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To the Rt Hon Roy Jenkins, MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department

PROPOSALS FOR REVISED. ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
BOROUGH OF WAKRINGTON IN THE COUiJTY OF CHESHIRE
1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried
out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the borough of
Warrington in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to,
the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the future electoral
arrangements for that borough.
2. In accordance, with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of
the 1972 Act, notice was given on 12 August 1974 that we were to undertake
this review.

This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to

the Warrington Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to Cheshire
County Council, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies concerned,
Parish Council in the borough and the headquarters of the main political parties.
Copies were also sent to the editors of local newspapers circulating in the area
and to the local government press* Notices inserted in the local press announced
the start of the review and invited comments from members of the public and from
any interested bodies.
3. Warrington Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of
representation for pur consideration.

In doing so, they were asked to observe

the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 and the
guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were
asked also to take into account any views expressed to them following their
consultation with local interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish

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

4* In accordance with section 7(4) of the Local Government. Act 1972 the
Borough Council have exercised an option for whole council elections.
5. On 7 February 1975» Warrington Borough Council presented their draft scheme
of representation. The Council proposed to divide the area into 27 wards each
returning 1, 2 or 3 councillors to form a council of 60 members.
6. We considered the draft scheme together with the comments which we had
received and those which had been transmitted to us by the Borough Council.
Among the letteie which we received were submissions from: a local political
party suggesting

a number of fairly substantial modifications affecting the

Bewsey, Whitecross, Hulme, Longford, Orford, Fairfield, Stockton Heath,
Hatton. & Walton, Appleton & Stretton and Rixton and Woolston wards proposed by
the Borough Council. They suggested, too, that the proposed Poulton with
Fearntead North ward should be allocated 3 councillors instead of two as proposed
by the Borough Council. A number of these suggestions were supported by letters
received from borough councillors and others. We heard also from the Chairman
of the committee of the Borough Council which had prepared the scheme. He
explained the background to the proposals and commented on the submission which
we had received ft-om the political party. He also expressed concern that we
should deal with the proposals as quickly as possible so that the new arrangements could be introduced in time for the elections in May 1976,

This latter

request was supported by a local Member of Parliament. Among the comments
forwarded to us by tho Borough Council were proposals which the Council had not
adopted providing for the division of the parish of Penketh into two wards each
returning two members and for the division of the parish of Croft into two single
member wards.

y '••
•\
7. We noted that one of the main effects of the Council's proposed scheme would
be to reduce the representation of the inner part of the new borough in favour
\
of the outer areas where a substantial rise in the size of the electorate is

expected in consequence of the development of the Warrington New Town.

On the basis

of the forecasts produced by the Borough Council, we found that the proposals would
not secure a proper balance of representation between the inner and outer areas.
However, we were in some doubt whether these forecasts were in all cases realistic
and, accordingly, we studied the likely effect on the scheme if the predicted
increases in the electorate of a number of the wards ware not realised in full.
8. In the light of our studies and in response to some of the suggestions
which had been made to ua we decided to modify the Council's proposals in a
number of respects. First, we decided to accede to the request submitted to us
by the local political party that the present Bewsey & Whitecross wards in
inner Warrington should be retained, although we concluded that these wards
were entitled to no more than two members each and that the party's request
that the present Bewsey ward should return 3 councillors should be rejected.
Also, in response to the suggestion of the political party, we decided to
regroup the parishes comprised in the Council's proposed Appleton & Stretton,
Stockton Heath, Hat ton and Walton wards into two 3 member wards. Thus, the
parishes of Stockton Heath and Walton would comprise a new 'Stockton Heath1
ward while the parishes of Appleton, Stretton and Hatton ward would be grouped in
the other ward to be known as "Appleton" ward. On the recommendations of the
Ordnance Survey we adopted some very minor alterations to boundaries in order
to secure boundaries which were more readily identifiable on the ground. Finally we
decided also to realign a part of the boundary between the proposed Orford and
Hulme wards to secure a more satisfactory line*
9* The effect of our modifications was to reduce the proposed overall size
of the Council from 60 to 58. We considered whether the two councillors saved
might be allocated to the proposed Poulton with Fearnhead North and Great
Sankoy wards where large increases in the electorate were expected. However,
we remained in doubt whether these forecast, increases were realistic and we
decided to loave these wards with two councillors each as the Borough Council
had proposed. For the same reasons, we decided not to alter the proposed

representation of the Burtonwood and Croft wards where, on the basis of the
Council's projections, there seemed to be a case for transferring a councillor
from the former ward to the latter,
10. Subject to the changes referred to in paragraph 8 above, we decided that
the Borough Council's draft scheme provided a reasonable basis for the future
electoral arrangements of the borough in compliance with the rules in Schedule 11
to the 1972 Act and our guidelines, and we formulated our draft proposals
accordingly.
11. On 2 October 1975 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's
draft scheme. The Council were asked to make these draft proposals, and the
accompanying maps which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for
inspection at their main offices.

Representations on our draft proposals were

invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from
other members of the public and interested bodies. We asked that any comments
should reach us by 14 November 1975.
12. Warrington Borough Council informed us that they accepted our draft proposals
but that they regretted the proposed reduction in the number of councillors from
60 to 58 members.

They also objected to the names which we had suggested for

3 of the wards and made suggestions of their own.
13. Cheshire County Council informed ua that our draft proposals would present
them with some difficulty in proposing satisfactory county electoral divisions
and that it might not be possible to find a reasonable solution without dividing
aome wards between two electoral divisions*
1£»

Expressions of support for the draft proposals came from the Chairman of

the committee of the Council which had dealt with the draft proposals, from a
local political association and from the Poulton with Fearnhead and Great Sankey
Parish Councils- There were, however, a number of objections. From the Stretton

Parish Council we received objections to our proposed Appleton and Stockton Heath
wards on the grounds that the rural way of life would be denied effective
representation on the Council. Other letters objected to our proposed Bewsey and
Whitecross wards on the grounds that their representation was to be reduced and
there was criticism of our proposed Huljne, Houghton, Orford and F&irfield wards
where it was suggested that the present warding arrangements should be preserved
largely intact. There was criticism, too, of the proposals to include the
South ward of the parish of Winuick in the proposed Houghton ward and of the
proposal to allocate two councillors rather than one to the proposed Croft ward.
On the other hand it was suggested that the proposed Poulton with Fearnhead North
ward should be allocated three councillors rather than two, A number of the
letters we received questioned the electorate forecasts on which the Borough
Council had based their proposals.
15»

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, you appointed Mr N S Fisher as an Assistant
Commissioner to hold a local meeting and to report to us.
16. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Town Hall, Warrington
on 23 January 1976 and, because of the late representations made at that meeting
in relation to the proposed Booths Hill, Heatly, Lymm and Statham wards, a
further meeting was held at the same venue on 12 March 1976.

A copy (without

enclosures) of his report to us of the meetings is attached at Schedule 1 to
this report.
17* The Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft proposals should be
varied in four respects:a. that the proposed Poulton with Fearnhead Worth ward should return
3 councillors instead of two;
b. that the proposed Appleton ward should be renamed "Appleton and
Stretton".

c. that the proposed Stockton Heath ward should be renamed "Stockton Heath
and Walton")
d. that the proposed Houghton ward should be renamed "Longford"..
18. We considered again our draft proposals in the light of the comments which
we had received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report.

We concluded that

the alterations recommended by the Assistant Commissioner should be adopted and,
subject to these amendments, we decided to confirm our draft proposals as our
final proposals.
19* Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedule 2 to this report and
on the attached maps.

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number of

councillors to be returned by each. The boundaries of the new wards are defined
on the maps*
PUBLICATION
20. In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, a copy
of this report and a copy of the maps are being sent to Warrington Borough Council
and will be available for public inspection at the Councilfs main offices. Copies
of this report are also being sent to those who received the consultation letter
and to those who made comments. A detailed description of the boundaries of the
proposed wards, as defined on the maps, is set out in Schedule 3 to this report.

L.S.
Signed
EDMUND COMPTON (CHAIifciAM)
JOHN M RANKIN • (DEPUTY CHAIHMAN)
DIANA ALBQ4AHLE
T C BENFIELD
MICHAEL CHISHOLM
ANDREW WHEATLEY
N DIGNEY
13

(Secretary)

May 1976

SCHEDUI E 1

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION
FOR ENGLAND
LOCAL GOVEKN?/ENT ACT 1972.

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
BOROUGH OF WARRIOTON.

REPOKT Oi1! PROCEEDINGS AT

INFORMAL I'.'EHFINGS AT THE TOV/N HALL, WARiaNHTOK.
2Jrd January, 1976, and
12th R-arch, 1976.

N.S.FISHER, SOLICITOR.
ASSISTANT COW'ISSIONER.

To:

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England.
Review of electoral arrange;nent8._fpr the Borough of Warrington.

1.

On 19th December, 1975» I was appointed under the p- ovisions of Section 65 (2)
of the Local Government Act, 1972, to hold a local inquiry or carry out any
consultation or investigation with respect of the review of electoral
arrangements for the Borough of Harrington in the County of Cheshire.

I

accordingly attended at the Town H<?.11, 'Harrington at 10.30.a.m. on 23rd January,
1976 to conduct a meeting to consider those arrangements.

The meeting was

re-opened on I/arch 12th, 1976, for the purpose described at paragraphs 84-97
below.
2.

The attendance list which was circulated at the meeting on the 23rd January,
1976 accompanies this report as Document 1 (two sheets).

The.attendance list

for the re-opened meeting on the 12th Varch, 1976,. is referred to at paragraph
85 below.
3-

The Commission's draft proposals were described in a memorandum attached to a
letter dated 2nd October, 1975» from the Commission to the Chief Executive of
Warrin/t-vton Borough Council.

This memorandum, which proposes 26 wards, accompanies

this report as Document 2, together with Annex A (a verbal description of the
proposed ward boundaries referred to in the memorandum).

Annex A was subsequently

amended by the Commission: the Commissions corrigendum with the letter which
enclosed it,

accompany this report as Document 2A. The number of councillors

proposed in the memorandum is 59called "the dra.ft proposals".

The proposals in the memorandum are here

The draft proposals are illustrated on two maps

which accompany this report as fcaps 1 and 2.

Map 1, to a.scale,of 1:25,000

shows the proposed wards for the area spoken of at the meeting (and referred to
here) as "Inner Warrington1', and Iv'ap 2, to a scale of 1:100,000, shows the
proposed wards for the remainder of the area, here called "Outer Warrington".
The map which accompanies this report as Nap 3 shows the Borough Council's
draft scheme for Inner Warringto:-:

the green line one this map is an amendment

to the boundary between Howley and Fairfield ivards suggested, by Ordnance Survey.
The overlay on trap 3 shows (approximately)
by the Warfington Labour

in red the wards originally proposed

Party, and the purple dotted line on the overlay is a

modification to part of the northern boundary of the Orford Viard proposed by
the Borough Council, which the Commission decided to accept:

this modification

is incorporated on fv!ap 1 and in the amended verbal description of the boundaries
of that ward in Annex A to Document 2.

The map which accompanies this report

as Map 4 shows to a scale of l j K H ' , 0 0 0 , the Borough Council's dra.ft scheme for
the whole of the area.

The >;raft proposals d i f O r from those submitted

>>y the .

Borough Council in four respects;
(i) The Ordnance Survey amendment referred to above is incorporated:
(ii)

The modif Je.-ition to part of the northern boundary of the proposed Orford Ward
referred to above is incorporated:

(iii)

The existing boundary between the present Beweey and Whitecross •'.•'ards is

^

4.

5-

substituted for the new boundary suggested by the Borough Council, and
two councillors are assigned to each ward, instead of two for Bewsey and •
three for Whitecross as proposed by the Borough Council:
.
(iv) The parishes of Stockton Heath and Walton are joined to form a proposed
Stockton Heath Ward, and the parishes of Appleton, Hatton and Stretton
are joined to form a proposed Appleton Ward. Under the Borowrh Council's
draft scheme, Stockton Heath Parish would have formed a ward on its own;
Hatton and Walton would together have formed a Hatton and Walton Ward,
and Appleton and Stretton would together have formed an Appleton and
Stretton Ward. The Borough Council's proposals would have assigned three
councillors to Stockton Heath, one to Hatton and Walton and three to
Apileton and Stretton. The draft proposals assign- three councillors to
the proposed Stockton Heath Ward and three to the proposed Appleton Ward.
Thus the draft proposals would produce a Council of 58 menbers instead of 60
as suggested by the Borough Council.
The table which accompanies this report as Document ? (also marked "Table 4) shows
for each ward in the draft proposals the proposed number of councillors, the 1974
electorate, the 1974 "entitlement" (see below), the forecast 1979 electorate
and "entitlement" and, in the last column, the arithmetical difference, plus
or minus, between the 1974 and 1979 electorates for each ward. The "entitlement"
figures given in the table, and referred to elsewhere in this report, are
calculated by dividing the average electorate per councillor, for the district
as a whole (in the appropriate year) into the electorate of each ward. The
average electorate per councillor for the whole district, using the figures in
.Document 5, is 1940 in 1974 and 2142 in 1979, and these are the fibres.used
to calculate the entitlements referred to in this report.
might maps displayed at thn .leot.intf ;i.ocouipany this report as iVaps 5.- 12-.
They show:
Jf&p 5:

The present wards in Inner Warrington:

Vap 6:

T't e present wards in Outer Warrington, showing in each case the total
numbers of electors and councillors and electoral quotas based on
the 1976 register.

Map 7:

The present wards in Inner Warringtonj

Map 8:

The present wards in Outer Warrin^rton, showing in each case the number
of councillors and forecast number? of electors and electoral quotas

Map 9>
?top 10i

in 1979.
The draft proposals for Inner V.'arrington^
The draft proposals for Outer Warrington, showing in each case the
total numbers of electors and councillors and electoral quotas based
on !;he 1976' register.

Map 111

The <1raft proposals for Inner Warrin^tonJ

Map 12i

The draft proposals for Outer Warrington, showing in each case the
proposed numbers of councillors nnd forecast numbers of electors and
electoral quotas in 1979-

(r.-ap 12 also shows in red the approximate boundaries of the area of
Warrin«ton New Town).

Hereafter in this report the name of a ward means the ward of tnat name in
draft proposals unless otherwise indicated.
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT PROPOSALS RECEIVED_By_TIffi_COr:

(i)

ISSIOF PRIOR TO THE MEETING

Warrington Borough Council, whilst agreeing to the dra.ft proposals,
regretted the reduction in the size of the Council from 60 to 58They also wished to rename three of the proposed wards as follows:

Name in draft proposals
Appleton.
.

Council's projtged aame
Appleton and Stretton.

Stockton Heath

Stockton Heath and Walton.

Houghton

Longford.

(ii)

Cheshire County Council said the draft proposals would create difficulty
in forming county electoral divisions.

(iii)

Stretton Parish Council requested direct representation for the rural

(iv)

areas covered by the parishes of Hatton, Walton and Stretton.
Vi'hitecross Ward Labour Party objected to the proposed reduced
representation for Whitecross Ward from three to two members.

(v)

Councillor 'Mrs. M. Wilson, objected to the draft proposals on the basis
of "community of interest":

she appeared to be referring to the present

Hulme, Longford and Orford V/ards.
(vi)

Mrs. E. Street, Fairfield Ward Secretary, proposed that the southern
part of the boundary between Orford and Fairfield .Wards should be
realigned to follow the railway from f-'arshhouse Lane to Orford Road.

(vii)

Padgate Labour Party asked that Poulton with Fernhead North Ward should
have three councillors instead of two, on the grounds of an expected
substantial increase in electorate. However, Poulton with Pernhead

Parish Council supported the draft proposals.
(viii) Warring-ton Labour Group and Warrington Constituency Labour Pa.rty
questioned the Council's electoral grwoth figures and made representations
about the Pairfield, Orford, Winwick, Croft, Hulme, Whitecross and Bewsey
(ix)

Wards.
The Orford Branch of the Warrington Constituency Labour Party and
Councillor G. Orange, J.P., represented that there should be no change
in the present warding arrangements for the present Orford, Longford
and Hulme Wards.

They also queried the projected electoral figures.

(x)

Councillor Appleton objected to the inclusion of part of the parish of

(xi)

Winwick in Houghton Ward
Warrington Borough District Labour Party protested about the proposed
reduced size of the Council, and made representations about the present
Hulme, Longford and Orford Wards, about a suggested bias in favour
of certain areas as opposed to others in the draft proposals, and
about Croft, Poulton-with-Fernhead North and Bewsey Wards,

(xii)

Councillor J. Winterburn supported the draft proposals.

(xiii) Runcorn Constituency Conservative Association supported the draft
(xiv)

proposals.
Poulton with Fernhead Parish Council (as noted at (vii) above) and
Great 'Wnkey Parish Council supported the draft proposals.

v

(TV*) Three Councillors .representing Bewsey Ward objected to the reduced
representation proposed for that ward.
Letters handed to the Assistant Commissioner at the meeting

8.

Before the proceedings at the meeting commenced, two letters were handed to me,
from the Clerks, to Poulton and Pernhead Parish Council and Croft T&rish Council.
These letters accompany this report as Documents 4 and 5.
Fernhead P.C.

Poulton with

there ask for three councillors for Ibulton with Fernhead

North V.'ard (the

Commission propose two) and two (;ts the Commission propose)

for Paulton with Femhead South Ward.

Croft F.C.

in their letter ask that there

should be a representative from each of the two jarish wardsfin the letter
named as Croft Ward and Risley Ward) on the Borough Council.

This lat'.er

representation appears to be for the division of the parish of Croft into
two Borough V/ards;

a similar sug estion was made during the meeting on behalf

of the Conservative Group Councillors and is dealt w.1th la.ter in this report
(paragraphs 67-72 below).

THE TOCEEDIHGS_ AT THE frEET I KG
General statement by the Chief Executive

o4
9. ft'.r. W. H. Ln.wtonf Chief Executive arid Electoral Registration Officer, openingthe meeting with a general statement the material point of which are as follows:10.

Tuch of the Horough lies within the designated area of Warvington New Town
(see Kap 12) so that 11 out of 13 county councillors and 54 of the 6O Borough
Councillors represent wards wholly or partly in the l»tew Town.

This, coupled

with intensive urban renewal in the older pa.rts of the town, means a considerable
shift in population, which will increase the anorr:o0.ies in the electorate of one
wa.rd compared with another. To illustrate this, on present electorate figures,
the present ward with the smallest number of

electors to a councillor is

Winwick (11^0) and the largest Great Senkey (24&8), If no ward changes are made,
then on the projected increase in electorate by 1979» the range will widen
from Whitecross (1304) to Great Sankey (3498). The great number of rivers,
canals and railways crossing the town is a restriction on re-arranging boundaries.

11. The present electoral arrangements are those adopted in some haste for the
elections in June ty?3 and are based .largely on the wards of the five
predecessor authorities.
12.

Before the Council was formally invited to submit proposals, preliminary
decisions were taken that:
(1)

The number of councillors to be elected for the Borough should remain at
601

(2)

Where possible the number of councillors representing each ward should be
3;

failing this 2;

failing this 1.

The Council had also decided on a system of simultaneous election of the whole
Council ratheri'than election by thirds*
13.

The Commission's letter of the 12th August,1974 inviting the Council to submit
proposals to the Commission was submitted to the Parliamentary & General
committee on the 5th September, 1974-

Sub-

Fo'lowinr: this meeting r."r. Lawton was

•--• instructed to obtain from the Planning & Estates Department population
projections for the next five years, broken down by existing,wards, and to
prepare a report setting out alternative suggestions for the re-arrangement
of wards. These instructions were carried out in his report to the SubCommittee on the 13th November, 1974- This report recommended that in
considering any proposals regard be had to the following guideline:
"As far as possible the present basic ward structure should be retained and
changes limited to those cases needed in order to give a fairer distribution
of electorate".
Attention was also drawn to the various statutory requirements a.nd to the
guidelines contained in the Commission's letter.
•14«

• 1979 was chosen for the projection of electorate figures because it is the
date of the next Borough Council Election after 1976 and also accords with
the period of five years (specified in the Act) from the date of the Commission's
letter commencing the review.

15«

16.

Much of the case for the proposed changes is based on these figures for 1979
and the projection was made on the assumptions that:
(a) Certain areas of the former County Borough will be affected by clearance/
redevelopment programmes between 1974/19?9«
(b) Changes in average household size will take pla.ce betwe n 1974 and 1979.
generally towards a reduction of the current household size; and,
in particular, that broad differentials of household size occur in
different housing tenure categories, i.e. owner-occupied, local authority
and privately rented.
(c) 70$ of the total population in private households will be of voting age.
(d) The numbers of persons eligible to vote in 'non-private' households will
remain the same as deduced from 1971 Census Information.
Fast experience of making projections for a relatively sta.tic area such as
the former County Borough su# ests that there is little likelihood of errors
greater than about 4$ occurring, and that generally errors of a much lower
order will actually be monitored.
Projections have been made for the following areas:
(a)
(b)

Each existing electoral ward.
Areas within ach ward which fall within such physically or socially
identifiable boundaries as may be considered suitable as future ward

(c)
1-7

boundaries or parts thereof.
The Hou^hton Green Housing Estate, which lies in the Parish and

District ward of Winwick.
Mr. Lawton's report to the Sub-Committee gave a span of five alternatives for .
consideration ranging from a complete 'no change1 situation to more radical
solutions, including one which would ha.ve reduced the size of the Council
by 10$ from 60 to 54i and another one involving a 20$ reduction to 48.
These five proposals are mentioned only to indicate that the Council did not
come to a decision lightly but only after careful consideration of a wide
range of alternatives.

18.

The Sub-Committee adopted one of the less extreme alternatives in

a Council of 60 as follows:

19»

The number of seats in Inner "A'arrin^ton, plus the South Ward of Winwick Parish,
would be reduced from 26 to 24 with a corresponding increase of two for
Outer Warring-ton. Thee§ two additional seats and a third taken from WinwicV;
(from which the South Parish Ward would be detached and included in Inner
Warrington) would be re-allocated to Great Sarikey (split into two twomembered wards) and Croft. Electoral arrangements in Outer Warrin^on-, south
of the Ship Canal, would be unchanged.
In Inner Warrington, Latchford and Westy Wards would be unchan^red and t' e
boundary line running north/south down Winwick Road to Bridge >bot would
remain. Bewsey Ward would lose the area south or the former"a.voiding" railway
line to Whitecross Ward and would be reducer) from three seats to two. Kowley
and Fairfield Wards would continue with minor additions from Orford V-'ard.
The other three wards (Hulme, Longford and Orford), with the addition of the
south ward of Winwick Parish, would be substantially altered in terms of
boundaries and, over all, would be reduced from 9 seats to 8.
Although regard, was had to the 1979 projections of electorate, these were
treated with some caution in the light of recent local and regional population
trends, and the seats allocated to the "expanding wards" are somewhat less
than could be justified on the electorate figures.

20.

The draft proposals notified on 2nd October, 1975 differed from the Borough
Council proposals in three major respects:(a) The representation for Inner '.\a.rrington was to be 23 instead of 24;
(b) The ward with the lowest electoral quota, Hatton and Walton, was to
lose its single councillor and be split between Appleton and Stockton
Heath wards, representation of these remaining at 3 members each;
(c) The 2 seats removed by the above two changes were not to be reallocated,
i.e. the overall size of the Council would reduce from .60 to 58.

21.

After some discussion the Borough Council, by majority decision, accepted
the proposals, although regretting the overall loss of 2 seats for at least
some years, because the range of electors per councillor was reduced to
1540-3270 at the most on 1979 figures, while other criteria were still met.
Three changes in names of wards were (and are) suggested (as at paragraph 7 (i)
above).
General statement by Councillor J. Winterbum

22.

23.

Councillor Winterburn.represented at the meeting the views of the Conservative
Group of Borough Councillors, and spoke also as Chairman of the Parliamentary
and General Committee of the Borough Council. Paragraphs 24-35 of this report
contain the gist of a general statement made by him at the meeting: other
points made by Councillor Wiuterburn relating to representations made to the
Commission about particular wards are reported separately below in the
appropriate sections of this report.
A number of the general points marte by Councillor Winterburn had also been
made by Mr. Lawton, and are not repeated here: these concerned the general
lines of approach adopted by the Council in framinr their proposals for

submission to the Commission.
24*

It had been found convenient to consider that pa.rt of Outer Warrinpton south
of the Ship Canal separately from the remainder north of the C-nal, and to
consider Inner Warrington in three parts:
(i)

Between i,he Ship Canal and the River Kersey,

(ii)

West of the centre line of the A49 (Winwick Road): and

(iii) East of the centre line of the A4925.

Following general all party agreement that there should be 24 Councillors
for Inner Wari'ington and J6 Councillors for Outer Warrin/rton, the Conservative
Group resolved that no alteration of warding arranger enl.s or representation
should be made in Outer Wari ington south of the Ship Canal or in Inner
Warrington south of the River Jersey (i.e. La.tchford and Wer.'.y Wards).

26.

Consideration of Outer Warrin,vton north of the Ship Canal commenced from the
proposition that because of large growth in the electorates of the parishes
of Greai. Sankey and Ibulton with Fernhead, each parish should have four Councillors (at present they have three), and that in each parish the north and
south parish wards should become two-membered Borough wards. The extra
councillors required for this were in effect transferred from Inner Warrington
whose proposed representation of 24 Councillors would be two fewer than at
present.

27-

Winwick and Croft parishes were next considered.

The transfer wa.s irroposed

of one councillor from Winwick to Croft, so that hencefortl' WinwicV Tforth
or St. Oswald's ward, should be n single member w a r d , and Croft parish v/ns
proceed as a two-memb^red ward.

This al.tera.tion WP: thought justified

because the estimated 1979 electorates for Winwic'- and Croft parishes would
renuire one ard three councillors respectively for fair representation, but
as there is some doubt whether, in the cnse of Croft, the total will be
reached, two Councillors for Croft seemed a fair con-promise.
28.

No alterations were proposed in any other Itorough ward in Outer Warrington.

29.

In In^er Warrington, west of the A49, it was thou^it that five instead of
six Councillors would be appropriate because of the reduced electorate, and
in order to elect councillors in proportion to electorates it would be
necessary to alter the Whitecros:;-Bewsey boundary northwards to the line of
the former railway, so that Whitecross ward would become the larger ward
and be able to retain its three councillors, Bewsey hav.inf two.

30.

East of the A49. it was originally intended to na^e three alterations:,
(i)

To add Winwick South Ward to Hul me WnrH .

(ii)

To transfer the electors of Orford Ward enst of the centre line o.f
Hall f i e l d s Road to Kair.f ield, and

(iii)

To reduce the representation of Orford Ward, so altered, from three
to two Councillors.

31.

It was considered that the retention of Fairfield Ward as a three, numbered
ward, rather than that Orford Ward should be so retained, wa.s justified by
the fact that the present and projected electorates for the existing
Pairfield V.'ard are'greater than for the existing Orford Ward, and that a
smaller electorate would need to be moved frorr, Orford to Fairfield t'oan

^

vice versa in order to achieve a just ratio of Councillors to electorates
in the two wards.

32.

But attention was dra.wn to a new housing development taking place
across the boundary between the existing Howley and Orford Y/ards and
"because of this it was thought desirable to move this boundary northwards
from Forster Street to Longford Street (centre lines), and the effect

t

:

lOo/<*

-was a transfer of a projected electorate of 600 from the present Orford,vto
Howley V/ard«. This'was found to be an advantage for Howley Ward in that
the increased electorate now just about permitted the retention of two
Councillors.

Consequently there was a need to re-examine the existing

Hulme, Longford and Orford Wards, nnd the redrawing of the ward's In that
quarter of the town as proposed by the Borough Council and as shown in
the draft proposals, was undertaken solely to proportion Councillors to
electorate:
33«

the change proposed had and has no political significance.

The Conservative Group of Councillors decided to accept the draft
proposals as an improvement on the original scheme because the ratio of
Councillors to electorate had been made more equal throughout the Borough
by the alterations (referred to at paragraph 3 of this report) which the
Commission proposed. The reduction to 58 Councillors was also accepted
for Uie same reason. The Council adopted the draft proposals by a
majority.

34.

Ebrecast electorates
In view of the importance, in seeking a determination of the issues
raised in representations made to the Commission and to the meeting about
the draft proposals, of assessing the validity of the forecast electorate
figures I asked for evidence about these.

Mr. I. E. Estall, Principal

Planner in the Planning and Estates Department, produced a statement
i* which accompanies this report as Document 6).

The "Commission's forecast"

referred to first in line 6 of the "General Note" which opens the statement
is a slightly inaccurate description of an exercise carried out by the
Commission, the results of which are shown in the table which accompanies
3ft
this report as Document '?*, in which it had been as:-umed that the decreases
predicted by the Thorough Council would be realised in full, but that in the
wards where growth was expected, only half the growth predicted would be
• realised (I had handed this table to t'.'r. Lawton for comment).
35.

Mr. Kstail's statement deals in some detail with Poulton with Pernhead
North Ward, Croft, Great Sankey North/ Burtonwood, Rixton and Woolston,

36.

Aj'pleton and tewsey/Whitecross and adds a summary comment.
In response to questions, Mr. Bstall summarised and sup.lemented his
written statement with the following opinions:
(i) In Poulton with Femhead North Ward, an electorate in 1979 of some
4,800 is the minimum which may be expected. The only real doubt
about the projected figure of 602J is whether the Sutton Trust Scheme
will proceed to programme, but as it is being sponsored by the Borough
Council, it may be that this doubt is unfounded. If th.'-.t scheme is

completed, it will produce about 1,200 electors, and the 1'igure
of 6,025 will be about right. J.'bst of the additional electorate
in this ward will come from within the District.
(ii)

The lorough Council's projected figure f6r Croft (6,540)assumed
by 1979 the achievement of 6054 of the New Town Corporation's
forecast for 1981, but he yearly growth figures have not been
examined in detail. 6540 is certainly an upper limit, but the
evidence which the Borough Council has suggests that it could te
reached.

Most of the expected additional electorate in Croft

will come from outside the District.
(iii)

•

3ft

In Great Sankey N o rth, the figure of 4»584 in Docijment "?• is
virtually certain of achievement, and it may be a little more:
the Borough Council's figure of 4999 is almost certain to be
reached shortly after 1979.

(iv)

In Rixton and Woolston, the position is not clear.

The Borough

Council have no positive evidence to suggest that their original
2A
forecast, may not be achieved, but the figure in Document "?• may
turn out to be the more accurate.
(v)

In Appleton, the Borough Council's projected figure of 6,307 will
almost certainly be achieved, or nearly achieved,

(vi)
37 •

The Borough Council's forecasts for Bewsey and Whitecross Wards

are probably accurate.
In general, there is little doubt that the total increase in electorate
3ft
suggested by the Commission's exercise (Document <{-) will be substantially
exceeded, though the eventual figures may fall somewhat short of those
submitted on behalf of the Borough Council.

The only doubt is the ever-

present uncertainty of population predictions, rather than any positive
evidence which has come to light since those figures were prepared.
38.

Councillor Winterburn, commenting on the Sutton Trust development (in
Poulton with Fernhead North Wa,rd) said that so far as the Borough Council
were concerned this scheme would proceed as planned. .
Representation on the draft proposals

39.

Representations were presented at the meeting on behalf of the Constituency
Labour Party Group by Sir Thomas Williams, fvi.P. In general, Sir Thomas
said, the Group's view of the draft proposals were as set out in a letter
to the Commission dated November 12th, 1975» from Mr. R. W. Kirkin,
Secretary of the W-rrington Borough District Labour Party, which made the
following points:
(i)
A 60 seat council was proposed.
(ii)
The proposals did not comply with n fundamental principle in the
Commission's guidelines, the principle of using clearly defined
boundaries. This comment applied particularly to th areas of
(iii)

the present Hul:ue, Longford and Or ford Wards.
The Party was not satisfied that the electoral quotas were.fair,
and felt that the draft proposals ga.ve "a substantial bias in
*•

^f
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working-class areas".
(iv)

Proposals for Individual wards:

Croft
The increased representation from one to two councillors is not
justified.

The projected 1979 electorate ie unlikely to be reached

because of the economic climate and cut-backs in public spending.
Croft should have only one member.
f inwick

•

The parish of Winwick should not be split up, leaving Winwick North
Ward as a one member ward and joining Winwick South ward to the new
Houghton Ward.
The new Houghton Ward transcends Parliamentary boundaries.

Parish

areas should not be so dismembered, but either left intact or split
only inside parish boundaries.
member ward of Winwick:

The proposal, produced a new one-- -

single member wards are deprecated in the

Commission's guidelines.
Winwick should renain intact, with two seats.
Poulton with Femheod North
It was not understood how this ward could only have two councillors
whilst other wards e.g.
electorates have three.

Stockton Heath and Appleton with similar
The projected .1979 electorate for this ward

is almost certain to be reached.
Houghton, Hulme .and Orford.
The new wuriU-. of Houghton, Hulme and Orford were not justified.
The existing Hulme, Longford and Orford wards eca clearly defined
areas, well known locally.

The reorganisation would produce total

confusion. The existing Hulme, Longford and Orford wards should be
retained, each with three members, but with an adjustment southwards
of the Southern boundary of Orford Ward (to take in Foiling District
NA) so that it runs from a point where the railway line meets the
boundary of Poulton-with-Furness C.P., south-westwards along that
line to varsh

House Lane, then north westwards along that lane to

the existing boundary at the junction of l-/arsh House Lane and O'Leary
Street.

This would increase the Orford electorate by some 90' and

justify it remaining a three-member ward.

•'

Fairfield
.
This ward should be retained except that its northern boundary where
it Joins Orford Ward should be moved southwards (as noted in the
previous paragraph].

Fairfield should as so reduced in size become a

two-member ward.
Bewsey
There ie Justification in retaining a tin ee--member ward.

(v)
40.

TheBe suggestions, if adopted, would restore the size of the
Council to 60.

Sir Thomas Williams said the Labour Party Group approached the problem
on the ba.sis of trying to get:
1877 electors per councillor on the 1974 figures.
2070 electors per councillor on the 1979 figures.
(these figures having been taken from a report to the Council dated
5th September 1974), whilst creating as little disturbance as possible
to present arra.nge,i\ents, retaining where possible existing identities,

41.

end seeking approximately equal representation in all wards.
In the remaining paragraphs of this section of this report, the matters
discussed at the meeting are dealt with under sepa.rate sub-head in;:s as
follows:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Howley, Fairfield , Orford, Huli»e and Houghton Wards and Winwick .
Bewsey and Whitecross Wards.
Poulton with Fern! ead North Ward.
Croft Ward

(e)

Stockton Heath and Appleton Wa.rds.

(f)

Statham, Heatley, Booth's Hill and Lyrnm Wards.

(g)

Changes of navies of wards.

Unless otherwise indicated representations reported as having been mad.e on
behalf of the Conservative party were made by Councillor J. Winterburn, and
those reported as having been made on behalf of the Labour party were made
by Sir Thomas Williams.
Howley, Fa-irfield, Orford, Hu.lme and Houghton Wa.rds and Winwlck
42.

For the Labour Party, it was said that the present Longford and Hulme
V/;-irds were satisfactory, and could remain. Orford ward could also r e - a i n
but with the transfer of sorue 900 voters from Fa.ir.field (see paragraph 39
above) a.s proposed in Kr. K i r k i n ' s letter, and Fa.irfield Ward as so

, reduced could have two councillors.
43.
These proposals took no account of any transfer of voters to Howley '"ard .
44.
Councillor II. G. Edwards (Howley Ward) , giving evidence, said that:
(a) The present Longford Ward wa.s considered in 1968, but it had "been
decided then to lea.ve it unaltered. Experience ha.d proved this
decision was right: a community spirit ha.d grown up, and the
boundaries had proved sa.t.isfa.ctory . The ward wa.s a. na.tural block
with natural boundaries. Councillor Ed wards accepted the projected
1979 f--lectorate of 6,282 as probably right. The pro posed new Houston
ward would be unfamiliar: the upheaval would cause confusion.
The existing organisation should be reta.:inpd and observed as far ?is
possible. The change would be a costly and unnecessary exercise
and would only produce inconvenience.
(b) Although it was true that the Council had built council houses in
South Winwick the tenants ca e from elsewhere: they had no affinity
with the remainder of (the proposed) Houghton Ward. They had
«1iei*v»1.A>3
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600 houses, built by the Council in South Winwickjwan'used during
the discussion at this stage, but I waR subsequently informed that
the correct figure wns 403).
(c) The boundaries of .the proposed Hulme Ward were unclear ard confusing,
A community had grown up in the present Hulme Warn:

familiarity with

the area was one of the amenities of the district.
(d) Balling District NA in the existing Airfield Ward (suggested for
transfer to Orford) was almost completely separated from the
remainder of the w a r n , and was a separate 'entity.
(e) The 600 electorate who were to be transferred to Howley Ward (see
paragraph 32 above) did not exist.
(f) Pairfield Ward was blighted by a proposed Expressway, which would
take 80() houses.
(g) The 1979 estimate for the proposed Howley Ward (3571) w;-s probably
an underestimate:
45«

it was likely to be over 4»000.

1

f" **. Ustall, Principal Planner, referring to the future Expressway
(paragraph 44 (f) above), said this road had not yet been prograpirned, and
was unlikely to affect the situation before 1979-

46.

for the Conservative Party, it was said that although it was true the
600 electors (paragraphs 32 and 44 (e) above) did not yet exist, houses
were being built'across Forster Street *nd the boundary between the
existing Howley and Orford Wards would go through the middle of some, of therr.:
this is why it had been necessary to move the boundary up to Longford Street.
The eventual result would be a reduction in the electorate of Orford Ward
as it now is by 600 electors.

47.

For the LaVour Party, it was said that it seemed the new Hnwley/Orfo^d
boundary along Longford Street would have to be acceptedi but they would
still nrel'er two members for Orford otherwise undisrcembered (but ad r 'ing
Polling District MA) to the proposed total dislocation.

These matters

should not be decided merely by arithmetic.
48.

The reply on behalf of the Conservative Party to these suggestions was that
whilst the existing Hulme and Longford Wards were suitable for retention,
the estimated 1979 electorate for the existing Orford Ward is 4724 (4124
if allowance is made for the transfer of 600 electors to Howley 7/ard).
Consequently Orford could be retained as a two-member ward.

But without

the transfer of an estimated 1,128 electors east of Hallfields Road
(centre line) to Fairfield Ward, as proposed by the draft scheme, the
i^»t
1979 electorate of Fairfield Ward at 4,9^3 *« too many for two councillors
and not enough for three.

Furthermore, since the proposal to rntnin
*i'<t
the existing wards for the north east uart of the town dees not include
V1*' electors of Wihwick South Ward, there was no justification for
thirteen councillors to represent the five wards in question. Fairfield

Ward might be augmented as proposed by the r I raft proposals and Hbwley Ward
be combined with the remainder of Orford Ward to maVe a three member ward
of an estimated electorate of 6,527:
49.

but the suggestion was not pressed.

With regard to Winwick, it argued on behalf of the Conservative party

there was no affinity or community of interest between the Council estate
in Winwick south Ward and the old village in St. Oswald's Ward of the
tj*<
Parish, from which it *e separated by at least a mile of open country.
There was also no convenient access between the two parts of the Parish:
they were completely cut off from each other and the council estate formed,
part of an estate the bulk of which lay in the existing Hulme and Longford
Wards. When parish boundaries are revised in about 1979, the South Ward
of Winwick will be detached and added to the present unparished area of
the Borough. It was necessary to include the 919 electors of Winwick South
Ward in Inner Warrington to justify 22 councillors, let alone 2? as are
geneifcously proposed in the dra.ft scheme.
The 1979 electorate for Winwick parish as a whole was J028 (entitlement 1.41)
There was a proposal to augment the electorate of St. Oswald's ward by
574 patients in Winwick Hospital (a mental hospital), but this made
little difference; in any case the growth forecast in the southern part
of St. Oswald's Ward may not be attained.
(An alternative submission made on behalf of the Conservative party
affecting St. Oswald's ward of Winwick Parish is reported below under t*e
50.
j

sub-heading "Croft).
It was further said on behalf of the Conservative Party, referring to the
Orford / Fairfield boundary, that bearing in mind the transfer of the 6f;0
electors from Orford to Rowley mentioned earlier, the present Orford Ward
would have a 197.9 electorate of 4»084 and Fairfield 496?. It would be
necessary^to secure equality of representation,to transfer .approximately
2,000 electors from Fairfield. This would reduce Fa.irfield to 296?
(approximately). Or if 2,868 electors were transferred from Fairfield,
as would be necessary for an exact electoral quota in Orford, Fairfield
would be educed to 2,575- In either case the figure would be too many for
one councillor and not enough for two. In conformity with the submission
that the north east part of Inner Warrinpton merits only 12 councillors,
only one could be allocated to Fairfield. A reduction from a three member
to a one member ward seenis unreasonable when there are other, simpler
and fairer solutions.
Bewsey and Whitecross

51.

The Labour party had no quarrel with Whitecross Ward, but thought the

52.

projected electorate for Bcwsey mistaken - that it should be higher.
Councillor W. Avery, in evidence, said he thought the projected figure for
Bewsey ward (4,715) would be exceeded because it contained an old estate
of some 750 council houses, a lot of which were under-occupied.

i

It was the

policy of the Council to move single people from three bedroomed houses
to flats. There were also Victorian houses which were being converted.
He could foresee at least another 80-:) electors more than the number
predicted for 1979. He produced a letter from the Housing Department (which
accompanies this report as Document 7) in confirmation of his statement
about under occupation of council houses.

In these circumstances, said Councillor Avery, Bewsey should have three
councillors.
case-load,

It required three councillors because there was a heavy

He produced a copy of the Warrington Guardian for January

23rd, 1976 containing a lead story about projected Development between
Bewsey and Burtonwood by the mid 80s by the Development Corporation (The
paper accompanies this report as Document 8).
54-

Mr. Estall, Principal Planner said no specific account had been ta^en, in
.framing the Council's electorate forecasts, of under-occupation of houses.

55-

Mr. 1). Hankey, Secretary of the Whitecross H'ard Labour party, said in
evidence that he thought the figure of 3911 for the 1979 Whitecross
electorate would be exceeded, because new houses were being built.

56.

Mr. Estall, Principal Planner, said the new housing in Whi ecross had been
taken into account.

57. For the Conservative party, it was submitted that the proposed allocation
of four councillors for the two wards (total projected 1979 electorate
B62&) was appropriate, "but the balance "between the two wards might "be
improved by transferring 284 electors between the railway line and the
centre line of Froghall Lane and Tanners Lane from Bewsey to Wh : tecrosfi.
The suggestion was however not pressed (The area concerned is the roughly
triangular area containing the figure 284 shown on ?;'ap 13 which accompanies
this report).
58.

Councillor Avery did not accept this suggestion.

Paulton-with-Fernhead North Ward
59.

The letter from the Poulton-with-Fernhead Parish Council handed to me at
the meeting is referred to in paragraph 8 above (Document 4).

60.

Councillor G. Batclif"e, Chairman of Padgate Latour Party, said in evidence
that this ward should have three councillors because of the projected
1979 electorate.

The araa needed three councillors.

ward it was grossly under represented.

Compared to any other

The figure of 6023 was not illusory.

The Council had undertaken financial responsiblity for the Button.Trust
development.
61.

The Ward was an area in !he forefront of the New Town development

Mr. Estall, Principal Planner, agreed ihatf023 was quite liV.ely to be
achieved. (Hj.s independent evidence on the point is reported at paragraph

62.

36 (i)above).
For the Conservative party, it was said that the 1976 figure of 4,707
(the 1976 electorate is raven as 3712 on Map 10) already more than justified
two councillors.

If the 19?y figure of 6023 was achieved, three councillors

would be reasonable.

But another su/r.estion was made to nsal. with this Ward

(this proposal, which concerns Croft, is reported below under the sub63.

heading "Croft").
Mr. J. Gartside, Vice Chairman of the ftidgate Labour Party, had submitted
a written representation to the Commission urging three councillors for t l i i s
ward, and listing the various developments planned which he claimed .^stifled
the projected figure for 1979«
representation.

Mr. Gartside'gave evidence in support of t h i n ,

He said the area was one of u n i q u e social change. He also

15.
said there should be a Council of 60 members.

Croft Ward
64.

The letter handed to me at the inquiry from Croft Parish Council is
referred to in paragraph 8 above (Document 5).

65.

WT. J. Gartside, in evidence, said he agreed there would be 2000 more
houses, but t h o u g h t the population would grow more slowly than the planners
had forecast.

By the end of 1976 the estimated population of Birchwood

housing estate would be 750.
the rate of development.

He thought there would be a slowing down in

The Labour party therefore proposed that the

rerresentaiion of the ward should remain as one councillor.
66.

For the Conservative party, it was said that the 1976 electorate (shown as
1671 on Map 10) for Croft barely justified one councillor, let alone two,
but the projected figure for 1979 of 6540 amply justified three.

Some doubt

•

had been expressed about the achievement of this total in three or four
years, so two councillors seemed a fair compromise.

However,, if it was

thought that a very limited increase in electorate would be expected, then
another suggestion was made for serious consideration.
67-

Croft parish was divided into two parish wards, by the line of the ?' 62
Motorway.

The part north of the K 62, Southworth ffard, was the old vi!1age,

with a 1976 electorate of about 1,475 (1700 in 1979).

It w?.s separated from

the southern ward, called Risley Ward, by more than a mile of open c o u n t r y .
They were two separate cowunities.

Kisley Wn.rd now had only about 200

electors, but large New Town development was expected which if

fully

realised by 19J9 would produce an electorate of about 4800.
68.

When the Borough Council's proposals were being drawn up, it had been ho:?ed
that the new warding scheme would be operative for the 1976 election, and
nlthou/jh it was realised that Croft ought to have separate representation
for its two separate communities, it h^d been felt that a ward of 2''0 electors
could not be supported.

Put now that it was '-'nown that the scheme would not

be used until the 1979 elections, it was suggested that the pnrish be
divided.
69.

Risley V/f rd could either be amalgam-tod with Poulton with Fermhear) '-forth Vte.rd
to make a three member ward (this asnumed only limited growth in Kisley
Ward) or form a separate one or two member ward.

70.

With regard to the northern (Soul-hworth) v.-.-ird of Croft par.icli, n.s no /growth
was expected to j u s t i f y » - n k i n / : tliis a. sepa.r.'<tp ward on its

own in the

futre,

it was suggested thai; it b* amalgamated with the St. O s w a l d ' s or north w.nrd
of V/inwicl' parish, which would be ovor-larp^ as a single nembor ward if

the

hospital palients previously referred to were included in the register.
The suggested two member ward could be en 1.1 erf VVinwick and Croft Warr?;
it h.?d eomrunity of interest in being a well established semi-rural areaconnected by a good main road ns a spine.
Electorate

4,133

Quota

2.067

The statistics would be for

1??9:

l^*

ifir. J- Oartside considered that the above suggestion was premature.

72.

I asked for the division of Croft which had been suggested to be shown on
a map, and one was produced during the nieetinr.
1^

as frap ^.

It accompanies this renort

;

I also asked the Councils 1gJ officers for electorate figures

for each of the two parts of Croft, and was told that they were approximately
as follows:

1976

•

' ii •

.

.1979
• Jiim

.'

Southern part

200

4840

Northern part

1500

1700

these figures assuming that the 1979 projected electorate for the whole
parish (the Ward shown in the draft proposals) would be achieved.
Stock to n Heath anri_ A pPi£tp_n_War$±•
73-

For Cheshire County Council, Mr. K. Spencer, Solicitor, said thft the
County Council, in drawing up the County electoral areas, could accept
and adopt any of the warding proposals described in the earlier paragraphs
of this report.

74*

But south of the Ship Canal there was difficulty.

The County Council would have supported the Borough Council's original
proposals, which had been varied by the Commission, that is three wards
comprising the parishes of i

75*

(i)

Stockton Heath.

(ii)

Walton and Hatton.

(iii)

Appleton and Stretton.

The County Council now proposed a further revision of wards as follows:
(i)

Stockton Heath.

(ii)

Grai-penha.ll and Thelwall.

(iii)

Appleton, Stretton and Hatton.

(iv)

Walton

retaining also as in the draft proposals the four Lymm wards of Stathaw,
Booth's Hill, Heat ley and Lymrn.
This would enable convenient county electoral divisions to be framed ;?s
follows:

76.

(a)

(i) and (ii)

(b)

(iii)

(c)

the four wards in Lymm.

and (iv)

above.
above.

Mr. Spencer produced a statement setting out these proposals:

it accompanies

this rejort .-i.s Document 9.
77.

Councillor M. Taylor, representing the parishes of Walton, Hatton and
Stretton put forward the f o l l o w i n g proposals (writ lien statement handed in:
Document 1C vath this report):
(l)

That Walton, Hatton and Stretton parishes should be combined to forn;
one ward (one councillor).

(ii)
78.

That Appleton parish be a ward on its own (two or three councillors)

In support of this proposal, Councillor Taylor said there would result no
significant change in the rat.io of councillor to head of population.

17:

Ward (i) ,.n paragraph 77 would have an electorate of 2,650 in 1976 and
1,826 -in 19"9, but there were doubts about the accuracy of the 19''9 figure,
because the three parishes mentioned have experienced an increase of some
400 population in the last two years. It was appreciated that ward (ii) in
paragraph 77, with two councillors would be under-represented as compared
with ward (i), but it was considered that the advantages of the proposals
outweighed the desire for mathematical neatness. Walton, Hatton and Stretton
were rural areas between two New Town Development Corporations, Runcorn and
Warring-ton. The future pressures on the parishes from the Corporations
were likely to be intense. The parishes therefore thought that they needed
a representative on the Council who understood their problems and shared their
way of life. Since Appleton was largely semi-urban and already within the
New Town designated area, the three parishes of Walton, Halton and Stretton
felt that to be joined electorally to Appleton might have unfortunate
consequences.

There was reason to fear, based on past experience, that

Appleton could and would not represent the rural needs and interests of
Hatton

and Stretton fairly, impartially and sympathetically, a.nd that it

would be possible, as in the past, for Appleton to ensuid that the three '
councillors were always drawn from Appleton. In the proposal now made
no one parish could steamroller the other two. The proposal now made was a
voluntary one, based on similarity of viewpoint, pride in rural character
and a determination to.preserve and protect the parishes as they were.
Councillor Taylor also proposed that Stockton Heath Parish should form a ward
on its own, with two councillors.
79.

Councillor K. Richardson, Stockton Heath Ward, and a member o.f the County
Constituency Conservative Association, nrdd that the Association thought it
unfair that another ward should lose a councillor, and said that a large
part of Walton was contiguous with Stockton Heath. Councillor Taylor
replied that it was not expected that Walton should lose its councillor either.

80.

Councillor P. Walton, Chairman of Stretton Parish Council, su ported Councillor
Taylor, saying that Stretton lost a councillor in the last reorganisation of
ward's, and has not been represented at all.

The draft proposals produced a

long and awkwardly shaped ward.
81.

Councillor J. Sephton said thnt it was undesirable to add territory to Appleton.

82. fc'r. Spencer, for Cheshire County Council, said the County Council could

support

the proposal ramie by Councillor Taylor,
83.

Ibr the Conservative party, it WHO said that the projected 19"'9 electorate
for the Stockton Heath ward as in the draft proposals was 6,017, and for
Appleton W.-ird 6,307*.
each.

The;-e figures were about right for three councillors

But if it were considered that the 1979 electorates for the parishes

of Appleton and Stockton Heath would be enough to justify their establishment
ttvA

as wards on their own with;augmentation, then certainly a viable single
c#vA*

member ward WHI be made by joining together Stretton, Hatton and ?/alton.
It would have an electorate of about 1,800.

Appleton at al>out 6,000 in 1979

just about qualified for three councillors.

The problem was in forecasting

,_

the electorate of Stockton Heath.

The 1979 forecast was less than 5,000

but the 1976 total was 5,06?, and if it were considered that there would
not be the expected reduction, the proposal of Stretton ferish Council could
be supported.
Stathnm, Heatley, Booth's H i l l njnd_T.jnnm_w^p
Re-opened meeting, 12th March f 1976.
84.

At the meeting on the 23rd January,1976 Councillor Winterburn had made
eug estions v/ith referenc-; to the above wards.

These wards not having

been referred to in the published notice of the meeting of the 23rd January,
the Commission decided that the meeting should be r<> opened on Jl'arch, 12th
1976 in order that these suggestions should be considered.
85-

I therefore attended at the Town Hall, Warrington at 10..30.a.m. on the
12th..tfarch, 1975, for this purpose.

The attendance list circulated at
it
the re-opened meeting accompanies this report as Document ^. Five maps
were produced by the Borough Council at the re-opened meetinr showing 5
1.

Residential areas in the Parish of Lymm in relation to the existing
four wards (with this report as Nap 14).

2.

The existing four wards showing the October, 1975i. electorates

3.

(Map 15).
The existing four wards showing the forecast electorates for October

4.

1979 (*ap 16).
•
The suggested Lymm North and Lymm South wards showing the October,
1975

5.

electorates (P.'ap 17).

The suggested Lymm North and Lymni South wards showing the forecast
electorates for October, 1979 O-'ap 18).

86.

At the meeting on the 23rd January, 1976 Councillor '.:interburn had
suggested that in order to avoid single membered wards and to obtain better
electoral quotas in the parishes of Lymm, the Statharo and Heatley Wards
should be combined to'make a two mernbered ward, and that the Booth's Hill
and Lyn:m Wards should likewise be combined to make another two membered
ward.

These wards could be called Lymm North and Lymm South respectively:

they would be neatly divided by the Bridgewater Canal, and would, said
Councillor Winterburn, have electorates nnd electoral quotas as follows:
lymrn North Ward:

3,790, piving a quota of 1,895 electors per councillor.

Lymm South Ward:

3,888 giving a quota of 1,944 electors per councillor.
Uo-i

87.

Councillor Winter:>urn A argued that this would be much better than the pattern
proposed in the Commission's draft proposals for four separate wards, the
smallest of which (Stafcham Ward) would only have 1,540 electors in 1979,
which was not enough ,to justify a councillor when the quota is 2,124.
The Statham quota would be the smallest of any ward in thedrnft proposals,
and especially having regain to the principle adopted by the Council of
avoiding single-member wards wherever possible, the situation in Stntham
ward was unacceptable, and the suggested arrvilflatiiatjons should be na.de.

88.

At the re-opened meeting on Larch 12th iy?6 (fit which Councillor Winterburn

i 2.

x^

- xn wnicn ne rcainiained his advocacy of the suggested amalgamations),
I received a letter from the Clerk of Lymrn )orish Council (with this report
iS
as Document 1+).
The letter r,aid that the Parish Council oprosed the
amalgamations proposed because the Local Government Act 1972, did not
proscribe sing]e-m.eu'ber wards and the arnal gar-sat ions wou]d not in r e a l i t y
produce better electoral quotas since the total number of memberr, to be
elected would regain the same.

It was urged that the exi ^ting warding

was based on natural fleo£ranhical boundaries easily i d e n t i f i a b l e e.nd each
with separate c o m m u n i t y associations and historical background.
fiy.

Also at the re-opened meeting I heard representations the material points
of which are as follow:

90.

jVr. IV. H. Lawton, Chief Executive and Electoral Registration Officer,

said

that on the 25th February, 1976 the Parliamentary and General Sun-Co/™ ihtee
of vVarrin"ton Borough Council had resolved that "The previo' s decision of this
Sub-Con ittee, to retain four single-member wa.rds at Heatley, B ' o t h ' s H i l l ,
Lymir and St at hair be re-aff iivied , supporting the views expressed by Lyrcm
Ri.rish Counci] and party political orgn.ninatJ.ori8 active in Lymm".
this resolution with this report as Document 1ty).

(Cony of

This decision of the

Sub-Con,'tr ittee had not (on 12th i'arch) y^t bern considered by the main
committee or by the Council).
91.

T.'n-. J. p, Chapr-ell, Chairman of Lyi'.n Parish Council, -said that although he
snoke as a Socialist, he Vrnew the whole of the electorate of Lyrrr were in
favour of retaining the four wards.

Councillor Winterburn was right in

principle about the desirability of having multi-membered wards wherever this
was feasible, but there were four separate conjoinities with natural boundaries.
People regarded themselves, as say, S tat ham people, not Lyir-rn people.

There

were institutions using the names of the individual wards, and a list of
examples was produced (with t^iis report as .Document if);
school in each ward.

there was one

The combined Heatley-St.-ithatn ward would be v--.ry large,

and the residents would be under-represented.

People wer

happy w i t h things

as they were, and on humanitarian grounds there should be no change trade.
92.

fr.

A. S. Caw son, Solicitor, for the Ly:»'" Conservative T'"'nrd Organisations

and for the Huncorn County Constituency Conservative Association (a letter
from the Chairman of which body dnted 4th I-.'arch , 1976 supporting the Borough
Council's recommendation had been received by the Commission - copy of t ^ i s
|(
\
with this report as ^Document -H") said that hne Conservative parties in Lynn"
were unanimous that the present warding should remain.

Lymm used to be an

Urban District with the four wards, which had as their natural boundaries
Lymm Brook (North-South) and the Bridgewater Canal (Fast-V/est). Paragraph 3(3)
of Schedule 11 of the Local Government Act 1972, should determine this
issue:

the provisions of paragraph 3 (2) if strictly applied, "would reduce

us all to mere numbers".
9J.

Mr. Cawson called as a witness ?'rs. Pamela Barlow, Chairman of Heatley V'ard
Conservative Association and V i * e chairman of the intor-ward co-ordlnatinp
committee, who ; upported the arguments advanced by ;,'r. Cawnon, s a y i n g that
in the rural community of Lynrn, the present warding arrangeu'ents were the

best for all concerned.
94-

Councillor I'/rs. .K. 0. Booke, Parish Councillor for Booth's Hill? and a
member of the Warrin^ton Borou. h Council, said that she spoke as a
Liberal, and that all parties were agreed on this matter.

Historically

people were used to having their own councillor
95»

Councillor tar. R. W. Hambleton, a representative of Statham VJard and
a member o.f the Parish Council, said he too was more cone* rned with
people than with numbers and that the only merit of the proposal for
to
amalgamation was that it had united all parties in opposition o-f it.

96.

Councillor Mr. C. Bell, a.;nember of Lymni Parish Council and of Warrington
Borough Council, spoke of the confusion which would be caused if one
councillor was a member for Heatley on the Parish Council, but another
represented Heatley and Stathm on the Borough Council.

It was 5.1 miles

from one end to the other of the proposed Lymm North Ward, along the
shortest route by public road, and there was no public transport.
97*

Councillor H. G. Edwards also supported the Borough Council's decision
that there should be no amalgamation, but that the existing four wards
should remain.
Change of names of_Wards (parapra.ph 7 (*) above)

98.

No dissent was expressed during any of the proce dings to the proposed
changes of names of wards. (See paragraph .7 (i)

above).

CONCLUSIONS AND RKCO^'KNBATIQNS
99.

In forming my conclusions a.nd recommendations in these matters, I must
have regard to the relevant provisions of paragraph 3 of Schedule 11 of
the Local Government Act, 1972. The provisions to which I refer require
that
"(2)

Having regard to any change in the number or distribution of the
local government electors of the district . . . likely to take
place within the
the consideration"

period of five years immediately following
(of electoral arrangements).

"(a) the ratio of the number of local government electors to the
number of councillors to be elected shall be, as nearly as may
be, the same in every ward of the district
(3)

Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above,

. .

regard shall be had

to (a) the desirability of fixing boundaries which arc ar.d v/ill
remain easily identifiable;

and

(b) any local ties which would be broken by the fixing of any
particular boundary".
100.

I interpret these statutory provisions to mean that I am required to rake
recommendations which appear most likely to achieve the objects described
in sub-para graph (2) (a) of paragraph Jt

anfl

that consideration of the

matters referred to in Sub-parngraph (3) must be regarded as subject to
thnt requirement.

1v^

In a number of the wards under consideration, increases in electorates - some quite large - were forecast by the Council in the figures which were
supplied to the Commission, and in others decreases were forecast. It is
clearly important, in considering the electoral arrangements for Warrington,
to form a view about the validity of these forecasts. Councillor Winterburn
at one point during the meeting spoke of the meeting "determining" the
amount of 'growth expected in one of the wards by 1979: but I an-unable to
do this. I asked for evidence about the figures, and Mr. Estall's statement
and further evidence are reported earlier in this report (see e.g. paragraphs

102.

34-37, 54, 56 and 61); Mr. Estall acknowledged the difficulty in making
confident forecasts, particularly in present conditions, but I consider
that I must accept his evidence as the best available.
Nevertheless, and although the review now under consideration will not take

103.

effect until 1979, I do not think it would be right to recommend the
creation of a ward which would not become viable at all until some time in
the fu^Jjre, however confident the forecasts of growth may be.
I carried out inspections of the area of Jrd February, 1976, and on the
12th frarch, 1976 a-nd iny conclusions and recommendations which follow are made
bearing in mind what I heard at the meeting and sn.w on my inspections.
Howley, Fairfield, Orford, Hulme and Houghton \.-ards.

104.

It was on these wards that most of the discussion at the meeting centred.
I was told that the boundaries of the existing wards had become well-known
to people, and that the changes projected in the draft proposals would
create confusion nnd dislocation of local ward organisations. Sir Thomas
Williams argued strongly that since there had bren a ward review six years
ago, the arrangements should now be disturbed as little as possible, and
that arithmetic should be regarded as a secondary consideration. However, for
.the reasons indicated in paragraph 100 above, I think that my primary duty
is to consider what wa.rding arrangements are most lively to secure that the
ratio of the number of electors to the number of councillors will be, as

105.

106.

nearly -'-'8 may be, the sa.iie in each ward.
Two .-natters affecting the numbers and distribution of electors in these wards
raised at the meeting were the boundary between Orford and Howley V'ards and
the destination in the wa.r<!ing scheme to be adopted of the electors in the
South Ward of Winwic*. Parish. I'thin!- it is necesanry to determine these
two matters hpfore proceeding to consider the ward structure for thin part
of Warrington.
.During my inspection on the Jrd February, I saw the development over the
line of J?brster Street. Part of Bbrster Strnet has disa^ peared, having been
built over. I nccept therefore that it is right that the boundary between
Howley and Orford wards should be moved northwards to the centre lin-^ of
Longford Street. I accept i.he evidence given that this wil] mean, when the
development is complete, a transfer of some 60 • electors from Orford to Rowley.
Using the figures in ?-:a.p 7 (which accord with those in Schedule 1 of thai
report by the Chief Executive to the Parliamentary and General Suh-Cor-nittee

dated 8th November, 1974) and adding and deducting 600 appropriately,
I deduce that the 19Y9 electorates of ther:e two wards with the change of
boundary referred to hut otherwise unaltered w i l l he

107.

Howley

3531

Orford

4124

It was urged on behalf of the Conservative Party that the South ward of
\Vinwiok Parish should "be brought into Inner Warrinrcton.

This sug' estion

was resisted on behalf of the Labour Party, on the ground that the residents
of this p;:rt of Winwici; have adapted to a rural rather than to an urban way
of life and hn.ve no community of interest with Inner Warrinp^on. The South
ward of Winwick, it was said on behalf of the Labour Party, should be
b

joined with the remainder of the parish to form a Borough ward.

However, the

1979 electorate forecast for the north ward of iVinwic': is 2109 (entitlement 0.98}
•

I hfve been informed by. the Chief Executive and Electoral Registration Officer
that he hns now decided not to admit the hospital patients in Wiivicl- Hospital
to . t.ho? register (see po.rasra.phs 49 ^VO above), and that the forecast figure
is tierefore the correct one. The entitlement of 0.96 is alirost exRct'y right
i'or one councillor, but if the south ward of VrinwicV were added, a ward would
be -produced with a 1479 electorate of about 3^28 and an unsatisfactory
entitlement of 1.41.
attention to this

"During ny inspection on 3rd February, I paid particular

area.

1 a"i aware of the perils of '••ai'in^', on brief

•jcquaintance w i t h an area, a judgment wihich runs counter to a. view put forward
with some force by tKose w i t h an intimate ^nowlodge of the district.
Nevertheless, I agree with Councillor W.interburn that the southern part of V'inwlc 1 '
Parish is separ^t' d from the village of Winwic 1 , to the north west, by about a idle
of open country, and that the housing estate in the South p-rish ward forp"S part
i.'n.$
of a larger estate the bul'-: of which has within the present Longford and Hulme
Wards (see r,'ap 7).
i

one another.

The two psrts of the parish do seem quite separate from

I-'or these' two reasons, therefore, I conclude that it is probably

right that in this review the south ward of Wirvwic1

Parish should be adds-'' to

whatever regains as or becomes the adjacent ward of Inner Warrington.
*•

106. Adopting these two changes in the present ward structure, and ad-'ing for the
purpose of the present exercise the south ward of VfinwicU- .Pnrisb to the present
Hulme Ward, the 1V7y figures become:
Howley

3531

1.65

Orford

4124

1.93

Airfield

49^3

2

Loipford

6282

2.95

Hulme

^!/'81

3-26

-3 2

The entitlef-ent fibres' are calculated, as throughout this report, using a
divisor o.f 2 1 4 2 . I h'ive tsf en a fi ure of 919 for the electorate of the south
ward of Vfinwick Parish.
109.

It was suggested as part of the case for the Labour Party that Polling Diestrict
NA should be transferred from ^airfield to Orford, involving so-ne yo; electors.
Incorporatinp: this cih»nffe, the f.ipMrec in paraWB.nh 1O8

23Electorate

110.

Entitlement

Howley

3531

1.65

Orford

5024

2.35

Fairfield

4063

1.90

Longford

6262

2.93

Hulme

6981

3.26

The draft proposnls produce the following figures (fron Document 3) for
1979-

The wards named here are the proposed new wards, not the existing

ones of the same names:
Howley

3571

1.67

Orford

6121

2.86

6091

2,84

Hough-ton

3904

1.82

Hulme

6194

2.89

Kdrfield

111.

.

The total electorate for the five wards listed in paragraphs 108, 109 and
110 above is 25,881, which gives a strict entitlenent of 12.08 councillors.
The draft proposals allocate 2 each to Howley and Houghton and 3 each to the
other wards, a total of 13« If the wards listed in paragraph 109 were
adopted, allocating 2 councillors each to Howley, Orford and Fairfield, a.nd
3 to Longford and Hulme, a total of 12 would result, but it might be argued
that Orford should have 3*

112.

The ratios produced by the draft proposals are nore even than those produced
by the wards listed in paragraph 108 or those in paragraph 109, and
notwithstanding the disturbance of existing arrangements which would ensue
from their adoption, I consider th.'it for the reasons indicated in paragraph
100 above I should recommend that the draft proposals for those wards "be
adopted.

113*

There being no objection to the change of ward name 1 .from Houghton to Longford,
I also recommend that this change be adopted.
Bewsey and Whitecross Wards

114-

The suggestion made by Councillor Winterburn for an adjustment of the
boundary between these wards (paragraph 57 above) was not pressed, was not
part of the Borough C o u n c i l ' s scheme, and was not acceptable to the Labour
party.

It would make only a marginal difference and I do not thin1' I would

be justified in recommending it in v.i'w of its lack of support.
115*

Mr. Kstall's comment ("Document 6, paragraph 6) sugrented^ thfit the O o n i n i s n i o n ' s
figures for thene words had been based on a d i f i e r e n t boundary, but he did
not BUgrest th.'it the C o u n c i l ' s forecasts, as shown in'Document 3
Map 11 were l i v e l y not to be about right.

anf

^ on

Reasons were given by Councillor

Avery (parngraph 52 above) for supposing that Mewsey might be larger than
had been forecast, and r.'r. Us tall did say that no specific account had been
taken of under-occupation of houses.
Map 11) are,

for 1979:

The forecast figures (Document 3 and

Electorate
Bewsey

. "

Entitlement

4715

\YhitecroB8

5911

2.20
'

1.83

The draft proposals are for two councillors in e.-'ch ward.

Even if Councillor

Avery's suggestion of another 800 electors in Bewsey by 1'T''9 were to be
proved right, the entitlement would still only be 2.57, and I do not consider
on the evidence that I can recommend that the Commission accede to the request
for an additional councillor for Bewsey at this stage.
116.

I recou> end thnt in relation to Betsey end Vfhitecross YMrdn the dra.ft nroposnls '
be adopted.
Cro ft,

117»
»

Poulton with Fernhead North and^ Winwick Wards.

The letter (^Document 5) (se«* paragraph 8 above) which was handed to me at

the

meeting, frori the Clerk to the Croft Parish Council, as!'ed that there should
be a representative from each parish ward on the Borough Council.

Yap '1
14* shows

the parish (the ward in the draft proposals) and its division into parish wards.
The electorate figures which I was given are reported in paragraph 72 above.
118.

The southern, or Risley Ward, of the parish has a forecast 1':?9 electorate of
4840.

Mr. Kstall (paragraph 36 (ii) above), spea'-.ing of Croft parish as a whole,

said th-"t the 19V9 figures of 6540 was an upper limit.

Since a comparatively

small increase in electorate in the northern ward (referrrd to by Councillor
Winterhurn as Southworth ward but by Croft Parish Council .-:s Cm ft Ward) is
envisaged (paragraph 72 above), I take I'-.T. Estall'r comment to ap ly to the
projected growth in Risley Wani.

But whatever may be the validity of the figure

of 4840, or the future-merits, if it is a valid figure, of dividing the pprish
into two Borough wards, I do not think I should recommend the division now,
because the 1976 electorate of the southern parish ward is only 200. I consider
that any Borough ward determined now should be viable in the short term (in
caue anything unexpected happens to delay or diminish future development)
as well as sensible in the long term (see my comments at paragraph 102 above).
119. It wn.s suggested for the Conservative party (paragraph 70 above) that the
northern par.ish ward of Croft might be joined vith the northern, St. Oswald's
Ward of Winwick Parish.

The 197V electorate for the letter (from Document 3)

is projected as 2109 (entitlement 0.98).

As noted in paragraph 10" above, I

have now been informed that the alove figure Is the correct one. The entitlement
of 0.98 is almost exactly right for one councillor, and if the northern, parish
ward of Croft were added, taking tho figure of 1700 for the lat'er as accurate,
the 1979 electorate for the combined ward would be 38°9f with an entitlement
of 1.78, which ia not so satisfactory.
120. It was also sug efited on behalf of the Conservative party (paragraph 69 above)
that if the amalgamation just referred to were effected, Risley Ward could be
a Borough Ward on its own or be joined with Poulton-with-Fernhead North Ward.
I do not consider I could recomnend the former as I have noted already at
paragraph 118 above, and since the evidence was (paragraphing (i) and 38 above)
that the projected figure for Poulton with Fernhead North ward is likely to be
achieved, I think there would be a possibility of creating, by adopting the latter

25.
v

suggestion, a ward with a very large 1979 electorate (which could be as
great as 602? + 4840 - 10,863 if all the projections are right; which would
be grossly under- represented even with three councillors.

If the figure

of 6023 for Poulton with Fernhead North ward is correct, any addition to
it from the southern parish wan! of Croft greater than about 400 electors
would result in the combined ward being under-represented even with three
councillors.
121.

I consider (with reference t>. paragraph 119 above) that it would not be right
to disturb the draft proposals for Winwick (see also paragraph 109 above),
but that even if the northern parish ward of Croft were added to WinwicV. ,
no satisfactory way of dealing with the remainder of Croft emerged from the
discussions at the meeting .

I therefore conclude that the draft

proposals

for ward boundaries affecting the north parish ward of Winwick and Croft
and Poulton-with-Fernhead North tftards should be confirmed and I recon.mend
accordingly.

I recognise, however, that at some time in the future some

other changes may be justified by events.
122.

There remain the questions of the allocation of councillors to these wards.

123.

With regard to Croft, it wa.s suggested on behalf of Padgate Labour Party
(paragraph 63 above) that the representation should be one.

(This was

suggested also in Iv'r. R. W. Kirkin's letter to the Commission - see paragraph
39 above;,

l/r. Estall'e evidence was that the figure of 6540 electors in

Croft by 1979 was an upper limit;

1 deduced from his evidence that the Council

were not quite as confident of this figure as they were of the forecast
Ibulton-with-Fernheari North.
(entitlement 0.78).

The 1976 electorate (K'ap 10) for C^oft is 1f-71

To qualify fully for two members the 1979 electorate would

have to reach about 4,200 or 4.300.
-

for

$jji view of the doubt about the rate of

development here, I consider that the allocation of two members, as proposed,
is reasonable.

To accede to the Labour party's suggestion would be to assume
t'W

a 1979 electorate figure much lower than A th», .evidence I woUjld be justified in
assuming*
124.

With regard to Poulton-with-Fernhead North, it was urged on behalf of the
Labour Party (paragraph 60 above) that the ward should have three councillors.
This suggestion was not opposed by the Conservative party (paragraph 62 above)
1

'' i

on the assumption that the projected electorate figure was reliable. TaVing
account of the evidence of Mr.' Estall (paragraph 36 (i) above), and the further
evidence given that the Council will support the Button Trust t-j
conclude that thio ward is likely by 1^79 to hnve an electoral large enough
to warrant three councillors. I recorunend that three councillors be allocated
and that the draft projosals be varied accordingly.

125.

This variation, if adopted by the Commission, would have the effect of ;
• .'
t
improving the balance between Inner Warrington (iftcludinff Winwick South; and
Outer Warrinpton.

On the 1979 'figures, as projected by the Council and shown

in Document 3, this balance is for the draft proposals.

26.
Np_'_of councillors
Inner War ington
(including South Winwick)

23

Outer Warrin;-ton

35

.

-

Electorate

Entitlement

46,093

21.52

78,120

36.47

A balance between Inner Warrington and Outer Warrington is a matter to
which the Council attach some importance.
Lytflm, Heatley, Booth's Hill and Stathafri^V/ards
126.

Councillor Winterburn's suggestion for amalgamations affecting these four
wnrds into two (paragraphs 84-97 above) was not supported by the Borough
Council and received no support from elsewhere.

The effect of the amalgamations

which he sug ested is shown below:
Wards in draft proposals

No. of councillors

Lymm

Entitlement

1

1895

0.88

1

1993

0.93

Heatley

1

2250

1.05

Statham

1

1540

0.72

Booth's Hill

.:

Suggested amalgamation

127.

1979 Electorate
jfpom Document })

No. of councillors
suggested

Lymm and Booth's Hill

2

3888

1.82

Statham and Heatley

2

3790

1.77

I considered -hat the suggestion made had some attraction, and had it received
support I would have been disposed to give it serious consideration. However,
I have concluded that the arithmetical advantages which it offers are not so
great as to lead me to recommend a change which clearly would be against
the wishes of all the political parties and of the Borough Council.
Appleton a-:d Stockton Heath Wards

128.

The draft proposals are for wards as follows.
No. of councillors

Kp^.i^IjL'£2$.

Stockton Hef:th
(the parishes of Stockton
Heath and Walton)

3

6017

2.81

App]eton (the parishes of
Appleton, Hatton .-;nd Stretton)

3

k?07

2.94

TOT I,
129.

1979 electorate
(from Document 3}

12,324

The Borough Council's draft scheme (.which reproduced the existing warding)
provided for the following wards:
No. of Councillors proposed

1979 electorate

Appleton and Stretton

3

£045

Stockton Heath

3

4848

1

1431

Hatton and Wnlton

.

' TOTAL

12,324

I}

I-rom tne ngures in paragraphs i<:o anu \cy «nu LJ.-OIH uocumeiiL ?, j.
the following 1979 electorates for the five parishes.
1979 Electorate
Appleton

.

.

.

Stretton

.

5630
'

Stoc'.:.ton Heath

415
4848

Hatton
Walton

262
1169
TOTAL 12,324

131.

The sufr'estion made (p ragra.nhs 77 a.nd 78 above) on behalf of the parishes
of V/alton, Hntton and Stretton would produce the following wards:
No* of councillors

Electorate

Entitlement

Walton, Hatton and Stretton

1

1846

0.86

Stockton Heath

2

4848

2.26

Appleton

2 or 3

5*"30

2.63

(Notei These entitlement figures are calculated, as throughout this report,
usinp; the figure of 2142 referred to at paragraph 4 above, although if my
recommendation in paragraph 124 above is adopted, and no other alterations
are "iade to the draft proposals, the Council w i l l have 59 members a.nd the
figure should be then 2105:

but I do not consider the differences produced

to be significant).
132.

The entitlement for the 12,324 electors in the five parishes is 5-75. so six •
councillors seen.s to be about right.

If therefore the suggested rvodification

is adopted, tbrre councillors might be allocated to Appleton.
133*

I

w

^s impressed by the arguments advanced on behalf of the rural communities

of Walton, Hntton and Stretton, and saw on my inspection the almost entirely
rural character of the parishes of H-'ftton a.nd Stretton, and of a large nart of
the parish of Walton.

But I concluded also from my inspection that a large

proportion of the population of the parish of Walton - by fur the largest of
the three parishes - were physically p.'-«rt of Stockton Heath:

I was in fact

told during the inspection that about two thirds of the Walton population
could be so regarded and I accept th.-;t this n»ay well be a fair statement.
134.

Whilst a ward comprising the parishes of V/alton, Hatton and Stretton, with an
entitlement of 0.86 would in my view be Acceptable, I have with some reluctance
conie to the conclusion that the entitlements of Stockton Heath (2.26) and
Appleton (2.63) in the proposal put forward (paragraph 131 above) are not so
satisfactory when compared with those of the draft proposals as to recoin"'end
the adoption of the suggestion.

135.

The County C o u n c i l ' a :;ugre:-t.ion (p;-ir« graphs 75~76 above) would have the effect
of varying th<-* Hr;i("t proior.nln by d i v i d i n g inn proposed StocVton He^th ward
into two, one ooriGJ.stinc of Stockton Heath J'nr.ish, the other of Walton Parish.
(The County Council also said that they would support the rroponal of the
Stretton, Hatton and Walton parishes already referred t o ) .

But I he County

Council's proposals would produce one wnrd (Walton) with an entitlement of only
0.55 and one (Stockton Heath) with an entitlement of 2.26, neither of which is
very satisfactory.

Paragraph 1 (3) (c) of Schedule 11 of the Local Government A

28.

'"*- shall be had" to district ward boundaries:

it does not appear to be a statutory

requirement th'-t county electoral divisions should comprise one or more wnole
district wards, and even though the draft proposals here may not be
entirely compatible with fugure county electoral divisions, I consider, for
the reasons indicated above, that I should recommend that they should be
confirmed.
136.

Thfre was no opposition to the changes of name for the Appleton and Stockton
Heath wards asked for by the Council (see paragraph 7 (i) above) and I
recommend that they be adopted.

-*
137.

SUMv'ARY OF RECOM''EMOTIONS
I recommend that the Commission's draft proposals for electoral arrangements
in the Borough of Warrington be modified by the allocation of three councillors
to tbulton with Fernhead North Ward, and that as so modified they should be
adopted.

I also recommend that the cha.nges of ward navies asVed for by the

Council (paragraphs 7 (i) above) should be adopted.
138.

I have not dealt separately in this report with '.he size of the Borough
Council..

Suggestions had been made (paragraphs 7 (i) a.nd 39 (i) above)

that the Council should be re sic-red to 60 members.

Wy recommendations

would increa.se the size of the Council from 58 to 59.

For renaons indicated

earlier in this report, I do not feel able on the evidence which was
available to me to recommend any further increase at this time.

r
N. S. Fisheji*-—'

Assistant Commissioner.

SCHEDULE 2
BOROUGH OF WASHINGTON I NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS
NAME OF WARD

MO OF COUNCILLORS

APPLETON AND STRETTON

3

BEWSEY

2

BOUTHS HILL

1

BUHTONWOOD

2

CROFT

2

CULCHETH AND GLAZEBURY

3

FAIRFIELD

3

GRAPPENHALL AND THELWALL

3

GREAT SAME! WORTH

2

-

CHEAT SANKEY SOUTH

,

.

2

HEATLEY

1

HOWLEY

2

HULME

3

LATCHPORD

3

LONGFORD

2 .

LYMM

1

ORFORD

3

PENKETH AND CUERDLEY

3

POULTON WITH FEARNHEAD NORTH

3

POULTON WITH EBARNHEAD SOUTH

2

RIXTON AND WOOLSTON

3

STftTHAM

1

STOCKTON HEATH AND WALTON

3

WESTY

3

v

WHITECROSS

2

WINWICK

1

.

.

SCHEDULE 3
BOROUGH OF WARRINGTON : DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

LATCHFORD WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Penketh CP meets
the River Mersey at Bank Quay Reach thence northeastwards along said
river to a point being the prolongation southwestwards of Factory Lane,
thence northeastwards along said prolongation to the railway at the
southern end of said lane, thence southeastwards along said railway .to
the River Mersey, thence northeastwards and following said river to the
Latchford Canal, thence southwestwards along said canal to Northv/ich
Road Swing-Bridge, thence southeastwards along said bridge to the
northern boundary of Stockton Heath CP, thence southwestwards along
said CP boundary and the northern boundary of Walton CP to the eastern
boundary of Penketh CP, thence northwestwards and following said CP
boundary to the point of commencement.

WHITECROSS WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Latchford Ward
meets the eastern boundary of Penketh CP, thence northwestwards along
said CP boundary and generally northeastwards along the eastern boundary
of Great Sankey CP to the railway at Sankey Viaduct, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along said railway to Horsemarket Street, thence
southwards along said street crossing Market Gate and continuing southeastwards alone Bridge Street to the northern boundary of Latchford Ward,
thence southwestwards and following said boundary to the point of
commencement.

BEWSEY WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Whitecross Ward
meets the eastern boundary of Great Sankey CP, thence northeastwards
along said CP boundary and the southeastern boundary of Burtonwood CP
to the southern boundary of Winwick CP, thence southeastwards along said

2

boundary to Winwick Road, thence southeastwards along said road to the
northern boundary of Whitecross Ward, thence southwestwards along said
ward boundary to the point of commencement.

ORKJED WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Bewsey Ward meet *
Sandy Lane West, thence northeastwards along said lane to Sandy Lane
East, thence southeastwards along said lane and continuing along
Sandy Lane and southwestwards along School Road to the
road known as Orford Green, thence southeastwards along said road to
Hallfields Road, thence southwards along said road and southwestwards along
O'Leary Street to Marsh House Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane
and Orford Lane to Longford Street, thence northwestwards along said
street to the eastern boundary of Bewsey Ward, thence northwards and
northwestwards along the eastern boundary of Bewsey Ward to the point of
commencement.
»

HULME WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Orford Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Bewsey Ward, thence northwestwards along said
eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Winwick CP, thence northwards
and following said CP boundary to the rear boundary of No 3^6 Poplars
Avenue, thence northwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 3l& to
55k Poplars Avenue, thence southwestwards along the northwestern boundary
of No 35^ to the said Avenue, thence southeastwards and southwestwards
along said avenue to the road known as Orford Green, thence northwestwardc along said road to the northeastern boundary of Orford Ward, thence
northwestwards and following said boundary and the northern boundary of
said ward to the point of commencement.

LONGFOBD WARD
L

. The Winwick South Ward of the parish of Winwick plus that area bounded by
a line commencing where the northeastern boundary of Hulme'Ward meets'the
southern boundary of Winwick CP at Nat Grid Reference SJ 6115691395»
thence southeastwards along said CP boundary and southwards along the
western boundary Poulton-with-Fearnhead CP to a point opposite the
junction of Hallows Avenue, Smith Drive and the road known as Orford
Green, thence due west to said road junction thence northwestwards along

i

the road known as Orford Green to the eastern boundary of Hulme Ward,
thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said boundary and
continuing northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of Hulrae Ward
to the point of commencement.

FAIKFIELD WARD

Commencing at a point where the River Mersey meets the road known as
Kingsway North at Kingsway Bridge, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said road to Farrell Street, thence northwestwards along said
street to grid reference SJ 6l9l?88if79» thence northwestwards in a
straight line from said grid reference to and along Salisbury Street to
Manchester Road, thence southwestwards along said road to School Brow,
thence northwestwards and southwestwards along said brow to Sixpenny
'

Walk, thence northwestwards along said walk to Battersby Lane, thence
northeastwards along said lane to the southern boundary of Orford Ward,
thence southeastwards along said boundary to the eastern boundary of said
ward, thence northwards along said boundary to the southern boundary of
Hulme Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary and the southwestern boundary of Longford Ward to the western boundary of Poultonwith-Fearnhead CP, thence southeastwards along said CP boundary to the
River Mersey, thence eouthweetwards along said river to the point of
commencement.

HOWLEY WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Bewsey Ward
meets the southern boundary of Orford Ward, thence southeastwards along
said southern boundary to the western boundary of Fairfield Ward, thence
southwards along said western boundary and coutheastwards along the

southwestern boundary of (-'airfield Ward to the River Mersey, thence
westwards along said river and westwards and following the northern
boundary of Latchford Ward to the eastern boundary of Whitecrosc Ward,

thence northwestwards along said ward boundary and the eastern boundary
of Bewsey Ward to the point of commencement.

WISTY WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Stockton Heath CP
meets the eastern boundary of Latchford Ward, thence northeastwards

boundary
along said ward/to the southern boundary of Howley Ward, thence eastwards along said boundary and northeastwards along the southeastern
boundary of Fairfield Ward to the western boundary of Poulton-withFearnhead CP, thence southeastwards along said boundary and the western
boundary of Woolston CP to the northern boundary of Grappenhall and
Th'elwall CP, thence southwestwards along said boundary and the northern
boundary of Stockton Heath CP to the point of commencement.

PENKETH,'AND CUERDLEY
WARD

The parishes of
Penketh
Cuerdley

GREAT SANKLY NORTH WARD

The North ward of the pariah of
Great ^ankey

GREAT SANKEY SOUTH WARD

The South ward of the parish of
Great Sankey

BURTONWOOD WARD

The parish of

Burtonwood

WINWI3K WARD

The North ward of the parish
of Winwick

CROFT V/ARD

The parish of Croft

ULGiiETH AND GAL2SBURY
WARD

The parish of
Culcheth and Glazebury

RIXTON AND WOOLSTON
WARD

The parishes of
Woolston
flixton-with-Glazeljrook

POULTON WITH FiiARNHEAD
NORTH ffARD

The North ward of the parish of
poulton-with-Fearnhead

POULTON WITH FEARNHEAD
SOUTH V/AflD

The South ward of the parish of
poulton-with-Feamhead

STATIIAM WARD

The 3 tat ham ward of the parif3h of

HEArPLEY WARD

The Heatley v/ard of the parish of

BOOTHS HILL WAlffi

The Booths Hill v/ard of the parish of

LYMNI V/ARD

The Lymm ward of the parish of
Lymm

GRAPPaNlIALL AND
OMELVilLL WARD

The pariah of
Grappenhall and Thelwall

STOCKTON ilEATH AM)
WALTON WARD

The parishes of
Stockton Heath
V^alton

APPLKrON AND STHETTON
WARD

The parishes of
Apc'l. f? ton
3trotton
Hatton

