3

CLAYTON

2

CROSS HEATH

3

HALMEREND

1

HOLDITCH

2

KEELE

2

KIDSGROVE

3

LOGGERHEADS

2

MADELEY

2

MAY BANK

3

NEWCHAPEL

3

PORTHILL

2

SEABRIDGE

3

SILVEEDALE

3

TALKE

2

THISTLEBERRY

3

TOWN

2

WESTLAKDS

2

WHITMORE

1

WOLSTANTON

2

SCHEDULE 5

BOROUGH OF NEWCASTLE-UNDER-LY.ME.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

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

Commencing at the point where Talke Road meets Wolstanton Road, thence westwards along Wolstanton Road and northwestwards along Castle Street to
Apedale Road, thence southwestwards along said road to NG reference
SJ 8242^8838, thence due northwards to the southernmost corner of parcel
No 1*231 as shown on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 plan SJ'82/83^9 Edition of 1969,
thence northeastwards along the southeastern boundaries of the said parcel
and parcel No 51^1i thence northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of
the said parcel to the southeastern boundary of parcel No 4l49, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along the said boundary and the northeastern
boundary of the said parcel to the southeastern boundary of parcel No 3057
thence northeastwards along the said boundary to the southwestern boundary
of parcel -No 5^*75, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along the said
boundary and the northwestern boundary of the said parcel and in prolongation thereof to Audley Road, thence northwestwards along the said road to
the access road from Audley Road to the property known as Waterhays thence
northeastwards along the said access road to a point opposite the rear
boundary of the property known as Alvernia, thence northwards to and along
the said boundary and westwards along the northern boundary of the said
property to the rear boundary of No 246 Audley Road, thence northwards and
westwards along the rear and northern boundaries of the said property to
Audley Road, thence generally northwestwards along the said road to the
eastern boundary of Audley Rural CP, thence northeastwards along the said
boundary and southeastwards and following the southern boundary of
Kidgrove CP to Talke Road thence southeastwards along the said road to
the point of commencement.

2
BRADWELL WARD

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Chesterton Ward
meets the southern boundary of Kidsgrove CP, thence southeastwards and
following said southern boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough,
thence southeastwards and following said Borough boundary to a point
opposite the western boundary of Parcel No 85^6 as shown on Ordnance
«
Survey 1:2500 plan SJ 8V8551 Edition of 19^9, thence southeastwards to
and along the said boundary and in prolongation thereof to the railway,
thence northwestwards along the railway to a point opposite the southeastern boundary of Parcel No 53^9» thence southwestwards to and along the said .
boundary to the road from Chatterley Farm to Peacock Hay Road, thence northwestwards along the said road to the northwestern boundary of Parcel
No ^2 i, thence southwestwards to and along the said boundary to Potteries
Way,

thence southeastwards along said way to NG reference SJ 85353^9^2

thence southwestwards in a straight line to the northernmost corner of the
property known as The Limes thence continuing southwestwards along the
northwestern boundary of the said property and'the southeastern boundary
of No 18 Second Avenue to Second Avenue, thence northwestwards along the
said avenue to Haven Grove thence southwestwards along said grove to a
point opposite the rear boundary of No 1 St Lucyfs Drive thence southeastwards to and along the rear boundaries of Nos 1-5 St Lucy's Drive,
thence southwestwards along the southeastern boundaries of Nos 5 & 10
St Lucy's Drive to the rear boundary of the 'Potter's Vfheel1 Public House.
thence northwestwards and southwestwards along the rear and northwestern
boundaries of the said public house and in prolongation thereof to Bradwell
Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to a point opposite the western
boundary of No 81 Bradwell Lane, thence southwestwards and southeastwards
along the said western boundary and the rear boundary of said property to
the rear boundaries of*Nos 12 to 8 Templar Crescent, thence southwestwards
along said boundaries to the rear boundaries of Nos 90 to 104 Heaton Terrace,

thence northwestwards and following said boundaries to Clare Avenue, thence
southwestwards along said avenue and in prolongation thereof crossing Dimsdale
Parade West to the- southeastern boundary of No 173 Dimsdale Parade West, thence
southwestwards along said boundary and the rear boundary of No 175 Dimsdale
Parade West to the rear boundaries of Nos 177 to 279 Dimsdale Parade West,
thence northwestwards along said boundaries to the southwestern corner of
No 279 Dimsdale Parade West, thence due westwards to Talke Road

thence north-,

wards along said road and the eastern boundary of Chesterton Ward to the point
of commencement.

PORTHILL WARD

Commencing at the point where Dimsdale Parade West meets the eastern boundary
of Bradwell Ward

thence northeastwards and following said boundary to

the eastern boundary of the Borough thence northeastwards and southeastwards
along said eastern boundary to the path from the railway to Pitgreen Lane,
thence southwestwards along said path and Pitgreen Lane to High Street,
thence northwestwards along the said street to Park Avenue, thence southwestwards along said avenue to Dimsdale Parade East, thence northwestwards
along said parade and Dimsdale Parade West to the point of commencement.

WOLSTANTON WARD

Commencing at a point where Hassam Parade meets Milehouse Lane, thence
northwestwards along said parade to a point being in prolongation southeastwards of the southwestern boundary of No 106 Hassam Parade, thence northwestwards along said prolongation and boundary and continuing generally
northwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 10^-2 Hassam Parade to the
southern boundary of Bradwell Ward, thence northeastwards along said boundary
to the southern boundary of Porthill Ward, thence southeastwards and following

said boundary to the eastern,boundary of the Borough, thence southeastwards and following said boundary to NG Reference SJ 86307^75^8, thence
southwestwards in -a straight line to the eastern end of Stratford Avenue,
thence continuing southwestwards and northwestwards along said avenue and
Jubilee Road to Basford Park Road, thence continuing northwestwards along
said road and Alexandra Road to the road known as Sparch Hollow, thence
southwestwards along said road to Southlands Avenue, thence northwestwards along said avenue to Hilehouse ^ane, thence southwestwards along said
lane to the point of commencement.

.MAY BANK WARD

Commencing at a point where Wulstan Drive meets Hempstalls Lane, thence
generally northwards along said lane and Hoon Avenue to the southern
boundary of Wolstanton Ward, thence northeastwards and following said
boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence southeastwards
and following said boundary to a point opposite the western boundary of
No 572 Etruria Road thence northwestwards to and along said" boundary, and
continuing generally northwestwards along the rear boundaries of the
properties on the east side of Sandy Lane and the rear boundaries of the
properties on the east side of Brampton Road to the northern boundary of
the property known as May Cottage, thence northwestwards along said northern
boundary to Brampton Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Wulstan
Drive, thence northwestwards along Wulstan Drive to the point of commencement

CROSS HEATH WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of the Borough meets
King Street, thence southwestwards along said street to the path known as
Station Walks, thence northwestwards along said Walks, crossing Brampton
Road to Hempstalls Lane, thence southwestwards along said, lane to the

railway, thence northwestwards along said railway to Liverpool Road,
thence generally southwards along said road and Lower Street to a point
opposite the southern boundary of Newcastle College of Further Education,
thence northwestwards to and along said southern boundary to Ashfields
Road, thence generally northwards along said road and the'unnamed road
between said road and Albermarle Road to the railway, thence westwards along
said railway, northwestwards and northwards along the mineral railway that
crosses Lower Milehouse Lane and running to the west of V/ilmot Drive to
the southern boundary of the Sports Ground, thence southeastwards and
•
following along said boundary and the southern boundary of the works to the
access road from Lower Milehouse Lane to said works, thence southeastwards
along said road to Lower Milehouse Lane, thence generally northeastwards
along said lane and Milehouse Lane to the western boundary of May Bank Ward,
thence southeastwards and following said boundary to'the eastern boundary
of the Borough

thence westwards along said Borough boundary to the point

of commencement.

HOLDITCH WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of Cross Heath Ward
meets the mineral railway at NG Reference SJ 83651^7163

thence north-west

•wards along said railway to Lyme Brook thence northwards and following the
said brook and the brook forming the western boundary of Parcel Nos 6^00 &
6629 as shown on Or^nsr.ce Survey 1:2500 plan SJ 3?./33^3 Zdition of I9o2 and
continuing northward along the western boundary of Parcel No 6629 to the
disused canal, thence westwards and following the course of the said canal
to the unnamed road leading northeastwards, east of the properties known
as Burley Bridge Cottages to Apedale Road, thence northeastwards along said
unnamed road to Apedale Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the

southern boundary of Chesterton Ward, thence northeastwards and following .
said boundary to the western boundary of Bradwell Ward, thence southwards
along said boundary and southeastwards along the southern boundary of said
ward to the western boundary of Wolstanton Ward, thence southeastwards and
following said boundary to the northern boundary of Cross Heath Ward, thence
southwestwards and following said northern boundary and generally southwards
along the western boundary of the said ward to the point of commencement.

TOWN WARD

Commencing at the point where Blackfriars Road meets the road known as
Higherland, thence generally northwards along said Higherland and the road
known as Pool Dam to Stanier Street, thence northwestwards along said street
to John 0' Gaunt's Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Silverdale
Road, thence northwestwards along said road to a point opposite the northwestern boundary of Albert Mill thence southwestwards to and along said
boundary and in prolongation thereof to the disused mineral railway, thence
northwestwards .along said railway to Silverdale Road, thence eastwards along
said road to a point being in prolongation southwestwards of the rear boundary
of No 83 Knutton. Lane, thence northeastward's along said prolongation and
said boundary, the rear boundary of No 81 Knutton Lane to the northeastern
corner of said property, thence northeastwards in a straight line crossing
Knutton Lane, to the southeastern corner of No 9^ Knutton Lane, thence northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of said property, the rear
*
boundaries of.:;ss 96 and 98 Knutton Lane, the rear boundaries of Nos 6 to
82 Moran Road and in prolongation thereof to the mineral railway, thence
northeastwards along said railway to the southern boundary of Cross $eath
Ward, thence eastwards and following said boundary to the eastern boundary
of the Borough ther.c-:- .Touthv/ards ar.d follo'./ing said Soroush boundary ^o
Lyme Brook, thence northwestwards along said brook to Blackfriars Road, thence
westwards along said road to the point of commencement.

THISTLEBERRY WARD
Commencing at the point where Keele Road.meets Park Road, thence generally
northwestwards along said Park Road to Cemetery Lane, thence northeastwards
along said lane to Silverdale Road, thence generally eastwards along said
road to the western boundary of Town Ward, thence southeastwards along said
boundary to Priory Road, thence southwestwards along said road and continuing
southwestwards along Whitmore Road to the northern boundary of Whitmore
CP, thence northwestwards along said northern boundary to the eastern
boundary of Keele CP, thence northwards along said eastern boundary to a
•point being due west of the southernmost corner of Parcel No 5900 as shown
on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 Plan SJ 82/83*0 Edition of 1972, thence due eastwards -to said corner, thence northeastwards along the southeastern boundary
of said parcel, the southeastern boundary of Parcel No 5&00 as shown on
Ordnance Survey 1:2500 Plan SJ 82/83^ Edition of 1961, and the southeastern
boundary of Parcel No 87^6 to the eastern boundary of said parcel, thence
generally northwards along' said eastern boundary, the southeastern and
eastern boundaries of Parcel No 8200 and the eastern boundary of Parcel
No 8200 as shown on"Ordnance Survey 1:2500 Plan SJ 82/83^5 Edition of 1972
M

to the southern boundary of Parcel No 8727,''thence northeastwards, northwestwards and westwards along the southern, eastern and northern boundaries
•
of said parcel to the western boundary of the property known as Rosemary
Cottage thence northeastwards along said boundary to Keele Road, thence eastwards along said road to the point of commencement.

SILVERDALE WARD

Commencing at the point where Pepper Street meets the northeastern boundary
of Keele CP, thence northeastv/ards along said street to Scot Hay Road thence

8
northwestwards along said road to NG Reference SJ 80973^6980, thence northeastwards in a straight line to the southernmost corner of parcel No 2*tl8
as shown on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 plan SJ 80/8l4? Revision of 1960, thence
continuing northeastwards along the southeastern boundary of the said parcel
and the northwestern boundary of parcel number *t023 to the northeastern
boundary of the said parcel, thence southeastwards along said boundary and
the southwestern boundary of parcel number 6^26 to the track from Station
Road to Blackbank Road, thence northeastwards along said track to Blackbank
Road thence northwestwards along said road to a point opposite the western
boundary of parcel No 0046: thence generally northeastwards to and along
said boundary and the western boundary of parcel No 0062 as shown on Ordnance
Survey 1:2500 plans SJ 80/8lV? & SJ 82/83^7 Revision of 1960 to the northern
boundary of the said parcel, thence eastwards along the said boundary and
the northern boundary of parcel No 3^1 to the northern boundary of parcel
No Vf66 thence northeastwards along the said boundary and the northern
boundary of parcel No 7268 to the, northernmost corner of said parcel, 'thence
northeastwards in a straight line to the westernmost corner of parcel No 7382,
thence northeastwards along the northwestern boundary of said parcel to the
southwestern boundary of Holditch Ward, thence southeastwards along said
boundary and the southwestern boundary of Cross Heath Ward to the northern
boundary of Town Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary and generally
southwards along the western boundary of said ward to the northern boundary
of Thistleberry Ward, thence westwards along said boundary and south-westwards,
southeastwards and westwards along the western boundary of said ward and
continuing westwards along Keele Road to a point being in prolongation northeastwards of the eastern boundaries of parcel Nos 0057 and 0259 as shown on
Ordnance Survey 1:2500 Plan SJ 82/35^5 Edition of 1972, thence southwestwards

along, said prolongation to the northeastern boundary of Keele CP, thence
generally northwestwards along said CP- boundary to the point of commencement.

WESTLANDS WARD
Commencing at the point where the southeastern boundary of Thistleberry Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Town Ward, thence southeastwards along
said southwestern boundary to a point being in prolongation northeastwards
of the southern boundary of Orchard House (Staffs CC Hostel) and the southern
boundary of the orchard at the rear of said property, thence, southwestwards
along said prolongation and said southern boundaries to Clayton Road, thence
southeastwards and following said road to Dartmouth Avenue, thence southwestwards and following said avenue to Sutherland Drive, thence southwestwards
and following said drive to the southeastern boundary of Thistleberry Ward,
thence northeastwards along said eastern boundary to the point of commencement.

CLAYTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets
Clayton Road, thence generally northwards along the said road and the eastern
boundary of Westlands Ward to the southwestern boundary of Town Ward, thence
southeastwards along the said boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough
thence southwestwards and following the said Borough boundary and westwards
following the southeastern boundary of the Borough to the point of commencement

SEABRIDGE WARD
Commencing at the point where the southeastern boundary of the Borough meets
the northern boundary of Whitmore CP, thence generally northwestwards along
said CP boundary to the southeastern boundary of Thistleberry Ward, thence
northeastwards along said ward boundary to the southern boundary of Westlands
Ward, thenoe eastwards along said ward boundary to the western boundary of
Clayton Ward, thence generally southwards along said boundary to the south-

10.

eastern boundary of the Borough, thence southwestwards and following said
boundary to the point of commencement.

KEELE WARD

The parish of Keele and that area bounded by a line commencing at the point
where the eastern boundary of Audley Rural CP meets Scot Hay Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to the western boundary of Silverdale Ward,
thence continuing southeastwards and following said boundary to the eastern
boundary of Keele CP, thence northeastwards and following said boundary and
the eastern boundary of Audley Rural CP to the' point of commencement.

Also, that area .bounded by.a line commencing at the point where the eastern
boundary .of Keele CP meets the southern boundary of Silverdale Ward at
NG Reference SJ 82025^5592, thence generally eastwards along said ward
boundary to the western boundary of Thistleberry Ward, thence southwestwards
and following said boundary to the eastern boundary of Keele CP, thence northwestwards and following said .Boundary to the point of commencement.

BIGNALL END WARD

The Bignall End Ward of the Parish of Audley Rural and that area bounded by
a line commencing at the point where Apedale Road meets the eastern boundary
of Audley Rural CP, thence northwards along the said.eastern boundary to the '
western boundary of Chesterton Ward, thence eastwards and following the said
western bound;ry to the western boundary of Holditch Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary and northwestwards along
Apedale Road to the point of commencement.

HALMEREND WARD

The Halmer End Ward of the Parish of Audley Rural and that area bounded by
a line coniinencing at the point v:here the northern boundary of Keele Ward

11.
meets the eastern boundary of Audley Rural CP at NG Reference SJ 80^607^127,
thence northwards and following the said eastern boundary to the southern
boundary of Bignall End Ward, thence southeastwards along the said boundary
to the western boundary of Holditch Ward thence southwestwards and following
the said boundary to the northwestern boundary of Silverdale Ward, thence
southwestwards and following

the said boundary to the northern boundary

of Keele Ward, thence northwestwards and following the said boundary to the
point of commencement.

AUDLEY WARD

The parishes of Balterley
Betley
and the Audley Ward of the parish of Audley Rural.

BUTT LANE WARD
The Butt Lane Ward of the parish of Kidsgrove.

KIDSGROVE WARD
The Kidsgrove Ward of the parish of Kidsgrdve.

LOGGERHEADS WARD

The parishes of Ashley
Mucklestone
Tyrley

MADELEY WARD

The parish of Madeley

NEV/CHAPEL WARD
The Newchapel Ward of the parish of Kidsgrove.

12.

TALKE WARD

The T'alke Ward of the pariah of Kidsgrovo

WHITMORE WARD
The parishes of Chapel end Hill Chorlton
Haer
Whitmore.

SCHEDULE 6
BOROUGH OF NEWCASTLE-UNDtH-LYME
ELECTION BY THIRDS
ORDER OF RETIREMENT

\

NAlffi OF WARD

*

1 )

1

1 )

1

)TCE
1 )

2

T

1 )

BIGNALL END

2

1

1 PE

AUDLEY

2

HALMERETID

1

LOGGERHEADS

2'

WHITMORE

1

KADELEY

2

1

* SEABRIDGE

3

1

1

CLAYTON

2

1 •

1

THISTLFBERRY

3

1

1

1

WESTLANDS

2

1

1

KEELE

2

1

SILVERDALK

3

1

1

1

CROSS HEATH

3

1

1

1

TOWN

2

1

1

WOLSTANTON

2'

1

1

MAY BANK

3

1

1

1

CHESTERTON '

3

1

1

1

1

1
1

3

NEUCHAPEL .

3

. TALKS

•

ORDER CF RETIREMENTe
1st YEAR
'2nd YEAR
3rd Y£AK
1980
1982

1

KIDSGHOVE

BUTT LANE

•

NO. OF COUNCILLORS
:
- REFRESErlTIUG WARD

3

1
1
*• ' • * .
1

1 PE

1

1 PE
1 PE

1

1 PE
1 PE

1 PE

„ HOLDITCH

2

BRADlffiLL

3

1

1

PORTiaLL

2

1

1

56

18-

18

PE = Parish Elections

TCE = Town Council Elec ions

1

20

