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THE COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT

INTRODUCTION

1.
This report contains our final proposals for the boundaries
of the City of Liverpool with the Metropolitan Boroughs of Sefton
and Wirral, the County of Cheshire and the Boroughs of Halton and
Ellesmere Port and Neston in Cheshire. We are proposing the
transfer of Hale Heath from Liverpool to Halton in Cheshire and
a number of minor changes to Liverpool's boundary with Sefton to
remove anomalies such as divided properties
and defaced
boundaries. Our recommendations in respect of the boundary
between the City of Liverpool and the Metropolitan Borough of
Knowsley were contained in our Report no. 668, submitted to you
:
on 31 July 1992.
2.

During the course of the review.of Merseyside, we considered

the possibility of radical changes 'to Knowsley, including its
abolition. This would have resulted in the transfer to Liverpool
of a number of areas of Knowsley which would have increased
substantially the City of Liverpool's administrative area. We
subsequently decided against such major change and, instead,
proposed relatively minor changes to Knowsley's boundaries with
Liverpool.
We describe our thinking more fully in paragraphs
13 to 17 below. Our broader consideration of major change is
described in our Reports no. 668 and no. 664 (the latter in our
review of the Metropolitan Borough of Sefton).

3.
As required by section 60(2) of the Local Government Act
1972/ we have carefully considered all the representations made
to us at each stage of the review. Our report explains how we
arrived at our proposals.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE START OF THE REVIEW
4.
On 1 September 1987 we wrote to Liverpool City Council
announcing our intention to undertake a review of Liverpool as
part of the mandatory review of Merseyside and its Metropolitan
Districts under section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.
5.
Copies of the letter were sent to the adjoining Metropolitan
Boroughs; to county, district and parish councils bordering the
metropolitan area; to the local authority associations; to
Members of Parliament with constituency interests; to the
headquarters of the main political parties; to the local press,
television and radio stations; and to a number of other
interested persons and organisations.
*

6.
The Metropolitan Borough Councils were requested, in cooperation as necessary with other local authorities, to insert
a notice for two successive weeks in local newspapers to give
wide publicity to the start of the review in the areas concerned.
7.
A period of seven months from the date of the letter was
allowed for all local authorities, including those in the
surrounding counties, and any person or body interested in the
review, to send us their detailed views on whether changes to
Liverpool's boundaries were desirable; and if so, what those
changes should be and how they would best serve the interests
of effective and convenient local government, the criterion laid
down in the Act.

OUR INITIAL CONSIDERATION
8.
In response to our letter of 1 September 1987, we received
submissions from Liverpool City Council, Cheshire County Council
and Halton Borough Council. We also received representations
from residents of Hale Road and Bailey's Lane in Speke
(Liverpool), Hale Parish Council, one Halton Borough Councillor
and Liverpool Airport PLC.
9.
Liverpool City Council said it would not make a submission
to change its boundary, but it had agreed to Knowsley's
suggestions for small-scale changes to their common boundary
subject to obtaining the approval of local residents.
10. In our review of Knowsley, we noted at the initial review
stage that the Borough was one of the smallest metropolitan
authorities, that it'was geographically dispersed and fragmented
and that a number of representations suggested dissatisfaction
on the part of a number of residents in the Borough, some of whom
sought substantial change.
We .noted that the boundary with
Liverpool was unsatisfactory for most of its length. Similarly,
whilst we had received no suggestions from Liverpool or Sefton
regarding their boundary, we considered that- there was a need to
consider change where it had become substantially defaced.
11.

We subsequently decided that, prior to considering

more

minor boundary issues, we should address the possibility of
radical change in Merseyside, particularly in relation to
Knowsley, and to consider whether Southport should remain in
Sefton.
12. After considering all the representations and submissions
received, we wrote to the Merseyside authorities on 12 January
1990, stating that we had given initial consideration to our
review of Merseyside and the districts within it, and that we had
reached provisional conclusions on the future of Merseyside as
a whole.
We invited responses by 28 February 1990.

13. The overwhelming majority of responses related to our
conclusions for Knowsley and Sefton. We received few comments
on Liverpool's boundaries with Sefton or Halton. Our conclusions
on the major issues relating to Knowsley and Sefton are detailed
in our reports 668 and 664, respectively.
14. However, following our letter of 12 January 1990, Knowsley
put forward suggestions for the transfer of substantial areas of
Liverpool to its area, and when repeating these suggestions at
later

stages

of

the review of

its Borough,

it

sought,

in

addition, the transfer of the Parish of Hale from Cheshire to its
area. We considered these submissions but concluded that this
review should concentrate on relatively minor change.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS
15.

Having decided that this review should concentrate on minor

boundary proposals, where obvious anomalies exist, we considered
Liverpool's boundaries with Sefton, Wirral, Halton and Ellesmere
Port and Neston. We issued a consultation letter on 11 May 1992
announcing our draft proposals and interim decisions. We proposed
a number of changes to Liverpool's boundary with Sefton and that
Hale Heath should be transferred from Liverpool to Halton in
Cheshire.
We took interim decisions to make no change to
Liverpool's river boundary with Wirral, and Ellesmere Port and
Neston.

Copies of our letter were sent to the local authorities

concerned and to all those who had made representations' to us.
The Councils of the City of Liverpool, the Metropolitan Boroughs
of Sefton and Wirral, and the Boroughs of Halton and Ellesmere
Port and Neston in Cheshire were asked to publish a notice giving
details of our proposals, and to post copies of it at places
where public notices are customarily displayed. They were also
asked to place copies of our letter on deposit for inspection at
their main offices for three months. Comments were invited by
6 July 1992.

RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS
16.
In response
to our draft proposals
we received
representations from Liverpool City Council, Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council, Cheshire County Council, Halton Borough Council,
Aintree Parish Council, Merseyside Task Force, Merseyside
Development Corporation,
Bootle Constituency
Conservative
Association, Merseyside Police, The National Rivers Authority
(North West Region), The Aintree Ratepayers' Association and Mr
Malcolm Thornton MP. We also

received letters

from

sixteen

members of the public and Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council
forwarded 91 proformas and one petition containing a total of 29
signatures.
17. We set out below our considerations on each of Liverpool's
boundaries with its neighbouring authorities (with the exception
of Knowsley) together with details of the representations
relating to the individual boundaries at the initial and later
stages of the review.
*

LIVERPOOL'S BOUNDARY WITH THE BOROUGH OF HALTON IN CHESHIRE
Draft Proposal
18. In response to our letter of 1 September 1987, we received
submissions from Liverpool City Council, Cheshire County Council
and Halton Borough Council. We also received representations
from residents of Hale Road and Bailey's Lane in Speke
(Liverpool), Hale Parish Council, Liverpool Airport PLC and one
Halton Borough Councillor. The responses all concerned the area
known as Hale Heath, where the current boundary places in
Liverpool a line of residential properties which have spread
westward from the village of Hale in Halton, Cheshire.
19. The residents of Hale Road and Bailey's Lane submitted the
results of a referendum which suggested that the majority of the
.local residents wished to see the area transferred from Liverpool

to Halton. The residents claimed that they had a greater affinity
with the village of Hale in Halton than with the nearby large
public housing estate of Speke in Liverpool. This view was
supported by Cheshire and Halton, both of which sought the
transfer of Hale Heath from Liverpool to Cheshire. Hale Parish
Council and a Halton Borough Councillor wrote to us expressing
support for realigning

the boundary to include Hale Heath in

Halton.
20. Liverpool opposed Cheshire's and Halton's suggestion to
realign the boundary on the grounds that it would be financially
detrimental to Liverpool City and that any proposed change would
adversely affect the proposed Mersey Coast Footpath. The City
Council also sought an undertaking that, in the event of the
adoption of Halton's suggestion, the land currently within the
Merseyside Green Belt should be included entirely within the
statutory Cheshire Green Belt.
21.

Liverpool Airport PLC opposed the suggested boundary change

on the grounds that the airport^s interests would not be best
served by a boundary which would require it to deal with a
further local authority (Halton) that was neither financially nor
operationally involved in the airport. Were Halton's suggestion
to be adopted, the company sought assurances regarding the
retention of present arrangements for the financing, operation
and maintenance of airport approach lights.
22.

We considered that, although Hale Heath lay immediately to

the east of Liverpool Airport, the affinities of the local
residents of Hale Heath appeared to lie with Hale in Halton
rather than with Speke in Liverpool. We felt that there were no
overriding reasons in terms of the operation of effective and
convenient local government why the proposed transfer should not
take place and that, in the event of further airport development
eastward, inter-authority co-operation would continue to be
required.
We therefore decided to issue a draft proposal to
transfer the area of Hale Heath from Liverpool to the Borough of

Halton in Cheshire.

Final Proposal

i
23. Cheshire said that the County Council welcomed the draft
proposal - on the basis of its earlier views that the Hale Heath
settlement was almost contiguous to the village of Hale and had
more of an affinity to Hale than to Speke. It had then noted
that Hale Parish Council supported the results of the local
referendum. Halton Borough Council commented that the proposals
•were in line with its earlier representations - that the
community of interests of the Hale Heath residents was more
closely allied to that of the residents of Hale Village than to
that of the residents of the Speke Estate in Liverpool, and that
i
ithe local referendum, conducted earlier in the review,
illustrated that the occupants of 36 out of the 43 properties
affected were in favour of the transfer for that reason. It had
'also commented on the anomaly of a single village being divided
i
'between two local authorities.
•24. A representative of residents of Hale Road and Bailey's
,Lane, who had submitted the results of the referendum earlier in
'the review, confirmed early this year that it remained the
residents' wish to transfer from Liverpool to Halton. Following
i.
the issue of our draft proposal, he again wrote on their behalf
expressing thanks for the recommendation which he hoped would be
confirmed without objection.
25. Liverpool City Council opposed our draft proposal and
reaffirmed its original view that the transfer of Hale Heath from
Liverpool to Halton would be financially detrimental to the City
and could affect the area's green belt status. It also referred
to Liverpool Airport PLC's original opposition to the proposed
transfer on the grounds that access to the airport approach for
maintenance of airport lighting could be impeded.

26.

Liverpool

considered

that

the

situation

had

changed

dramatically since 1988 when ownership of the airport was
transferred from the Merseyside Passenger Transport Authority and
the airport became a public limited company, with British
Aerospace becoming the majority shareholder. The Council also
informed us that it owned 85% of the land which we had proposed
to transfer to Cheshire and that this land was the subject of a
legal agreement between itself and British Aerospace, to whom the
Council had given a purchasing option.

The Council stated that

proposals for expansion of the airport were at feasibility study
stage and that British Aerospace planned to undertake a major
consultation exercise in the near future.
27.
Liverpool said that Hale Heath had been transferred from
Cheshire to Liverpool in 1952 to facilitate expansion of the
Airport. The Council considered that our draft proposal, if
implemented, would seriously affect its plans for the area and
commented that, in the event of a major airport development
proposal, it would be likely that the Secretary of State would
set up a public inquiry to allow tfre local authorities concerned,
and others, to present their views on any plans
development in the area.

for

major

28. Liverpool considered that, should the transfer take place,
development proposals
and environmental issues would be
complicated by the involvement of three local authorities
(itself, Cheshire County Council and Halton Borough Council). It
did not consider that this would be in the interests of effective
and convenient local government, which in its view would best be
served by a single authority overseeing the whole of any major
development in the area.
29.
The Council suggested realigning the present boundary
eastward so as to include in Liverpool all the land the Council
considered it would need to plan effectively for a potential
airport expansion, and to bring land owned by Liverpool within
the City's boundaries.
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30. The Department of the Environment's Merseyside Task Force
supported Liverpool's views, referring to the agreement between
the City Council and British Aerospace for the latter to acquire
land near to the airport.
31. Three residents of Hale Heath opposed our draft proposal as
they considered themselves to be part of Liverpool and to have
no links with Cheshire. They also considered that if Hale Heath
were transferred to Halton they would lose subsidised travel on
local transport and their place on Liverpool's housing list.
32.
Another member of the public suggested that if British
Aerospace's plans for a major expansion of Liverpool Airport were
implemented, the ensuing displacement of people and houses would
seriously undermine our proposal. He considered
that our
observation, that residents of Hale Heath had closer affinity to
Halton than to Liverpool, would be rendered obsolete if the
airport expansion proceeded because few people would remain in
the area thereafter. He also thought that most of the people
living in the newer parts of Hale, had moved there from Liverpool
and that their affinity lay towards Liverpool rather than towards
Hale.
33. We have taken full account of the representations concerning
the possibility of the further development of the Airport. Our
draft proposal for this area was based on the consideration that
any significant development of the airport in an easterly
direction would require the co-operation of all the local
authorities concerned, no matter to which local authority Hale
Heath belonged. Although we consider it.desirable for airports
to be located entirely within one authority, this need not extend
to all land in the ownership of the Airport authority or company.
Furthermore, we do not seek to influence the outcome of planning
decisions through boundary changes, and consider that the current
proposals for the expansion of the Airport cannot yet be regarded
as expected development. We therefore consider that we should
not attempt to anticipate the development of the Airport and that

any boundary change to accommodate this would be premature.
34. We are satisfied that the transfer of Hale Heath to Halton
would accord with the expressed wishes of the local residents and
with the local pattern of community life. In particular, the
community of Hale Heath seems to identify more closely with
Halton than with Liverpool. In view of the community links and
local preferences, and the, as yet, unfinalised nature of the
proposals for developing the Airport, we have therefore decided
to confirm as final our draft proposal.

LIVERPOOL'S BOUNDARY WITH WIRRAL AND ELLESMERE PORT AND NESTON
(RIVER BOUNDARY)
Interim Decision
35.
We received no submissions in response to our letter of 1
September 1987 in respect of this boundary in the Mersey estuary,
which is currently undefined. . As the present arrangements
appeared to be satisfactory, we decided to take an interim
decision to make no proposal and we accordingly published our
decision in our letter of 11 May 1992.
36.
In response, Liverpool City Council suggested that a
boundary be defined to follow the middle of the river. The
Council commented that, through the Mersey Basin Campaign, the
local authorities concerned had recently commenced preparation
of a management plan for the Mersey Estuary. Agreed proppsals
were expected to emerge by 1995/6 after which each authority
would implement the proposals within its own boundary. The
Department of the Environment's Merseyside Task Force stated that
it was represented on the Mersey Estuary Project Group of the
Mersey Basin Campaign and considered that it would be helpful for
the boundary to be defined at mid-point within the estuary.
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37. After considering these responses, we felt that, although
the issue of the river boundary might become important at some
time in the future in the context of development and conservation
of the Mersey, it would be premature to seek to define the
boundary at this stage, particularly as a number of legal
complexities remained unresolved.
38. We considered that the issues raised could be more widely
applicable to other river and estuary boundaries in England and
that it would be premature to undertake such a radical survey at
present.
We have therefore decided to confirm as final our
interim decision to make no proposal.
LIVERPOOL'S BOUNDARY WITH SEFTON

39. We received no submissions in response to our letter of 1
September 1987 in respect of this boundary. However, the present
boundary is defaced and cuts through properties in a number of
places, which we consider hinders the operation of effective and
convenient local government.
We therefore made a number of
draft proposals for small scale realignments to rectify anomalies
and to unite properties within a single local authority.
40. Most responses to our draft proposals referred to specific
stretches of the boundary and these are discussed in paragraph
44 onwards.
41 . With regard to the area in general, Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council wrote to all households whose properties would
be transferred from Sefton to Liverpool under our draft
proposals. Of the 125 properties involved, 115 were occupied and
91 replies were received. 89 respondents favoured remaining in
Sefton, the other two respondents expressing no strong feelings
on the matter.
42. The Bootle Constituency Conservative Association opposed all
of our proposals on the grounds that they were contrary to the
11

wishes of local residents and would transfer to Liverpool areas
which had been in Bootle for many years (and Sefton since 1974).
The Conservative Association considered that any such changes
should have been made during earlier reorganisations of local
authority boundaries and would not now be in keeping with the
spirit of the "Citizen's Charter".
43. Merseyside Police said it had no objection to the
implementation of our draft proposals and The National Rivers
Authority, North West Region, offered no comment.
Canada Dock to Regent Road
Draft Proposal
44. Our draft proposal was to realign the present boundary to
run east to the western Canada Dock wall and follow the southern
dock wall to Regent Road, then to run slightly northward to join
the present boundary.
Final Proposal
45. The Bootle Constituency Conservative Association opposed our
draft proposal on the grounds that it would transfer to Liverpool
land which had long been a part of Bootle. We considered,
however, that the boundary in this area had, over time, become
badly defaced and that our draft proposal would provide a more
clearly defined boundary. We therefore decided to confirm our
draft proposal as final.
Regent Road to St John's Road
Draft Proposal
46. Our draft proposal was to realign the present boundary along
the eastern side of Regent Road, then eastward along Dacre
Street, across Derby Road and then eastward along Bedford Place
12

to St John's
boundary.

Road

and

then

southward

to

join

the

present

'Final Proposal
47. Sefton and Liverpool supported our draft proposal, in
.principle, but suggested a modification, jointly agreed by both
Councils, which they considered would reduce the level of change
whilst rationalising the boundary. The Merseyside Development
Corporation also supported our draft proposal.
48.

We concluded, however, that our draft proposal provided a

clearer and potentially more enduring boundary
imodification suggested by Liverpool and Sefton,
.therefore decided to confirm it as final.

i

than the
and have

Area from Hawthorne Road to Morval Crescent
Draft Proposal

49. Our draft proposal was to realign the present boundary,
'which is defaced in places, from where it crosses the Liverpool
i to Bootle railway line to follow the railway's western boundary
'fence northeastward to Cassio Street, then run eastward across
(the railway footbridge and Brewster Street to re-join the present
Boundary. We proposed a further realignment to leave the existing
boundary on the southern side of Bedford Road, then to run it
northward across Bedford Road and along the rear fence of
properties facing Southport Road and Morval Crescent, before again
re-joining the present boundary.
Final Proposal

i
50. Liverpool City Council supported our draft proposal. Sefton
also supported our proposal but suggested a modification to
,reduce still further the small number of properties proposed for
transfer from its area.
13

51 . Two residents of Brewster Street opposed our draft proposal/
which would transfer them from Sef ton to Liverpool, on the
grounds that they considered they would be less well served by
Liverpool.
52.

We considered

the representations made

to us but

have

concluded that our draft proposal would create a clearly defined
boundary, and have therefore decided to confirm it as final.

Stuart Road
Draft Proposal
53.

Our draft proposal was to realign the present boundary from

where it turns eastward, to run northward along the western side
of Stuart Road until adjacent with Backhouse Walk, then eastward
across Stuart Road and along Backhouse Walk to re-join the
present boundary. As the present boundary then cuts through the
back gardens of some properties in Stuart Road, the draft
proposal included a realignment of the boundary to the rear of
the curtilages adjacent to the open space to the east.
Final Proposal
54. Our draft proposal was supported by Liverpool. Sefton
supported our draft proposal in principle, subject to a small
modification which, it considered, would satisfy local residents
and would make the administrative boundaries coterminous -with
local postal districts.
55. We considered that Sef ton's suggested modification would not
provide a clearly defined boundary, and we have therefore decided
to confirm our draft proposal as final.
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Area of Northfield Road and Moss Lane
Draft Proposal
56.

Our draft proposal was to realign the present boundary along

the northern side of Northfield Road, then northeastward along
Northfield Road to Moss Lane and then northwestward along the
southern side of Moss lane to re-join the present boundary.
Final Proposal
57. Both Liverpool and Sefton opposed our draft proposal as they
considered that the existing boundary, between a group of low
rise flats and a number of houses, was clearly defined and well
i
recognised locally.
In view of the apparent difference in
character of the adjacent blocks of properties and the fact that
the flats that would be transferred to Sefton are owned and
managed by Liverpool, we have decided to withdraw our draft
proposal for this area, and to make no proposal for change to the
existing boundary.
i
from Orrell Lane to Warbreck Moor
_ Area
i
i
Draft Proposal
58. Our draft proposal was to leave the existing boundary at
prrell Road, then to run it northwestward along the north side
of Orrell Road to the sports ground's eastern boundary fence and
then northeastward to where the sports ground fence meets a
dismantled railway boundary fence; then eastward along this fence
to the rear boundary fence of the residential properties in Bull
Lane; then along the residential fence to meet the north/south
dismantled railway boundary fence, then southward to Bull Lane.
Thereafter it would run across the dismantled railway to join the
existing railway's eastern boundary fence, then northward to Park
Lane, southeastward along the southern side of Park Lane,
continuing southward along Warbreck Moor to the junction with
15

Ashcroft Road, then eastward across Warbreck Moor to join the
existing boundary.
Final Proposal
59.
In response
to our draft proposal we
received
representations from Liverpool, Sefton, Mr Malcolm Thornton MP,
Aintree Parish Council, the Aintree Ratepayers' Association and
15 members of the public.
60. Liverpool supported our proposal in part, but suggested some
modifications
.to
facilitate
its
plans
to
extend
a
cycleway/nature park on the former loopline railway which
currently ends at the City boundary on Bull Lane. The Council
claimed that its modifications would bring the .entire nature park
within the city boundary, thus promoting more effective and
convenient local government. Sefton,' however, said that it
equally recognised the need for improvement in this area and
intimated that it would pursue the same policies in co-operation
with Liverpool regardless of where the boundary lay.
61. Sefton opposed our proposal on the grounds that there was
a' large housing estate under development to the north of Orrell
Lane, and said that although
most of the properties under
construction are on the Liverpool side of the existing boundary,
the majority of present occupants would prefer to be in Sefton,
The Council suggested a realignment of the boundary to the east.
62. Sefton also opposed our proposal to transfer the residential
properties in Bull Lane from Sefton to Liverpool and drew our
attention to letters and a petition it had received from 29
residents of Bull Lane opposing our proposal. Sefton commented
that it had no difficulty in providing services to these
properties and said that Liverpool supported its views.
63. Sefton also considered that our proposal for the boundary
between Bull Lane and Warbreck Moor was unnecessarily wide16

ranging and said that local residents opposed it. Sefton
suggested an alternative boundary line, which it considered to
be more rational, and which had the support of Liverpool.
64.

Mr Malcolm Thornton MP opposed our draft proposal on the

grounds that it would be harmful to the interests
constituents who wished to remain within Sefton.

of

his

65. Aintree Parish Council strongly objected to any proposal to
change the boundary between Sefton and Liverpool.
66. The Aintree Ratepayers' Association wrote to us on behalf
of the local residents who would be affected by our draft
proposal, and who, the Association said, were opposed to
transferring from Sefton to Liverpool. The Association said that
the area had always had links with Sefton (or, prior to the
formation of Merseyside, with West Lancashire) and that the
residents had no desire to become part of Liverpool.
67. We received letters from fi.fteen local residents, all of
whom opposed a transfer from Sefton to Liverpool on the grounds
that they received substantially better services from Sefton than
they would receive in Liverpool. Some residents also felt that
provision of education and leisure facilities would be adversely
affected should they be transferred to Sefton.
68.

We

considered

carefully

and

sympathetically

all

the

submissions made to us and took full note of local opposition to
our proposals. However, we remained of the view that the areas
of housing in Bull Lane and those immediately west of Warbreck
Moor are detached from Sefton and that the properties are some
distance away from the nearest services in Sefton.
69. We took the view that none of the alternatives would provide
better boundaries than those outlined in our draft proposals, and
also that it would be impossible to justify retention of the
present unsatisfactory boundary. Moreover, we found it difficult
17

to see how a more satisfactory boundary could be achieved without
even larger scale changes. Although we fully understood that many
of the residents opposed our proposal, we felt that they were
consistent with the pattern of community life and with the
effective operation of local government services. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Seeds Lane to Sherwood's Lane
Draft Proposal
70. Our draft proposal was to leave the existing boundary at
Seeds Lane, then to run southeastward along the eastern side of
Seeds Lane to meet the western end of the Fazakerley Railway
Depot boundary fence and then northeastward and eastward along
the fence to meet the existing boundary. At the point where it
meets the footpath and footbridge (which has been moved slightly
to the east of the location depicted in our draft proposals)
running north-south from Aintree Racecourse, it would run
southward as far as the north end of Signal Works Road, and would
then follow the Works boundary fence eastward then southwestward
to meet the existing boundary.
Final Proposal
71. Liverpool and Sefton both supported our proposal as far as
Signal Road, but commented that further on it would cut across
land owned by British Rail and the City Council, and followed no
existing features. Both Councils suggested an alternative
boundary line which they claimed would rectify this anomaly.
72. We ascertained, however, that part of Liverpool and Sefton's
proposal does not follow clearly defined features for the full
length of the alternative course the two authorities proposed.
We concluded that our draft proposal would create a more clearly
defined boundary with minimal change and with no electoral
consequences. We have therefore decided to confirm it as final.
18

ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES, ANNEXES AND MAPS

73.

The maps at Annex A to this report illustrate hhe proposed

new

boundaries,

and

the

schedule

at

Annex

B

explains

the

'consequential changes to borough, county and district electoral
arrangements.
CONCLUSIONS
.74.

We believe that our final proposals, which are summarised

in Annex C to this report, are in the interests of effective and
•convenient local government, and we commend them to you.
PUBLICATION
i

'75.

A separate letter is being sent to the City of Liverpool,

the Metropolitan Boroughs of Sefton and Wirral, and the Boroughs
of Halton and Ellesmere Port and Neston in Cheshire, asking them
to deposit copies of this report

at their main offices

for

inspection for a period of six months. They are also being asked
to

put

notices

to

that

effect

on

public

notice

boards.

Arrangements have been made for similar notices to be inserted
in the local press. The text of the notice will explain that the
Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in this matter and
that it now falls to you to make an Order

implementing the

proposals, if you think fit, though not earlier than six weeks
'from the date our final proposals are submitted to you. Copies
of this report, with the maps attached at Annex A illustrating
the proposed changes, are being sent to all those who received
,our draft proposals letter of 11 May 1992, and to those who made
written representations to us.
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Signed:

K F J ENNALS (Chairman)

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

PROFESSOR K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Secretary to the Commission
13 August 1992

ANNEX A

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
METROPOLITAN BOUNDARY REVIEW

CITY OF LIVERPOOL
AFFECTING METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF SEFTON
AND THE BOROUGH OF HALTON IN CHESHIRE

FINAL PROPOSALS

Existing Boundary
Proposed Boundary
Other boundary divisions

Produced by Ordnance Survey for 1he
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
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STUART ROAD PLAYING FIELDS

^CITY OF LIVERPOOL

C) Crown Copyright 1992

SEFTON MB

LIVERPOOL
i (C) Crown Copyright 1992

SEFTON MB

OF LIVERPOOL

ISEFTON MB
Aintree Race Course ^

CITY OF LIVERPOOL

ANNEX B

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

A

B

A
C

Merseyside County

Cheshi re County

City of Liverpool

Non parished area
Speke Ward
-

Halton Borough
Hale CP
Hale Ward
Oakfield ED

Merseyside County

Cheshi re County

City of Liverpool

Halton Borough
Hale CP

Non parished area
St Mary's Ward
—
City of Liverpool
' Vauxhall Ward

Hale Ward
Oakfield ED
Sefton MB
Linacre Ward

B
D

Se'fton MB.

A
C

Sefton MB

Derby Ward

City of Liverpool
Mel rose Ward

B

City of Liverpool
Mel rose Ward

Sefton MB
Derby Ward

A

Sefton MB

City of Liverpool

Derby Ward

Warbreck Ward

City of Liverpool

Sefton MB

Warbreck Ward

Derby Ward

B

Linacre Ward "

. City of -Liverpool
Vauxhall Ward

A

Sefton MB

City of Liverpool

C

Orrel 1 Ward

Warbreck Ward

City of Liverpool

Sefton MB
Orrel 1 Ward

B

Warbreck Ward
Sefton MB

City of Liverpool

Orrel 1 Ward

Warbreck Ward.

Sefton MB
Aintree CP

Molyneux Ward

City of Liverpool
Non parished area
Warbreck Ward

E
F

City of Liverpool
Non parished area
Warbreck Ward

Sefton MB
Aintree CP
Molyneux Ward

A

City of Liverpool
Non parished area

Sefton MB
Aintree CP

Fazakerley Ward

Molyneux Ward

Sefton MB
Aintree CP

City of Liverpool
Non parished area
Fazakerley Ward

C

6

TO:

FROM:

D
G

B

C

Molyneux Ward

ANNEX C
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES BETWEEN THE CITY OF
LIVERPOOL AND THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGHS OF SEFTON AND WIRRAL, THE
COUNTY OF CHESHIRE AND THE BOROUGHS OF HALTON AND ELLESMERE PORT
AND NESTON IN CHESHIRE.
BOUNDARY BETWEEN LIVERPOOL AND CHESHIRE
to
realign
the
boundary to the
south side of St
Ambrose School and
playing
field,
then southwards as
shown
to
Hale
Road,
then
westwards
along
Hale Road, then
around the Dove
and Olive Branch
Public House to
Dungeon Lane and
then southwards as
shown to the River
Mersey.

Hale Heath

Paragraph 34
Map 1

BOUNDARY BETWEEN LIVERPOOL AND SEFTON
1

minor
boundary
realignment to use
the Dock wall as
an
identifiable
boundary.

Paragraph 45
Map 2

Regent Road to
St John's Road

minor
boundary
realignment to use
Regent
Road,
Dacre
Street,
Bedford Place and
St John's Road as
a
c l e a r l y
identifiable
boundary.

Paragraph 48
Map 2

Hawthorne Road to
Morval Crescent

minor
boundary
realignment
to
unite
properties
divided
by
the
existing boundary.

Paragraph 52
Map 3

Canada
Dock
Regent Road

to

Stuart Road

Orrell
Lane
Warbreck Moor

to

Seeds
Lane
to
Sherwoods Lane

minor
boundary
realignment to use
with
Backhouse
Walk and the fence
to the rear of
properties
in
Stuart Road as a
c l e a r l y
identifiable
boundary.

Paragraph 55
Map 4

b o u n d a r y
realignments
to
unite in Liverpool
an estate divided
by the existing
boundary and to
transfer a number
of properties in
Bull
Lane
from
Sefton
to
Liverpool.

Paragraph 69
Maps 5 and 6

minor amendment to
realign
the
boundary
to
c l e a r l y
identifiable
features.

Paragraph 72
Map 7

