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To the Rt Kon Merlyn Rees, MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department
PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
CITY OF KINGSTON UPON HULL IN THE COUNTY OF HUHBSRSIDE
1*

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

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the City of Kingston
upon Hull 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 city.
2,

In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60 (l) and (2) of the

1972 Act, notice was given on 3 June 1974 that we were to undertake this review*
This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the Kingston upon
Hull City Council, copies of which were circulated to Humberside County Council,
the Members of Parliament for the constituencies concerned and the headquarters
of the main political parties. Copies were also sent to the editors of local
newspapers circulating in the area and of 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 interested bodies.
3*

Kingston upon Hull City Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration*

In doing so, they were asked to observe

the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 and the
guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were also
asked to take into account 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 ?U)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972 the City

Council have exercised an option for a system of elections by thirds.

5.

On 21 February 1975 Kingston upon Hull City Council presented their draft

scheme of representation.

The City Council proposed to divide the area into

20 wards each returning 3 members to form a council of 60.

6.

We considered the City Council's draft scheme together with comments

which we had received and an alternative scheme which had been submitted to us
by a local political federation. We noted that the standards of electoral
representation proposed in the City Council's draft scheme were uneven; that
the alternative scheme offered better standards, but that both schemes seemed
to be incompatible with future county electoral arrangements. We decided however
to proceed with the electoral review for the City of Kingston upon Hull without
prejudice to any future county electoral arrangements, and we wrote to the
City Council inviting them to reconsider their draft scheme with a view to
improving the standards of representation.

7.

A revised draft scheme was submitted by Kingston upon Hid City Council

on 7 December 1976.

They again proposed to divide the area into 20 wards each

returning 3 members. The City Council had published details of their revised
proposals and invited comments on them.

8.

The City Council's revised draft scheme had attracted only one comment.

This was from the local political federation which had earlier submitted an
alternative scheme, asking for it to be reconsidered. We considered both the
Council's revised draft scheme and, again, the alternative draft scheme. We
decided to base our draft proposals on the City Council's revised draft scheme.

Some boundary realignments suggested by Ordnance Survey were adopted.
9*

On 24, June 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to ail who

had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's draft

'

schemes. The City Council were asked to make the draft proposals, and the
accompanying map 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 for comments to reach us
by 19 August 1977.
10. We received comments in support of our draft proposals from the City Council,
a local political association and two local political parties. Objections to
our draft proposals were received from the County Council who subsequently submitted
an-alternative scheme which was identical with that originally submitted by the local
political federation previously referred to,
11. We decided that we needed further information to enable us to reach a
conclusion. Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2) of the 1972 Act, and
at our request Mr R de 2 Hall was appointed an Assistant Commassi oner to hold
a local meeting and report to us.

12. Notice of the local meeting was sent to all who had received our draft
proposals or had commented upon them, and was published locally.
13«

The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Guildhall, Kingston upon

Hull, on 11 January 1978 and on the following day visited all the proposed wards,
making

an

inspection of those areas which were the subject of comment* A

copy of his report to us is attached at Schedule 1 to this report.
14-

In the light of the discussion which took place at the meeting and of his

inspection of the city ,the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft
proposals should be confirmed except for a modification involving the transfer

from the proposed Newland ward to the proposed Botanic ward of an area containing
1,390 electors bounded by Chanterlands Avenue on the east, Spring Bank West on the
south, the Hull to Scarborough railway on the southwest and the Hull (Alexandra
Dock) to Hessle Road Junction railway on the north west. He further recommended
that the name of the proposed Botanic ward be changed to Avenue ward.
15.

-V7e reviewed

our draft proposals in the light of the coniaents

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 we formulated our final proposals accordingly.
16. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to
this report and on the attached map. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards
and the number of councillors to be returned by each. A detailed description
of the boundaries of the proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out
in Schedule 3.
PUBLICATION
17. In accordance with section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972,
a copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Kingston
upon Hull City Council and will be available for public inspection at the

Council's main offices.

Copies of this report (without the map) are being

sent to those who received the consultation letter and to those who made
comments•

L.S.
Signed:
EDMUND COMPTON

(Chairman)

JOHN M RAKKIN

PHYLLIS BOWDEN

T BROCKBANK

MICHAEL CHISHOLM

D P HARRISON

R R THORNTON

NEIL DIGNEI (Secretary)
9

November 1978

(Deputy Chairman)

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
REVIEW OR ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
CITY OF KING3TON-UFON-HULL
REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER,
MR. RICHARD DS Z. HALL
1*

INTRODUCTION

1.
I was appointed by the Secretary of State in accordance
with section 65 (2) of the Local Government Act, 1972, as an
Assistant Commissioner to hold a local inquiry or carry out
any consultation or investigation with respect to the review
by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England of the
electoral arrangements for the city of Kingston-upon-Hull.
2.
I Held the meeting at the Guildhall, Kingston-upon-Hull,
on Wednesday 11th January, 1978, commencing at 10 a.m., and
devoted the following day'to an inspection of the City.
J>.
The names and addresses of those who attended the
meeting and the interest represented by them are set out in
Appendix A to this report.
2.

THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS

4-.
The review of the City of Kingston-upon-Hull was
initiated on 5rd June, 197^• The City Council has opted for a
system of election by thirds; and for a system of 20 wards in
place of the existing 21, and the Draft Proposals are not in •
dispute on this latter score. The Draft Proposals follow
precisely a draft scheme submitted by the City Council on
7th December, 1976 (in replacement of an earlier scheme which
the Council were invited by the Commission to modify in
order to provide for a more even standard of representation.)
5.
The following Table is a numerical analysis of ~he
Draft Proposals:

TABLE I

WARD

BEVSRLEY
* BOOTHFERRY
BOTANIC
DERHINGEAT1
• DRYPOOL
HOLDERNE3S
INGS
LONGHILL
KARFLEET

MYTON
I'TETOTGTCN
NEWLAND
NODDLE HILL
ORCHARD PAHK

PICKERING
SOUTHCOATSS
ST. ANDREWS
STONEFSviRY
BUTTON

MIVERSITY
TOTAL AVERAGE
PER COUNCILLOI

NUMBER OF
COUNCILLORS

?>
^?>
3
^
^
^J>
5
?>

5
J>
5
1>
5
5
- J>
5
3
5
60

1976
ELECTORATE

1979

COUKCILLOIt-

-ENTITLEMENa1

10,775
10,053
9,584

2.94

10,320

3.02

3.15

2.75

10,005
9,254
10,190

2.93
2.71

10,571
9,974

,3.09
2.92
3-55

9,363

12,129

10,939

7,669
11,373

9,456
10,707
14,947
9,455

7,420
10,468

ELECTORATE CCUITCILLOR-ENTITLi-TIEIv:

3.22

11,000

,

2.98
2. 89

3.20
2.25
3.33
2.77
3.13
4.38
2.77
2.17
3.06

204,957

3,416

10,230
10,500
11,050

2.97

3.04
3-20
2.80
2.78

9,660

9,590

9,660

2.80

9,430

9,520

11,090

11,080

10,950

9,330

10,620
11,000
10,440
10,360

9,740

10, '230
10,320

-

2.75
2.76
3.21
3.21
3.17
2.85
3.08
5.19
3.03
3-15
2.82
2.98
2.99

207,000

3,450

6.
In this report, unless otherwise stated, any reference
to an electoral figure is to the estimated electoral figure for
1979.
On the "basis of a total electorate of 207,000,"the wardaverage is 10,350, from which the greatest deviation shown in
the foregoing Table is 8.41^ (Longhill Ward,) and it is the scale
of these deviations which formed the basis of much of the discussion
at the Inquiry. As will be explained later, one main factor in
these deviations lies in the continuance, (as in the existing ward-pattern) of the use of the River Hull as a general line of
demarcation "between wards, (also serving incidentally as the
boundary between two'.oS the three Parliamentary Constituencies
for the City.)
3.

OBJECTIONS TO THE DRAFT PROPOSALS

7.
In the first instance, and at the time of submission by the
City Council ofits first scheme in February, 1975, objection was
made to those proposals on 10th February, 1975 by the Kingstonupon-Hull Conservative Federation. I refer to this body hereafter
as the "Federation". At the same time, the Federation submitted
to the Commission an Alternative Scheme (which hereafter I refer to
as such.) When the Commission on 24th June, 1977 promulgated its
Draft Scheme, the Federation reiterated its objection and its
advocacy of the Alternative Scheme in a letter to the Commission
dated 17th August, 1977- A further objection dated 28th July,
1977 was received from Kumberside County Council which supported
many oif the points of objection raised by the Federation, and at a
later date also made alternative proposals to the Commission
identical with the Federation's Alternative Scheme.

8.
The main points of objection made by the Federation and
County Council may be summarised as follows:
(i)
deviations from the ward-average are excessive, and
higher than would be the case under the Alternative
Scheme;
(ii)
a better standard of equality can be achieved by introducing
a "River" Ward straddling the River Hull;
(iii)
4lu. Draft Proposals offend against community of interest in a
number of ways, notably in the demarcation lines between
the proposed Derringham and Boothferry Wards;
Pickering and Newington Wards;
St. Andrews and Pickering Wards;
Newlands and Botanic Wards;
and in the continuance of an extended Beverley Ward with
little discernible links between some of its
constituent parts.
(iv)
in Drypool Ward, the so-called Garden Village should be
included in Holderness Ward;
(v)
the division of the massive Bransholme Estate between the
Stoneferry and Noddle Hill Wards is one of the least
desirable features of the Draft Proposals, and the
unitary nature of this estate should be recognised.
9.
The Alternative Scheme sought to remedy the abovementioned
defects, and the following Table is a numerical analysis of it:
TABLE
WARD.

AVENUE
BEVERLEY
300THFEREY
3RANSHOLFIS
CITY
DERRINGHAH
DRYPOOL
EAST PARK.
GREATFIELD
HOLDERNES3
LONGHILL
NEWLAtfD
ORCHARD PARK
PICKERING
RIVER
ST. ANDREWS
SALTHOU3S
3UTTON
UNIVERSITY
WEST PARK
TOTAL3 AVEEAG]
PER COUwCILLOt

NUMBER OF
COUNCILLORS

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

60

2

1976

1979

ELECTORATE

COUNCILLOR-SNTITIEMENT

ELECTORATE

9,265
10,438
10,167

2.73

10,223
10,488

11,396
10,363
10,193
11,164

9,103
10,618
10,612
8,334
10,408

10,639

8,934
8,023
15,704
10,108

6,719
9,549
11,727
203,514
3,392

3.09
3.00
3-36
3.06
3.01
3-29

2.68
3-13

3.13

2.46

3-07
3-14
2.63

2.37
4.63
2.98
1.98
2.82

3.^6

GCUX-TCILLGR-ENTITLEMENT

2.96
?.04

10 , 369

3.01

10,298

2.98

10,176
10,651

2.95
3.09
3-08
2.93

10,620
10,111 •
10,475
10,462

9,930
10,355
9,933

10,550
10,260
10,664
9-992
10,801

9,959

10,797
207,040
3,450

3.04

3.03
2.88
3-00
2.88

3.06
2.97
3-09

*

2.88
3-13
2.89
5-13

•

4.

OTHER REPRESENTATIONS

10.
Letters written in support of the Draft Proposals were
received by the Commission from —
Greenwood Ward Labour Association;
Hull East Constituency Labour Party;
Stoneferry Ward Labour Party;
5.

SUBMISSIONS MADE AT THE LOCAL MEETING

11.
At the outset of the meeting, I proposed that we should
deal first with any matters of general principle which those present
wished to raise, and then proceed to deal with comments and
criticisms affecting individual proposed wards. I then invited
the Town Clerk and Chief Executive to open the discussion.
12.
Mr. A. 3. V/ood, Town Clerk and Chief Executive, related
that during its October/November, 1976 Committee cycle, the City
Council had approved what was now the Draft Proposals for submission
to the Commission, and it was duly advertised. On 24-th June, 1977
the Draft Proposals were received from the Commission, seeking the
Council's comments thereon. The Council in due course decided to
support the Draft Proposals. In October, 1977» the views expressed
by the Humberside County Council were reported to the City Council,
which reiterated its approval of the Draft, and recorded its
objection to the County Council's proposals. Mr. Wood submitted
that in the formulation of the Scheme the instructions of the
Local Government Boundary Commission as to the criteria to be
applied had been duly followed.
13.
Mr. I. L. Davies, Assistant Director of Administration to
Humberside County Council, said that the County Council's views
coincided with those of the Federation. He said that the County
Planning Department had produced a set of figures for the Alternative
Scheme, and that in general they supported those submitted by the
Federation. Mr. Davies proposed in general to leave the presentation
of the objections and of the Alternative Scheme to Cllr. Mackenzie.
He concluded by submitting a copy of a minute dated 26th July,
1977 of the Recess Special Subcommittee of the County Council's
Policy and Resources Committee. This Minute reads as follows:
(18) INITIAL REVIEW 0? DISTRICT ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS The'Director of Administration referred to minute 573 of the
former Policy Committee and submitted the Local Government
Boundary Commission's draft proposals in respect of
Kingston-upon-Hull.
Resolved - That the County Council object to the
Boundary Commission's proposals for the following reasons:(1)

The scheme provides for a comparatively uneven standard
of representation with some wards having projected
numbers of electors which are over 800 greater or less
than the city average.

(2)

Unevenness of representation is bound to occur if the
River Hull is regarded as an essential Ward Boundary.
In the peculiar situation of Hull, this should not be
so. It will be impossible for the River to continue
much longer as a Parliamentary Constituency Boundary.

Furthermore the proposal will have an adverse effect on the
possibilities of establishing equitable new County Electoral
Divisions. All parties who have so far commented on this
matter are agreed that these should "be drawn up by pairing
city wards into 2-ward "areas" which are then sub-divided
into 3 divisions each.
If the Commission's city ward scheme is accepted, this
technique would necessitate the establishment of a division
which had territory at both sides of the river. This might
well be avoided if a city ward which "crossed" the river
was established. Given this choice it seems sensible that
the 'larger of the two units be the one to traverse this
natural boundary.
(3) The scheme is acutely offensive to community of interest
in many parts of the city: examples are:3.1

The separation of the housing estate at eaca side of
the southern section of Calvert Lane.

3.2

The separation of a very important estate area by the
projection of a boundary line along Askew Avenue and
an inclusion in Newington. Ward of an area to the West
of North Road which has no social and little geographic
connection with the remainder of the proposed, ward.

3-3

The separation of streets to the north and south of
Kessle Road by the proposed boundary at St. Andrew' s
Ward.

3.4

The separation of streets running to the west of
Chanterlands Avenue from those to the east with
which they have a very strong community connection!

3.5

The unnecessary over-division of the Bransholme
Estate by the proposed boundary between Stonef erry
Noddle Kill Wards,

14.
Cllr. P.. Mackenzie, Chief Agent, Kings ton-upon-Hull
Conservative Federation, representing also the Hull City Council
Conservative Group, then expounded the Federation's and the
Group's objection to the Draft Proposals and their desire to submit
an Alternative Scheme. This latter was originally devised in response
to what he referred to as Scheme C prepared by the City Council,
which was the Council's first submission, in response to the
Commission's letter of 1974. He pointed out that the delay in the
proceedings since then was entirely due to the Council's own
actions. In its letter of 3rd December, 1975 , the Commission had
indicated that the standard of representation provided in Scheme C
was uneven and failed to meet the provisions of Schedule 11 of the
Act, as to "equality.", at the same time pointing out that the
Alternative Scheme provided for a better standard of representation.
It was the Federation's view that at taat- stage, its own Alternative
Scheme could well have been adopted as Draft Proposals.
15What he referred to as Scheme D .
. was the city Council's
second submission to the Commission., The Federation, upon
examining this took the view that although the City Council had
met many of the objections to the previous submission, they still
desired to pursue their objection upon substantial grounds, and

felt that the Alternative Scheme was preferable and avoided the
faults in the Draft Proposals.
16.
At this stage, Cllr. Mackenzie pointed out that the Council's
Scheme represented only the opinion of the Council's majority
political group, and that at all stages the matter had been
considered in a manner which precluded the effective participation
of the minority opposition, and that for that reasons, the
Federation had sought to influence the electoral arrangements by
means of representations to the Commission, being unable to influence
the Council's actual submissions. The Conservative Group had
proposed to the Council that the matter be considered by a special
all-party Committee, but their motion to this end was defeated, and
detailed consideration of the matter had been actually in the hands
of the Policy Committee consisting entirely of members of the Labour
Group, or on some occasions by that Committee's Civic and
Parliamentary Sub-Committee which has only one opposition member.
17.
Cllr. Mackenzie said that the Federation was in agreement
with the Draft Proposals on one point, namely, the total number of
wards, end that these should be 20, each electing 3 members. The
Federation was also in agreement with the City Council in its
estimate of the global number of electors in the City for 1979, and
the estimated allocation of those electors to each of the City's
polling districts. The City Council's estimates had in all cases
been used as the basis for the Federation's computation of the
electorate for each of the wards in the Alternative Scheme.
18.
Cllr. Mackenzie said that the Federation's major criticism of
the Draft Proposals was that the latter do not provide for a
sufficiently even number of electors per ward, citing Schedule 11
of the Act, para. 3 (2) (a). He submitted a paper illustrating
this point, which is reproduced as Appendix B to this report. This
paper illustrated, inter alia, theiraximum deviations, whether under
or in excess of the ward-average, showing a maximum deviation under
the Draft Proposals of 8.41% (870 electors) (for Longhill WarcQ as
compared with a maximum of 4.3670 (4-51 electors) under the Alternative
Scheme (Alternative Button Ward.) Other statistics disclosed in
this paper were comparable to the foregoing. Cllr. Mackenzie also
handed in two papers, (reproduced as Appendices C and D respectively)
showing, for the Draft Proposals and Alternative Scheme respectively,
in relation to each-of the proposed wards and their forecast 1979
electorate, the actual difference in number of electors from the
city-average, and forecast number of electors per councillor. Cllr.
Mackenzie contended that the Alternative Scheme, more adequately
than the Draft Proposals, met the Commission's requirements that
wards should have comparatively even electorates.
19Cllr. Mackenzie then referred to para. 3(3) (a) of Schedule11,
the requirement that boundaries chosen for wards should be and be
likely to remain easily identifiable. The Federation accepted that
both the Draft Proposals and the Alternative Scheme attempted to
make use of such boundaries, but he maintained that the Draft
Proposals failed to take advantage of a number of possibilities of
using main roads and other similar identifiable features, pointing
out that the use, for instance, of Kolderness Road as a boundary
was better than its non-use.
20.
He pointed out that the Alternative Scheme does not make use
of the River Hull as a boundary throughout its entire length within
the City. Whilst the Federation accepted that in many ways it might
have been desirable to make use of it as a boundary, such use of it

tended to militate against evenness of distribution of electors, and
it was impossible to maintain.-.an even standard if this "boundary were
adopted throughout. The Federation wished in particular to criticise
the Draft Proposals in that, "by using the River Hull as a boundary to
wards throughout, it gave, in effect, over-representation to the area
lying to the east of the River, and for that reason it was inappropriate thus to use it. Numerically, adding together the proposed
ward-electorates to the east of the River, their entitlement was to
8-3- wards, whereas that area was to have 9 wards.
21.
At this point, I interpolate that, although Cllr. Mackenzie
did not cite the actual figures, I had myself noted them. 'The total
electorate for the wards proposed under the Draft Proposals east of
the River, amount to 88,200, a ward-average of 9i800, giving a
councillor-entitlement of 2.84-. The East Hull wards under the
Alternative Scheme, adding thereto some 4,720 electors from west of
the River to make up the Alternative River Ward, amount to 92,920,
a ward-average of 10,324, giving a councillor-entitlement of 2.9The imbalance, of 4,950 electors, amounts to marginally less than
one and a half members.
22.
Cllr. Mackenzie then referred to para. J (3) (b) of the
Schedule, as to local ties, and contended that its implication was that
one should seek to identify or establish community of interest in
each of the proposed wards, and that the aim should be to maintain
local ties. He suggested that the Draft Proposals offended against
that principle, and that examples could be quoted ward by ward, and he
cited as examples:
(i) the proposed division of the Gipsyville Estate by employing
Askew Avenue as a boundary between Pickering and Newington
Wards;
(ii) the severance, by means of Chanterlands Avenue, between Botanic
Ward and streets to the west "of Chanterlands Avenue;
(iii) the continued linking, within Beverley Ward, of areas which
have little in common and separated by considerable distances;
(iv) the proposed division of the Bransholme Estate by means of
the proposed north-south boundary down Holwell Road, thussevering the existing community of interest.
23.
Cllr. Mackenzie, finally, in his opening submissions, referred
to para. 15 of the Commission's letter of 3rd June, 1974 relating to
local acceptibility of names proposed for wards, and submitted that
the name proposed for "Botanic" Ward did not command such acceptibility,
and he desired the name "Avenue" to be retained for that particular
district, as proposed in the Alternative Scheme.
24.
At this point, I observed that, without in any way wishing to
inhibit discussion, with reference to psra. 3 (2) (a) of the 11th
Schedule, as to equality "as nearly as may be", it was to be inferred
from the Commission's theory and practice that this was not to be
taken over-precisely, but rather in a broad sense, and that
deviations of no more than 1C54 could be regarded as generally
acceptable. In the case of the Draft Proposals, the deviations were
all within 8-J%, and that in those circumstances it might be regarded
a
s less relavent to ba considering copmp-risons too narrowly, and
more relevant in'this context to be havine: regard to para. 3 of
the Schedule. On para. 3 (3) (a), I pointed out that" this was no
injunction in favour of "better" boundaries but merely in favour of
easy identiflability of any chosen boudary. And on para. 3 (3)
(b), I pointed out that this was not expressed in the positive sense
advocated by Cllr. Mackenzie, i.e. it was not a direction to establish

an area of community of interest as a ward, "but a direction to
watch out for the possible "breaking of a local tie.
25Cllr. Mackenzie, commenting, said that his Federation
nevertheless still wished to urge upon the Commission their more
evenly distributed Alternative Scheme. On boudaries, he accepted
my point "but still submitted that the Federation's boundaries
were to be preferred. I also commented to Cllr. Mackenzie that
in his letter of objection dated 17th August, 1977? Par.£« 4>
he had referred to the risk of "over-dominance" of the Council
by representatives from East Hull, and that the figures appeared
not to support the word "over-dominance", since East Hull would
still only have 9 wards out of the 20 proposed. Cllr. Mackenzie
reiterated that East Hull under the Draft Proposals, would be
half a ward heavy and his I'Edcfeeration regarded this as a
material point.
26.
Mr. Wood put in a Map indicating a number of lengths of
boundary for wards proposed in the Alternative Scheme which did
not appear to conform to any of the features indicated by the
Commission as proper for such purposes. After Mr. Mackenzie
had had an opportunity of considering the points raised, they
were discussed one by one, and, for the record, a commentary on •
ttem appears as Appendix E.
6.

GENERAL. DISCUSSION ON DETAIL

27.
The meeting then proceeded to take the form of a
general discussion in which there was free participation.
Those supporting the Draft Proposals were:
Cllr. Mrs. Phyllis Clarke, Kon, Sec., East Hull, Labour Party;
County Cllr. Charles Brady, for the Hull District Labour Party;
Cllr. George Goforth, Secretary, Greenwood Ward Labour Association;
Cllr. Miss V. Mitchell, Myton ward Labour Association.
For the Alternative Scheme, Cllr. Mackenzie was
supported by;
Cllr. W. H. Sanderson, Kingston upon Hull Conservative Federation;
Mr. W. Colbrook, for the East Hull Conservative Association;
Mr. A. L. Green, for the Central Hull Conservatives Association.
28.
Initially, a discussion ensued on the relative weight of
numbers to the east and west of the River Hull., and on the
merits of that River as a future boundary between wards,
Cllr. Clarke said that, with re'spect to numbers, further
development was to take place in the Bransholme area beyond
1979- Therewould be some development in other parts of the
City, but most of it would be in extension of the Bransholme. Complex. This, she contended would tend to smooth out electoral
population differences.
Mr. Wood commented that there would be some further
development in the Stoneferry area which would further help to
remove the imbalance.
Cty. Cllr. Brady supported this, with the comment that
future housing clearances would be mostly in West Hull, and that
some private housing development was projected in Longhill Ward.
Cllr. Clarke said that with respect to the River Hull,.
the existence of a substantial industrial belt flanking its
lower reaches made it completely divisive, which ruled out any
interference with the boudary between Myton and Drypool Wards,
Mr. Colbrook agreed that the River was divisive as far
UD as the Bransholme area.

29.

Discussion on a proposed River Ward.

Cllr. Sanderson said that in the northerly part of
Beverley Ward community of interest was weak. He conceded that
Sutton Rosd Bridge was the only cross-link in the proposed
River Ward, "but thought that the suggested balance was about
right. Cty. Cllr. Brady agreed that community of interest
between what was referred to as the Mizzen Road area (e compact
estate east of Beverley Road at the city boundary,) and the core
of the Beverley Ward was weak. So it was too with the Sutton
Park Estate (lying east of the River and forming the core - of the
proposed River Ward.) He thought that if any community of
interest with the Mizzen Road area develops in the future, it
would be likely to be with the areas to its west (e.g. Orchard
Park Ward). Cllr. Clarke concurred, and said that the River
Hull was a separator and she wanted to see it continued as such.
Cllr. Mackenzie considered that the fact that there was
a river and swingbridge between Suttonp .Fsjrk estate and the
areas he proposed to include in River{was not so material. The
main point was that there would be s separate polling district
and polling place for the portions of the ward lying west of the
River. Mr. Colbrook, supporting, pointed out the break in
housing development to the south of Sutton Road where the land is
basically industrial. Mr. Green said that Sutton Road provided
a ready and natural east-west communication in that area.
Finally, on this topic, Cllr. Goforth maintained that there was
little or no community of interest between the Sutton Park area
and the Mizzen Road or Riverdale Road Areas, (the latter being
situate southeast of the junction of Beverley Road with Sutton
Road.) Such community of interest as existed with the last two
named areas was with the Orchard Park Ward. He would however
like.to see distances lessened within the proposed Beverley Ward.
30.

The Bransholme area.

f

This appeared to be perhaps the major issue arising at
the meeting.
Mr. Colbrook maintained that the Bransholme area should
not be aplit on a north/south axis, as proposed in the Draft
Proposals, but should as far as possible be maintained entire.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that the area.had been developed by
stages. The earliest part of this development had been the
relatively small estate immediately to the northwest of Sutton
Village and southwest of Wawne Road, and maintained that Sutton
Ward should include only this particular estate, and not the
portion of the Draft Noddle Hill Ward suggested in the Alternative
Scheme for inclusion in Sutton Ward. Cllr. Clarke concurred,
w
saying that the proposed Noddle Hill Ward would in fact
represent an area of greater community of interest in itself,
than the manner of division proposed by the Federation.
Cllr. Mackenzie, in response, conceded that the Federation,"
in their scheme, divide the Bransholme Estate, but only once.
He said that the Federation's proposed Bransholme Ward had a
shopping area its town centre.
Mr. Wood at this point, said that in the Draft Stoneferry
and Noddle Hill Wards, in the post-1979 period, new development
would be approximately equal in each ward, and Mr. Mackenzie
remarked that their proposed Bransholme ward would be Just
undersized, rather than oversized.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that §utton Park Estate (which was

a privately developed estate lying to the south of the western
half of the Council's Bransholme estate,) was an area that used
the Bransholme Town Centre Shopping Area and all of its
facilities, which included provision for Adult Education,
Playing Fields and leisure activities. Why should Sutton Park
Estate^be notionally severed from the rest of Bransholme?
Mr. Mackenzie however contended that community of interest
between Sutton Park and Bransholme was less than that subsisting
in the core of the Bransholme Estate. Cllr. G-oforth, nevertheless
stressed the community of interest between Sutton Park and
Bransholme in general.
Mr. Wood said that having regard to the electoral
numbers concerned there was bound to be some measure of
fragmentation of the Bransholme area as between three wards,
and Cllr. Clarke said that the City Council's proposals tended •
to destroy less and to approximate more or less to the present
situation.
31.

Stoneferry.

This is a district on the east side of the River Hull, at
the southern extremity of the Draft Stoneferry Ward, and although
this district had not been specifically mentioned in any of the
documentation, I personally raised a discussion on it, prompted
by the fact that this community gave its name both to the present
Stoneferry Ward and the new ward proposed in the Draft, although
it was evident from the Draft Proposals that it was intended to
split the area into three components, to form parts respectively
of Stoneferry, Drypool and Holderness wards.
Cllr. Clarke stated that the Stoneferry Ward had been
extended down to p (and to include part of) Stoneferry in order
to achieve a requisite numerical size for the ward.
It was Cllr. Mackenzie's view that since Stoneferry was,
in his phrase, an Inner Urban Area, it was on that account
proposed to be added to the Federation's proposed Drypool Ward.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that Stoneferry possessed a
peculiar character of its own. It was in a sense historic. •
But it was nonsense to relate it in any way to the docks area.
Cllr. Sanderson agreed that Stoneferry was an old
established community and precisely for that reason he considered
that it should be kept together.
It was stated that there were some 2200 electors all told
in Stoneferry, including some 7^-0 in the section east of the
former Foredyke Stream and to the north of Chamberlain Hoad
(proposed for inclusion in Holderness Ward}
Cllr. Mackenzie contended that Stoneferry would be more
appropriately linked with the area to the south and its
industrial area rather than that to the north, and was supported
by Cllr. Sanderson.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that his supporters in Stoneferry
village, at ward political level, wholeheartedly supported the
Stoneferry split.
32.

Boundary between Derringham and Boothferry Wards.

This boundary was criticised, so far as it related to
Calvert 3oad, in para. 6 of the Federation's letter to the
Commission of 17th August, 1977» in that it severed the
Derringham Bank Estate as an established social entity. The
Draft Derringham Ward was to have 11,050 electors, i.e. some
700 in excess of the ward-average. The Federation's proposal was
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to extend the Derringham Ward up to the line of the railway
near Kirklands Road, but in view of the large numbers of
electors involved, they had found ii necessary to transfer from
the south side of Willerby Road a substantial number of electors
from Derringhara to Boothferry Wards.
Cty. Cllr. 3rady conceded, that there was a community of
interest between the east snd west sides of Calvert Road, but
one was up against the numbers problem. Mr. Wood said that
Calvert Road was part of the city's ring road, and on that
account was not an inappropriate boundary. There was admittedly
community of interest between both sides of the road, but the
exercise amounted to this, by upholding one local link one was
merely destroying another. Cllr. Goforth said that in fact the
Derringham BanS: Tenants Association covers all the houses from
the Pumping Station at the extreme southwest corner of the
proposed Derringham Ward and the east side of Calvert Road.
There were too many electors there for one ward. Cllr. Clarke
submitted that the Draft Proposals amounted to a neater
exercise for the situation.
Cllr. Mackenzie considered, nevertheless, that there
was a measure of community of interest betv/een the southern
side of Willerby Road and the core of the proposed Bodbhferry
Ward.
33.

Boundary between the Draft Pickering and Newington wards.

This point related to para. 7 of the Federation's said
letter, in which the proposed use of Askew Avenue as a boundary
was stated to be an even more drastic severance of an established
estate
the Gipsyville Estate, said to have peculiarly strong
local ties and a distinctive history of estate management
problems. The letter pointed out that the area northeast of
Askew Avenue, (proposed to be included in Newington Ward) had
little or no geographical connection with the remainder of that
ward, or in community terms.
I drew Cllr. Mackenzie's attention to th-e fact that in
order to achieve the Federation's desire to unify the Gipsyville
Estate, they had proposed to remove from the Draft Pickering Ward
into the Federation's proposed St. Andrews Ward a block of
streets to the s'outh side of Hessle Road which appeared to have
little physical connection with the rest of St. Andrews Ward.
The block to which I thus referred consists of a number of
streets such as Wiltshire Street, Devon Street, Dorset Street,
etc. and was colloquially referred to as the Shire Streets.
Cllr. Mackenzie submitted that the Shire Streets
constituted a community on its own with no particular community
of interest elsewhere. But Cty. Cllr. Brady considered that if
there was any break in community of'interest, the break was
greater to the east of the Shire Streets than to the north. He
said that Askew Avenue was a main spinal road, carrying much
heavy traffic, which had a divisive effect. The Askew Avenue
Tenants Association was by no means as strong a body as the
Derringham Bank Tenants Association, and Cllr. Mitchell concurred
with this view.
Cllr. Mackenzie conceded that Askew Avenue provided
something of a traffic barrier, but that some community of
interest was nevertheless developing.
Cty. Cllr. Brady thought it relevant to mention that
east of the railway line (referring to the Alexandra Dock/
Hessle Hosd branch line) and to the south of Hessle Road, there
was a programme during the period 1981/83 f°r substantial
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clearance (for industrial redevelopment), as far to the east as
Subway Street, which would tend to leave the Shire Streets out on
a limb. Some 1370 houses were involved. This comment of
Cty. Cllr. Brady appeared to dispose of the point made in
para. 8 of the "Federation's letter regarding the boundary along
Hessle Road between St. Andrews and Pickering Ward - a point
which was not pursued.
Cllr. Clarke submitted that the Federation's exercise
was not really valid, end that the figures in the Draft
Proposals were in any case acceptable. Cllr. Mackenzie: "But
can be improved upon!,'
34.

Boundary between He^and and Botanic Wards.

Para. 9 of the Federation's letter refers. This pointed
out that the use of Chanterlands Avenue as the western boundary
of Botanic Ward would sever off part of the so-called Avenues
Area, most of which is a conservation area served by ah active
and well organised residents association. The streets to the
west of Chanterlands Avenue were natural projections of the
Avenues and ought to continue to be associated with them.
The Federation also raised the question of the name proposed to
be given to .the new ward.
Cllr. Mackenzie said that there had been a Botanic Ward
since 1882, but that the Avenues area became "Avenue Ward" in
1968, and that name should be retained.
It was explained that the former Botanic Gardens lay to
the south of what is proposed now as Botanic Ward, and their
site actually forms the site of Hymer's College (and this site
does not appear to have formed any part of the Botanic Ward
.created in" 1968.)
Cllr. Mackenzie referred to the active Residents
Association, and submitted that the ward should include the area
to the west of Chanterlands Avenue (also covered by this
Association) and also some streets (Murray-field Road and Huntley
Drive) to the north east of the adjacent railway line.
Mr. Wood .said that there were 1800 electors in the
larger area as -cvfesvo , of whom there were some 1500 between the
railway line and Chanterlands avenue.
Cllr. Sanderson said that this wag an old-established
community, and a conservation area covering also Pearson Pars,
that the narae should be "Avenues Ward" and that the streets west
of Chanterlands Avenue should be included, and in this Mr.
Green concurred.
Cllr. Clarke said that if one compared the streets to the
east and west of Chanterlands Avenue respectively, one noticed
a marked difference in physical character, and on this account
the proposed boundary was justified.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that he was anxious to keep the
name "Botanic" for historic reasons, but Cllr. Mackenzie said
that names should be such as to be acceptable generally within
the ward.
35Boundary between Drypool and Holderness Wards. Garden
Village.
Para. 13 of the Federation's letter refers. Garden
Village is an area approximately bounded by Laburnum Avenue.
Holderness Road, Mersey Street and James Seckitt Avenue. The
remainder of the Drypool Ward was said to be a typical Inner
City Area with problems etc. very different from those in the
Garden Village, and the Federation contended, that the Villasce
had stronger connections with the northeast than with the
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Inner Area. The issue here was the taking out of Drypool Ward
of the Garden Village end additional streets between Laburnum
Avenue and Summergsngs Road, and taking the Stoneferry community
into Drypool Ward.
Mr. Colbrook, an Architect, outlined the case relating
to the Garden Village, a unique industrialist-built community,
built by Reckitt's during the 1909/1911 period.
Cllr. Clarke submitted that the City Council's scheme
was the more logical. The Garden Village was a conservation
area, with a very small shopping centre in it, and that Summergangs
Road was a natural boundary for the new ward, including the
availability of shops "between the Garden Village and Summergangs
Road. Reckitt's factory was in Drypool Ward and many of its
employees lived in the Garden Village, and there were old
people's dwellings run as a charity by part of the Reckitt
Group.
Cllr. Mackenzie said that the Garden Village should
be preserved as an entity within a ward, that it was largely
self-contained as regards facilities, and that it did not need
to be in that particular ward, from which it had a quite different
character.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that in order to get the matter
in perspective it was necessary to realise that the bulk of
the area in Drypool Ward lying southwest of the railway which
traverses it is industrialised.
Cllr. Mackenzie said that prior to 1968 Mersey Street
was a ward boundary, and the Federation were now merely
wishing to restore that boundary. The area in general between
Mersey Street and Summersangs Road has a measure of local unity.
It was now divided along Laburnum Avenue, and the Federation
wished to reunite it.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said that this was net a valid proposition. If one gave effect to what was proposed, one would have
to alter adjacent wards, and further adjacent wards - the
domino effect.
7. SUMMING UP
36.
The foregoing concluded the consideration of points of
detail, and the principal contributors made their T"inal
submissions.
Cllr. Mackenzie expressed the extreme concern of his
Federation regarding the balance of electoral numbers, and
pointed out again that in Kingston-upon-Hull acceptance of a 1Q#
deviation principle was leading to the overrepresentation of
one part of the city. Much of this situation arose out the
manner in which the proceedings had been undertaken, as he had
previously outlined. He invited the Commission now to consider
an Alternative Scheme which is viable and would achieve a better
result.
Cty. Cllr. Brady said i:hat after 19^5 in the search fru
adequate drainage, the difficulties encountered had led to the
imbalance now sought to be rectified. The Draft Proposals were
the fourth set of proposals to be considered and the second to
be submitted. The draft on which the Draft Proposals had been
based was drawn up by the Council's officers. He considered
that as the years passed, the electoral figures should come
better into balance. Regarding the size proposed for the
Council, the number was to be reduced from 63 to 60 in order
to bring the Council into line with modern thought. He
considered that the Draft Proposals would meet feith overwhelming
support from the people of the City. 'They had the unanimous
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support of the Trade Union movement in Kingston-upon-Hull, from
the Ward Labour Associations and the three Labour Constituent
Parties, as well as from their 23members of Humberside County
Council.
Mr. Wood said that upon receipt of the letter of
objection and Alternative Scheme, from the Humberside County
Council, the City Council had reaffirmed its objection to the
Alternative Scheme and endorsed the Draft Fropesals. In its
formulation of the scheme submitted by the City Council to.,the
Commission, it had sought to blend together the three considerations of evenness of electoral numbers, the use of natural
boundaries and community of interest.
This concluded the proceedings at the public meeting
which ended at about 4-.30 p.m.
*

t,

8.

\i

INSPECTION OF THE CITY

37.
On the following day, my tour of inspection included a
traverse of each of the wards proposed in the Draft Proposals,
•but with a more detailed inspection of each of the .following
districts:
In Drypool Ward, the Garden Village and adjacent area
up to Summergangs Road;

The component parts of the Stoneferry community;
Sutton Village;
The Bransholme complex, including the Sutton Park Estate;
The communities at the northerly extremity of Beverley
Ward;
The problem areas bordering (a) Calvert Road and
Willerby Hoad, and (b) Askew Avenue and Hessle Road;
Botanic...Ward and the Conservation Area in it.
9.

38.

ASSESSMENT C? ARGUMENTS ADVANCED AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Bransholme Area.

In considering the arguments that were before me, it.
appeared to me that, considering only the question of numerical
equality "as near as may be", both the Draft Proposals and the
Alternative Scheme fell within those reasonable tolerances which
the Commission had set for itself, and that the Alternative
Scheme merited serious consideration on its own merits, especially
in the light of the factors adduced at the meeting and summarised
in Appendices 3 and C. Either Scheme (in the absence of the
other} could have been accepted as being within the 11th Schedule
para. 3 (2) (a).
It remains to examine each proposal in the
light of para. 3 (3)» especially subpara. (b), as to local links.
I came to the view that a first key to the solution of
the problems raised at the hearing should be sought in reaching
a conclusion as to the proper treatment for the Bransholme area.
This area was described by one as a massive estate, by another
Massive it certainly is, more than an
as a virtual new town.
estate, though perhaps not quite rising to the eminence of a
new town. Nevertheless it possesses what was referred to as
its Town Centre, which has a good selection of intermediate
shopping facilities, as well as sporting and other recreational
and adult education facilities. Bransholme is certainly a
massive "quarter" of the city, but I fully support Cty. Cllr.
Brady and Cllr. Goforth in the view that the Sutton Park Estate
privately developed though it may have been, is nevertheless
part and parcel of it, 'and as dependent on, and as conveniently

placed in relation to, that Town Centre as are the other
component parts.
The available maps, however, do not do .justice to the
size of this complex, and it should be realised that (quite
apart from future development projected for the 1980s, as
referred to in the proceedings,) extensive development is
already complete or in active progress in Noddle Hill Ward
northwards and northwestwards from "Southfield Cottages" to
the vicinity of "Wawne Lodge," whilst roads and sewers are laid
right up to part of Carlam Lane which forms the northern
boundary of that Ward.
I considered it relevant to get the Button Ward right, as
a preliminary point, Sutton-on-Hill is a village with an old
character and an evidently Tudor church, which clearly needs to
retain its character and identity. Cty. Cllr. Brady said that
the Bransholme area had been developed in stages, the first
of which was estate lying southwest'of Wawne Road and northwest
of the northerly end of Leads Koad. That small estate is to
some extent intermingled with a number of older traditionaltype dwellings, of and linked to the village. I consider that
that estate is rightly placed within the new Sutton Ward, but
that in seeking to include in the Alternative Sutton Ward part
of the Noddle Hill Sstate (which, working northwestwards from
Biggin Avenue, was apparently begun in the 1970s) the Federation
are in fact seeking themselves to do just what they said they
wished to avoid — to do something in fact which would militate
against the unitary character of the estate. The Federation's
chosen boundary (along the staggered lines of Yatesby Garth and
Innsworth Garth) was demonstrable a bad one, and on the Federation's
own showing was proposed in order to get the numbers right.
In my opinion, the southern boundary of Noddle Hill Ward
(i.e. the northern boundary of Sutton Ward) is correctly drawn
in the Draft Proposals. In my view, the southerly boundary of
the Federation's Sutton Ward was drawn up too tightly against
the village centre, whereas in the draft proposals the village
centre is placed centrally within the ward, anc Sutton Ward
could hardly have been-better devised foracommunity of that
character. I find that (although no issue was made of the
point at the meeting,) the Draft Sutton Ward includes the whole
of a declared Conservation Area for the village, whereas the
Federation's Sutton Ward does not.
The existing ward-pattern divides the Bransholme area
between three existing wards. The Federation made considerable
play of their claim first that the unitary character of the
estate be preserved and then that their Alternative Proposals
admittedly divided the area, but only into two — towards which
argument it was necessary to leave out of account the outton
Park Estate. In fact, the Alternative Scheme effectively divides
Bransholme complex into three, and (subject only to the
qualification regarding the small and earlier estate proposed
to be included in Sutton Ward,) it appears to be beyond doubt
the Draft Proposals which divide Bransholme in the larger sense
between two wards only — and necessarily so in view of the
large numbers involved. I accept the Federation's plea as a
plea to preserve the unitary character of the estate as far
as possible, but it is clearly, in ray view, the Draft Proposals
which achieve this end, and the Alternative Scheme which is

destructive.
From my observation, the proposed use of Holwell Road
and Wawne Hoad as a dividing line "between Noddle Hill and
Bransholme Wards seems reasonable, and" at this stage I recommend
that the proposed Noddle Hill and Sutton Wards be confirmed.
Reference was made at the public hearing to the
projected development in the 1980s in the northern parts of
Noddle Hill and Stoneferry Wards. In the absence of other
complementary detail in relation to other wards, it is hardly
possible to take that development into account as such, but I
would advance the view that in relation to the Draft Proposals,
they seem likely to have a longer life, with electoral
accretions divided between two wards, than if the whole of
such accretions were to. have been thrust^upon one ward only,
e.g. the Federation's proposed Bransholmefcwith a proposed electorate
only marginally below the ward-average for the City.
39-

The case for a "River Ward."

foregoing recommendation does not automatically rule
out consideration of the Federation's case'for a "Hiver Ward,"
straddling the upper reaches of the River Hull. Subject to the
overall numerical position, this concept appeared to involve a
number of considerations, such as:
(i) Community of interest:

(ii)

(iii)

The absence of it between e.g. the Hizzen Road Area,
or the Riverdale Road Area and Sutton Park Estate;
The absence of looseness of it between those areas
and e.g. Orchard Park Ward;
The absence, or looseness of it between those areas
and indeed the rest of Beverley Ward.
Compactness and distances;
Beverley Ward as proposed, and indeed as existing now,
is about J>i miles from end to end; River Ward from the
City boundary at the north end of Beverley Road to the
northern end of the Bransholme development in Stoneferry
Ward is 3 miles, and would be nearer 4- if and when
development were extended to the northern city boundary.
Questions regarding Stoneferry;

The merits ofkeepins it together as a community as at
present;

(iv)

The evident separation of Stoneferry from tbe bulk of
Stoneferry Ward by an industrial belt south of Sutton
Road and the apparent lack" of community of interest
between it and Sutton Park Estate;
The merits or otherwise of linking Stoneferry with the
core of industrial Drypool Ward.
Numbers ;
The Federation's plea for improvement on a deviation
factor of or under 8-J-/0, and for greater evenness as
between East Hull and West Hull. (The Commission is
not, as I see it, inhibited from considering these
points .)

There is nothing in the 11th Schedule to the Act to rule
out linking in any way areas which have little or even no community
of interest with one another, but I consider that one has to
look at what one might be achieving in so proposing.
There might be some merit in adjusting boundaries here,
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if one could, in so doing, "bring about in Beverley Ward greater
compactness and lessening of distances ( for which one speaker
made a plea); bring about'or continue the unity of Stoneferry;
and achieve a River Ward which would at the very least not
offend against acceptable principles.
I looked at the Stoneferry community, which consists
of several somewhat detached groups of streets, of dates
varying from pre-First-War, between-the-wars, to post-war
infilling. These loosely knit communities are on the immediate
fringe of the intensively industrial belt associated with the
lower reaches of the Hiver Hull. Mr. Wood had spoken at the
meeting of an intention to carry out some further development
there, and my general impression was of an area much in need of
a face-lift. In this Stoneferry community, there are between
Chamberlain Road to the south and Leads Road to the north some 900 electors proposed to be retained in Stoneferry Ward, and
7^-0 to be included in Holderness Ward; and 500 or thereabouts,
south of Chamberlain Road, proposed to be transferred to
Drypool Ward.

'

As regards the possible configuration of a River Ward,
although there may be an apparency of compactness about the concept,
there is only one communication across the river on the 3 miles
or more stretch from Stoneferry to the city boundary, namely
across the Sutton Road lift bridge. Although there is some
rural character to these upper reaches, it is a waterway
navigable up to Beverley, physically, even if not visually
divisive. The Federation submitted that the main problem in
their River Ward concept was the designation of appropriate
polling places.
Even if one looks to possible advantages and discounts
possible disadvantages, one is confronted by the question of numbers. The least area which could be considered for inclusion
with Stoneferry Ward, to form a River Ward would be the area
bounded by the River null on the east, the city boundary on the
north, Beverley Hoad on the west and Sutton Road on the south,
with an electorate of 3>260. Even shedding 900 electors say into
Drypool Ward, this newly composed River Ward would have
12,100 electors, deviating 15-T^ from the city average. I can
see no justification for a deviation of this size. The question
of numbers appears to me to make the question of a "Hiver
Ward" not viable, in the context in which I have approached
the matter.
Without doubt, if one had started off the exercise with
the initial object of achieving a River Ward, one could have
achieved it, as the Federation did, but, in the process, one
would have inevitably, as I see it, got the 3ransholrae complex
completely wrong, the disadvangates of which would, in my
view, have completely outweighed anything that might.have been
gained by it. One is, admittedly, by para. 3 (3) (t>) of the
11th Schedule, no more that required to "have regard" to links
that might be severed through adopting any particular boundary,
but even this must imply the taking of some decision on the
matter, on its merits, without breaching the overall requirement
of para. 3 (2) of that Schedule.
On those merits, I recommend that the concept of a Hiver
Ward be not considered.
As regards the Stoneferry community, and notwithstanding
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the foregoing, if one were to subtract from Stoneferry Ward
the 900 electors in the Stoneferry community already referred
to, this would reduce Stoneferry Ward to 8,840, i.e. well over
15# below the city average. Stoneferry, as I have said, has
a loosely knit configuration and is not to be compared with,
e.g. Sutton Village as an entity. A deviation of this order
I would not regard as reasonable in the circumstances, and I
recommend that the Stoneferry Ward remain as in the Draft
Proposals.
It had thus appeared to me that in order to get the
Alternative Scheme off the ground, one had to go along with the
principle of River Ward and something approaching the Federation's
treatment'; of the Bransholme complex, which latter is perhaps
Hull's most sensitive and dynamic development feature at the
present time. But, for the reasons I have advanced, the
Alternative Scheme fails, and the Draft Proposals sttceed.
It becomesanecessary consequence of this that one accepts the
River Hull as a divider throughout its length, and one accepts
the resultant imbalance(equivalent to 1-J councillors) as
between East Hull and West Hull, but it must be pointed out that
'this imbalance is merely the result of adding a number of wards
together.
I came to the view that, having made the foregoing
recoismendations it would be proper for me now to take the Draft
Proposals as a broadly acceptable base, and consider, in that
context, the Federation's particular points on individual
boundaries, and this I now proceed to do.
40.

Drypool and Holderness Wards.

The Garden Village.

Considering now the question of the Garden Village,
links ere, at the meeting, said to exist, by the City Council
on the one hand between Garden Village and Drypool'Ward (in
which the Draft Proposals place the Village,) and the Heckitt's
industrial organisation; and by the Federation on the other '
hand with Holderness Ward. Both of the contending groups wished
to abandon Laburnum Avenue as a ward-boundary (as it is at
present). There appears to be a case for treating the area
between Mersey Street (tp the southwest) and Sumuiergangs Hoad
(to the northeast) as a unit, in that the declared Conservation
Area extends across to the northeastern side of Laburnum Avenue.
But it appeared to me that the arguments on either side were by
no means overwhelming. If any adjustments were to be made here,
these would be by no means marginal matters, there being 2,090
electors in the Garden Village, and 1,960 in the area between
Laburnum Avenue and Summergangs Hoad, over 4000 in all. I
found, in the evidence, no compelling reason for departing from
the Draft Proposals as between these two wards, and accordingly
recommend that they
be confirmed.
41.
Derringham and Boothferry Wards.
Estate.

The Derringham Bank

The discussion at the meeting made the issues here
quite clear. The electorate in the Draft Derringham Ward, plus
the rest .of the Derringham Bank estate, i,e. the area east of
Calvert Road up to the intersection of the two railway lines,
ia 13,360,far too many for one ward.
The Federation desired —
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(i) to includp in Derringham Ward some 1,500 electors
between Calvert Road and the line of a dismantled railway
near Kirklands Avenue;
(ii) to transfer to their Boothferry Ward some 1,800 electors
between Willerby Road and the City Boundary parallel to it —
sn awkward appendix to Boothferry; but also
(iii) to incorporate some 8JO electors east of the said railway
site into their West Park Ward.
Why, apparently, split the Derringham Bank Estate into
three?
Cllr. Clarke said that the Draft Proposals amounted to
a neater solution. I entirely concur. The Alternative Scheme,
.as was said, by upholding one link would merely sever another.
I therefore recommend that the Draft Proposals for this
contested boundary be confirmed.
. .
42.
Pickering, Newington' and St. Andrews Wards. Askew
Avenue and Hessle Road.
The points at issue here were not dissimilar to those
relating to the Derringham Bank Estate. Pickering Ward Starts
of necessity from the right-angled southwest corner of the
City, thus with two fixed boundaries.
There are some 2,180 electors in the area bounded by
Boothferry Road, Askew Avenue, Hessle Road and the Alexandra
Dock/Hessle Road Railway running north-south. These the
Federation wished to include in their Pickering Ward, at the same
time transferring (inter alia) the Shire Streets (south of
Hessle Road) 1570 electors fchich are substantial pre-First-war
terraced houses,) into St. Andrews Ward, in order to redress
the balance. It was conceded that in the case of the housing
estate bordering Askew Avenue, the community of interest factor
(as expressed through the Tenants Association,) was less strong
than in the Derringham Bank Estate. No strong link between the
Shire Streets and the more modern part of the ward was alleged,
and it may thus be that the Askew Avenue link is the stronger
of the two. On the other hand the proposal to include the
Shire Streets in St. Andrews Ward, separated from it by industry,
did not appear to me to have very much merit. To unify the
Askew Avenue estate within Pickering Ward would give it
15,180 electors, or 2& oversize, and I am unable to see any
"viable method of achieving the Federation's object. On
balance, I consider the Federation's point not adequately made,
and accordingly recommend the confirmation of the Draft
Proposals as they affect these ward<5>.
One may well wonder why an apparent intrusion under the
Draft Proposals by Pickering Ward into St. Andrews Ward is
tolerated, whereas an intrusion by St. Andrews into Pickering
is.not. But it must be.remembered that the area south of
Hessle Road and east of the railway is to be cleared (for
industry) in the early 80s. There is to be a substantial amount
of new housing near the southwest corner of the ward (at present
a railway siding), and this seei^s likely 'to be a balancing
factor.
4-3-

Botanic and Newlands Wards.

The Avenues.

There is a clear local link to be considered here.
This is said to be expressed through the residents association
in the Avenues district, which covers the streets west of
Chanterlands Avenue which were said to amount inpart to
extensions of the avenues. The Conservation Area in part
reaches Chanterlands Avenue, but does not extend across it into
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those streets. As was- said at the meeting, west of Chanterlands
Avenue, one does notice some change in character of the buildings.
Nevertheless there are some terraces of a character somewhat
similar to those in the Conservation Area, "but in places
somewhat intermingled with more modern houses. However, I feel
that it is primarily people that create a link, just as much
as, if not more than architecture, anri that the Federation have
made a valid point, provided that it can be accommodated in
terms of numbers.
In the triangular area west of Chanterlands Avenue and
up to the two railway lines are some 1,390 electors, the
transfer of whom .would reduce Newland Ward to 9,560, which
appears prima facie acceptable. But this trans'fer would
increase Botanic Ward to 11,890 electors, i.e. deviating from
the norm by 13.7%. I did consider the possibility of transferring
from Botanic Ward to Beverley Ward of a small area bounded by
Beverley Road, Queens Road and Newland Avenue (650 electors)
which would have reduced Botanic Ward to a readily acceptable
figure of 11,240 electors, but increased Beverley Ward to
11,750 or 12y/£ above the norm. Nevertheless, I consider
that Beverley Ward — as already proposed has enough to
contend with both in electoral size and physical length.
Botanic Ward, 'on the other hand, is a very compact ward, with a
residents' association to hold much of it together, and
accordingly, and exceptionally, I recommend the transfer of
these 1,590 electors from Newland Ward to l^ot^c Ward.
As regards the naming of this ward, the existing
Botanic Ward, created in 1968, included the Pearson Park
portion of the Draft Botanic Ward as well as territory which is
to go into Hyton Ward. The existing Ward does not appear to
include any part of Eymer's College which was said to have
been built on the site of the former Botanic Gardens. The
proposed new Botanic Ward does include Kymer's College.
The City Council wished to retain the name for historic
reasons, but there appeared to be no strong reason for
supposing that the name "Botanic" would be generally acceptable
as compared with "Avenue11. In my view "Avenue", hitherto in
use for a substantial part of the proposed new Ward, adequately
describes it, must be well understood by the inhabitants, and
I reconnnend that the name be .changed accordingly.
These recommendations would result in the following
alterations to the contents of Table I on page 1 of this report
WARD

1976

NUMBER OF
COUNCILLORS
ELECTORATE

1979

COUNCILLOR-ENTITLEMENT

ELECTORATE

11,890

AVENUE
(reolacins
Botanic)

3

10,734

3.14

NEWLAND

3

9,589

2.80

-
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COUNCILLCR-

-EMMTLEMENT

9 , 560

3.44

2.77

10.

SUriKARY 0? HECONKSNDATION3

44.
Having commenced my consideration of the matter,
using the Bransholme Area as a base, I have in turn specifically
recommended the confirmation of the proposed Sutton and
Noddle Hill Wards, end of the proposed Stoneferry, Drypool
and Holderness Wards.
As a consequence of the foregoing, no specific disputes
arising, I recommend the confirmation of the remaining four,
wards east of the River Hull.
Turning to the wards to the west of the River Hull, I
have recommended that the boundaries —
(i) separating Derringharn and Boothferry Wards; and
(ii) separating Pickering, Newington and St. Andrews Wards
be confirmed.
I recommend that the Draft Proposals be modified by
the transfer from the proposed Newland Ward to the proposed
Botanic Ward of an area containing 1,390 electors bounded by
Chanterlands Avenue on the east, Spring Bank West on the south,
the Hull to Scarborough Railway on the southwest, and the
Hull (Alexandra Dock) to Hessle Road Junction Railway on the
northwest; and I further recommend that the name of the
proposed Botanic Ward be changed to "Avenue Ward".
As a consequence of the foregoing, no further specific
disputes arising, I recommend the confirmation of the remainder
of the Draft Proposals affecting the proposed wards to the
west of the River Hull.

February, 1973

(RICHARD DE Z. HALL)

-
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APPENDIX

A

PUBLIC MEETING MELD AT THE GUILDHALL, KINGSTON UPON HULL
ON WEDNESDAY, 11th JANUARY, 1978
LIST OF PERSONS PRESENT

Representing the City Council
Mr. A. B. Wood, M.A.(Cxon), Town Clerk and Chief Executive.

Mr. G. Gooding, Principal Administrator, Town Clerk's Department.
Mrs. S. Shesrsmith, Assistant City Planning Officer.

Mr. J. HcSherrie, Committee Administrator, Town Clerk's Department

Representing the County Council
Mr. I. Ii. Davies, Assistant Director of Administration.
Mr. J. Williams, County Planning Department.

Persons making; representations

Mr. H. Mackenzie, Coleraine House, 337 North Road, Kingston
upon Hull. HU4 6BZ

Secretary, Kingston upon Hull Conservative Federation,
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council and
Joint Secretary of the Conservative Group, Kingston u-oon
Hull City Council.
Councillor W. K. Sanderson, "Red Barn", 85 Bricknell Avenue,
Kingston upon Hull. HU5 4-ET
Leader of the Conservative Soup, -Kingston upon Hull City
Council, and
Member of the County Council.
Mr. W. Colbrook, Churchill House, 74-5 Holderness Road,
Kingston upon Hull.
Representing the East Hull Conservative Federation.

Councillor (Mrs.2 p- Clarke, 69 Village Road, Holderness Road.,
Kingston upon null. HU8 8GP
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council and
representing the East Hull Labour Party.
Councillor Charles Brady, 52 Amethyst Road, Bilton Grange,
Kingston upon Hull. HU9 4-JH
Member of the Humberside County Council and representing the
Hull District Labour Party.

-
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Councillor G. V). Goforth, 23 Blaycourt, Orchard Park,
Kingston upon Hull. HU6 8AZ
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council and respresenting
the Greenwood "Ward" Labour Association.
Mr. A. L. Green, 237 Marlborough Avenue, Kingston upon Hull.
^Representing the Central Hull Conservative Federation.
Councillor (Hiss) V. A. Mitchell, J.P., 29 Marlborough Terrace,
Beverley Road, Kingston upon Hull. HU2 9AE
Member of the Kinston upon Hull City Council and
representing the Myton Ward Labour Association.

Other Persons Present
Councillor (Mrs.) C. Beautician, 15 Tickton Grove, Cottingham
Road, Kingston upon Hull. HU6 8KL
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council.
Miss L. S. Mitchell, 29 Marlborouch Terrace, Beverley Road,
Kingston upon Hull. HU2 9AE
Councillor L. Hall, J,P,, "Casa Rosa", 6 Marydene Drive,
Inglemire Lane, Kingston upon Hull. HU6 ?TB
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council and the
Humberside County Council.
•Mrs. E. Colbrook, Churchill House, 7^5 Kolderness Hoad,
Kingston upon Hull.
East Hull Conservative Federation.
Councillor (mrs.)K. M. Rowland, 113 Karlborough Avenue,
Kingston upon Hull. HU5 3JU
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council.
Councillor J. Dunne, 8 Sutton Way, Marfleet Lane,
Kingston-upon-Hull. Hu9 4-OZ
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council.
Councillor J?. C'3rien, 1 Chingford V/alk, Wexford Avenue,
Greatfield Estate, Kingston upon Hull.
Member of the Humberside County Council.
Councillor (Mrs.) F. Brady, J.F., 52 Amethyst Road, Bilton
Grange, Kingston upon Hull. ifB9 WH
Member of the Kingston upon Hull City Council.
Mr. E. Hewson, 23 Braemar Avenue, Kingston upon Hull.
East Hull Conservative Federation.

Representatives of the Press.

SCHEDULE 2
CITY 0? KINGSTON -UPON -HULL: NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS
NAME OF WARD

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

i Avenue

3

2. Beverley

3

3 Boothf erry

3

^ Derringham

3

5 Drypool

3

(. Holderness

3

? lags

3

<t Longhill

3

*| Marfleet

3

»o Myton

3

M

3

Newington

^ Newland

3

,3 Noddle Hill

3

iu. Orchard park

3

iti Pickering

3

IU Southcoates

3

i ^ St Andrews

3

ijf Stoneferry

3

^ Sutton

3

yjo University

3

The proposed ward boundaries are shown on a map which can be inspected at the
Council's offices. A detailed description of the boundaries of the proposed
wards is attached at Schedule 3.

SCHEDULE 3

THE BOROUGH OF KINGSTON UPON HULL

NOTE:

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

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

PICKERING WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the Borough meets
Boothferry Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Askew Avenue,
thence southeastwards along said avenue to Hessle Road, thence northeastwards along said road to West Dock Avenue, thence south-eastwards
along said avenue to its junction with Goulton Street and West Dock
Street, thence southwestwards along West Dock Street to the unnamed road
leading to the southwestern boundary of the William Wright Dock, thence
southwestwards and southeastwards along said unnamed road via Dairycoates
Subway and continuing southeastv/ards along said unnamed road and eastwards
along the unnamed road north of the Globe Engineering Works to National
Grid reference TA 0815127190, thence due southwards from said point to
the southern boundary of the Borough, thence generally westwards and
northwards along the southern and western boundary of the Borough to the
point of commencement.

ST ANDREWS WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets
the eastern boundary of Pickering Ward, thence northwards and generally
northwestwards along said, eastern boundary and southwestwards along the
northern boundary of said ward to the Hull to Selby railway, thence
northeastwards along said railway to Anlaby Road, thence eastwards along
said road to Great Thornton Street, thence southwards along said street
and Walker Street to Lovat Close, thence southeastwards along said close
to National Grid reference TA 0883128196) thence southeastwards from said
point in a straight line crossing Hessle Road to St James Street, thence
southeastwards along said street to its junction with the footpath known

as Humber Bank, thence due southwards from said junction to the southern
boundary of the Borough, thence southwestwards along said borough
boundary to the point of commencement.

WEWINGTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the northwestern boundary of St Andrews
Ward meets the northern boundary of Pickering Ward, thence southwestwards
and northwestwards along said northern boundary to Boothferry Road, thence
northeastwards along said road to Anlaby Hoad, thence eastwards along
said .road to the dismantled railway (former Cottingham Branch Railway),
thence northwestwards along said dismantled railway to the Hull (Alexandra
Dock) to Hessle Road Junction railway, thence northeastwards along said
railway to the Hull to Scarborough Railway, thence southeastwards along
said railway to Park Street Bridge thence southwards along said bridge
to Anlaby Road, thence westwards along said road and continuing westwards
along the northern boundary of St Andrews Ward and southwestwards along the
northwestern boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

BOOTHFERRY WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Pickering Ward meets
the western boundary of the Borough,, thence generally northeastwards along
said Borough boundary to the road known as Spring Bank West, thence eastwards
along said road to Calvert Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
County Road North, thence northeastwards along said road to the Hull to
Scarborough railway, thence southeastwards along said railway to the
northwestern boundary of Newington Ward, thence generally southwestwards
along said northwestern boundary to the northern boundary of Pickering
Ward, thence southwestwards along said northern boundary to the point of
commencement.

DERRINGHAM WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the Borough meets
the Hull to Scarborough Railway, thence southeastwards along said railway
to the northwestern boundary of Boothferry Ward, thence southwestwards,
southeastwards and westwards along said ward boundary to the western
boundary of the Borough, thence westwards and generally northeastwards
along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

NEWLAND WARD '
Commencing at the point where the northeastern boundary of Derringham
Ward meets the western boundary of the Borough, thence generally northeastwards along said Borough boundary to the southeastern corner of no
233 Hull Road thence southwards in prolongation of the eastern boundary
of said property to Cottingham Road, thence eastwards along said road to
Newland Avenue, thence southwards along said avenue to the Hull (Alexandra
Dock) to Hessle Road Junction railway, thence westwards and southwestwards
along said railway to the northeastern boundary of Boothferry Ward, thence
northwestwards along said northeastern boundary and continuing northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of Derringham Ward to the point of
commencement.

AVENUE WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Newington Ward
meets the southeastern boundary of Newland Ward, thence northeastwards
and eastwards along the southeastern boundary of said ward and continuing northeastwards along the Hull
(Alexandra Dock) to Hessle Road Junction railway to Beverley Road, thence
southwards along said road to the dismantled railway (former Victoria
Dock Branch line), thence southwestwards along said dismantled railway

and via the western branch of said railway to National Grid Reference
TA 0804129011, being a point on the northern boundary of Newington Ward,
thence northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

MYTON WARD
Commencing at"the point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets
the eastern boundary of St Andrews Ward, thence northwards and northwestwards along said eastern boundary to the southeastern boundary of _
Newington Ward, thence eastwards-along said southeastern boundary and
northwards and northwestwards along the eastern and northern boundaries
of said ward to the southeastern boundary of Avenue Ward, thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to the easternmost corner of
said ward, thence southwards along Beverley Road to a point opposite the
southern boundary of the dismantled railway (former Victoria Dock Branch
line), thence northeastwards along said southern boundary and in prolongation
thereof, crossing the road known as Wincolralee, to the River Hull, thence
generally southwards along said river to its confluence with the River
Humber, thence due southwards from said point to the southern boundary of
the Borough, thence southwestwards along said Borough boundary to the
point of commencement.
DRYPOOL WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of the Borough, meets
the eastern boundary of Myton Ward, thence generally northwards along
said eastern boundary and continuing generally northeastwards along River
Hull to Stoneferry Bridge, thence northeastwards along said bridge to
Ferry Lane, thence northeastwards along said lane to Stoneferry Road, ,
thence southwards along said road to Chamberlain Road, thence eastwards
along said road to James Reckitt Avenue, thence northeastwards along
said avenue to Summergangs Road, thence southeastwards along said
road to Holderness Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
Southcoates Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to New Bridge Road

thence southwestwards along said road to National Grid Reference TA 1159029528
thence due southwestwards to Craven Street, thence southwards along said
street,and Earle'sRoad to.National Grid reference TA 1160528873, thence
due southwards

from said point to the southern boundary of the Borough,

thence southwestwards along said Borough boundary to the point of
commencement.

BEVERLEY WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of Drypool Ward meets the
northern boundary of Myton Ward, thence southwestwards and northwards"along said
northern boundary to the eastern boundary of Avenue Ward, thence' northwestwards along said eastern boundary and southwestwards along the northern
boundary of said ward to the eastern boundary of Newland Ward, thence
northwards along said eastern boundary to Cottingham Road, thence eastwards
along said road to Beverley Road, thence northwestwards along said road
to the northern boundary of the Borough, thence northeastwards along
said Borough boundary to the River Hull, thence generally southeastwards
along said river to the point of commencement.

UNIVERSITY WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Newland Ward meets
the western boundary of the Borough, thence generally northwestwards
along said Borough boundary to a point on the northern side of Endike
Lane being in prolongation southeastwards of Cottingham Drain, thence
southeastwards in prolongation of said drain to Endike Lane, thence
southeastwards along said lane to Greenwood Avenue, thence northeastwards
and eastwards along said avenue to the Beverley and Barmston Drain, thence
northwestwards along said drain to Hall Road, thence eastwards along said
road to the western boundary of Beverley Ward, thence southeastwards and
westwards along said western boundary to the northern boundary of Newland
Ward, thence westwards along said northern boundary to the point of
commencement.

ORCHARD PARK WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of University Ward
meets the western boundary of the Borough, thence northwards and eastwards
along said western boundary and the northern boundary of the borough to
the western boundary of Beverley Ward, thence southwards along said western
boundary to the northern boundary of University Ward, thence westwards,
southeastwards and generally southwestwards along said northern boundary
to the point of commencement.

STONEFERRY WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Beverley Ward meets
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally northwards and
northeastwards along said Borough boundary to Button Road, thence southeastwards along said road and southeastwards and southwestwards along
the unnamed road leading to the Wawne Road, Holwell Road intersection,
thence southeastwards crossing said intersection to and generally southeastwards along Holwell Road, crossing the intersection with Honiton Road
and'Bude Road and the intersection southwest of Sutton Gardens and
continuing southwestwards along Holwell Road to the centre of the intersection with Sutton Road, thence southeastwards to and .along said road to
Leads Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the track leading
from Leads Bridge to Chamberlain Road, thence southwards along said track
to said road, thence westwards along said road to Stoneferry Road, thence
northwards along said road to Ferry Lane, thence southwestwards along
said lane and Stoneferry Bridge (Swing) to the eastern boundary of Beverley
Ward, thence generally northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point
of commencement.

NODDLE HILL WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Stoneferry Ward
meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence northeastwards along
said Borough boundary and southeastwards along the northeastern boundary
of the Borough to Castlehill Road, thence southwestwards along said road
to the road known as Noddle Hill Way, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along said road to Wawne Road, thence northwestwards along
said road to Barnstaple Road, thence southwestwards along said road '
crossing the intersection with Holwell Road to the eastern boundary of
Stoneferry Ward, thence generally northwestwards along said eastern boundary
to the point of commencement.

SUTTON WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Noddle Hill Ward meets
the northeastern boundary of the Borough, thence southeastwards along
said borough boundary and continuing southeastwards and southwards along
Holderness Drain to Saltshouse Road, thence northwestwards along said
road to Bellfield Avenue, thence southwes'twards along said avenue to
Wembley Park Avenue, thence southwestwards along said avenue and in
prolongation thereof, crossing Ings Road to Cavendish Road, thence northwestwards along said road and Sutton Road to the eastern boundary of
Stoneferry Ward, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said
eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Noddle Hill Ward, thence
generally northeastwards along said southern boundary to the point of
commencement.

HOLDERNESS WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Drypool Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Stoneferry Ward, thence northwards and northeastwards
along said eastern boundary to the southwestern boundary of Sutton Ward,
thence southeastwards along said southwestern boundary and continuing.
along Cavendish Road to Ings Road, thence southeastwards along said road
and Maybury Road and continuing southeastwards and southwards along
Marfleet Lane to Preston Road, thence westwards along said road to
Southcoates Avenue, thence northwestwards along said avenue to Holderness
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the northern boundary of
Drypool Ward, thence northwestwards and generally southwestwards along
said northern boundary to the point of commencement.

INGS WARD
Commencing at the point where the northeastern boundary of Holderness
Ward meets the southeastern boundary of Sutton Ward, thence northeastwards
and southeastwards along said southeastern boundary and continuing along
Saltshouse Road to the road known as Diadem Grove, thence southeastwards
along said road to Staveley Road, thence southwestwards along said road
to Amethyst Road, thence southeastwards, southwards and southwestwards
along said road and its western branch to Hopewell Road, thence westwards
along said road to the northeastern boundary of Holderness Ward, thence
northwestwards along said northeastern boundary to the point of commencement.

LONGHILL WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Sutton Ward meets
the northeastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally eastwards
along said northeastern boundary and generally southwards along the
eastern boundary of the Borough to Hopewell Road, thence westwards along
said road to the eastern boundary of Ings Ward, thence northeastwards

and northwards along said eastern boundary and generally northwestwards
along the northeastern boundary of said ward to the eastern boundary of
Sutton Ward, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said eastern
boundary to the point of commencement.

MARKLEET WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Longhill Ward
meets the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwards
along said Borough boundary and northwestwards along the southern boundary
of the Borough to a point being in prolongation southwards of Holderness
Drain, thence northwards to and along said prolongation and said drain
to the former Withernsea Branch railway, thence northeastwards along
said railway to Marfleet Lane, thence northwards along said lane to the
eastern boundary of Holderness Ward, thence northwards and northwestwards
along said eastern boundary and the northeastern boundary of said ward
to the southern boundary of Ings Ward, thence eastwards along said southern
boundary and continuing eastwards along the southern boundary of Longhill
Ward to the point of commencement.

SOUTECOATES WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of Marfleet Ward meets
the southern boundary of the Borough, thence southwestwards along said
southern boundary to the eastern boundary of Drypool Ward, thence generally
northwards along said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of
Holderness Ward, thence northeastwards, southeastward^ and eastwards along
said southern boundary to the western boundary of Marfleet Ward, thence
southwards, westwards and southwards along said western boundary to the
point of commencement.

