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To the Rt Hon William Whitelaw, CH, MC, MP.
Secretary of State for the Home Department

PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGZMENTS FOR THE BOROUGH

OF HINCKLEY AND BOSWORTH IN THE CQUNTY OF LEICESTERSHIRE

1. We, the Local Government Boundary Cormission for England, having carried out
our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the borough of Hinckley and
Bosworth in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to,
the Local Govermment Act 1972, present our proposals for the future electoral

arrangements for that district.

\

2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of the
1972 Act, notice was given on 31 December 197, that we were to undertake thia
roeview, Thias was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to Hinckley
and Bosworth Borough Council, copies of which were ¢irculated to Leicestershire
County Council, parish councils and parish meotings in the dlstrijet, Members of
Farliament for the constituencies concerned and the headquartars of the main
political parties. Copies were also sent to the editors of the local newspapers
circulating in the area and of the local government press. Notices inserted in
the looal press announced the start of the review and invited comments from
members of the publis and from interested bodieas.

3. Hnckley and Bosworth Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft acheme
of representation for our consideration. In doing so, they were asked to obaerve
the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Govermment 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 comsultation
with local interests. We therefore asked that they should publish details of
their provigional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft scheme

to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.



Le The Borough Council have passed a resolution under section 7(4)(b) of the

Local Government Act 1972, requesting a system of elections by thirds.

5. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council presénted their draft scheme of
representation on 27 June 1975, The scheme provided for 17 wards each returning
1, 2 or 3 members to form a council of 33.

6. We considered the Borough Council!s draft scheme together with the related
comments and 3 alterna tive schemes. Ope of these schemes, from a local political
organisation propoaed twenty single-member wards for the urban area of Hinckley.
We noted that if these single-member wards were paired, the scheme would then be
numerically superior to the Council's draft scheme and to the other alternative
schemes submitted. We decided to adopt this scheme, with minor modifications,

as our draft proposals for the urban area of Hinckley., We adopted the Borough
Council's draft scheme for the rural wards, subject to slight modifications.

7. On 8 September 1976 we issued our draft proposals and these wers sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's draft
scheme. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council were asked to make these 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 sirculated amd, by publie
notices, from other members of the public and interested bodies. We asked that

comments should reach us by 3 November 1976.

8. We received a number of comments in response to the draft propesals.
Hinck'ley and Bosworth Borough Council, geven local political organisationas,
five parish councils, a civic society and a private individual objected to the
draft proposals. A local councillor, supported by eleven other councillors,
submitted an alternetive scheme for the urban wards. The Couwniy Council had no
objections to the draft proposals in so far as they might affect the future

county electoral arrangements and one parish council supported the draft proposals
as they affected their ward.



9. In view of these comments we decided that we needed further information to
enable us to reach a conclusion. Therefore in accordance with section 65(2) of

the 1972 Act and at our request, Mr W E lLane was appointed an Assistant Commissioner.
Be waa asked to hold a local meeting and to report to us. Coples of the comments
were sent to Hinokley and Bosworth Borough Council to be available for publie
inspection., Notice of the meeting was sent to all who had received our draft
proposals or had commented on them, and was published locally,

10, The Assigtant Commissioner held two meetings, (the first was ad]ourned to enable
further work to be done on an alternative scheme put forward by a local political
associatioﬂ'} at the Coumeil Offices, Hinckley, on 26 January and 8 December 1978.
He inspected certain areas of the district. A copy of his repoﬁ is attached at

Schedule 1 to this report.

" 1ls In the light of the discugasion at the meetings the Agsistant Commissioner
recommended that:e=
a. for the urban area, excluding Stoke Golding, there should be substituted
for the Commission's draft proposals a revised draft scheme, -pnt forward by the
Borough Council, subject to the transfer of an area from Trinity ward to
De Montfort ward;
b. for the rural area, including Stoke Golding, the Commission should adhere
to their draft proposals subject to the renaming of "Ferrers All Sainta"
ward as "Barlestone, Nailstone and Osbagton™ and of "Gopsall® ward as
Twyercas and Shackerstone®.

12, We reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments which had been
received and of the Assistant Commissioner'!s report. We concluded that the
alterations recommended by the Agsistant €ommissioner. should be adopted and

decided .to formulate our final proposals accordingly.

13. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2, 3 and 4 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. 4 detailed desceription of the



boundaries of the proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out in

Scheduls 3. OGur proposals for the order of retirement of councillors is shown
in Sghedule 4.
FUBLICATION

14. 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 Hinckley and Bosworth Borough
Council and will be available for inspection at the Borough Council's main offices.
Copias of this report (without the map) are also being sent to those who received
the consultation letter and to thoge who made comments.
L.S.

Signed:

NICHOLAS MORRISON (CHAIRMAN)

JOEN M RANKIN (DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)
PHYLLIS BOWDEN

TYRRELL BROCKBANK

G E CHERRY

D P EARRISON

R R THORNTON

LESLIE GRIMSHAW (Secretary)
2, May 1979

4LF



LOCAL _GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR _ENGLAND

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS -
HINCKLEY & BOSWORTH DISTRICT

REPORT BY ASSISTANT CEOMMISSIONER : W. E, LANE

Meetings open to anyone interssted were held at the Council Gffices,
Argents mMead, Hinckley, on 26 January and 8 December 1978 to enable me to
hear local views on the proposed electoral arrangements for the dorough
of Hinckley and Bosworth.

Appendices A and B contain lists of the names and addresses of thase
attending the meetings and the intsrests they represented., All present
ware invited to give their views on any aspect they wished. The meetings
wvere conducted informally so that everyone had the opportunity of
.expresshg their visws and commenting aon the views of others.

) In answer {e my enquiry there was no request for an inspection and,
in view of the information available in writing as well as verbally at
the meetings, I did not carry out any specific inspections but looked at
Hinckley town, Barwell and Earl Shilton enough to gain a useful general

- impression.

ihe Borough Council's draft schesme, submitted on 27 June 1975,
provided for 17 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 members to make a council
aof 33, one less than the existing council. The Commission considered
the comments made on this scheme and an B September 1976 announced their
draft proposals. In the urban area, to achieve a better equality of
representation, they proposed 10 wards made up by pairing the 20 single
membaer wards advocated by the Consservative Party. In the rural area they
adopted the EBorough Council's draft scheme subject to:

(a) division of the proposed 2-member Baguworth and Newbold
Vernon ward to give sach parish separate representation as
requested by Newbold Vernon Parish Council

(b} allocation of 2 members to the proposed markfield ward,
thereby making a council of 34, on acceptance of an
increase in the projectad electarate for markfield Parish
from 2704 to 3424

The Sorough Louncil based their draft scheme on the electaorates
figures for 1975 and as projected for 1980. Because 1980 is now So
much more relevent than 1975, I have dealt solely with the figures for
1980, i.e. a total of 67,113 electors after allowing for the Markfield
ad justment (see above). Some of the schemes under consideratiaon provide
for 33 councillors, others 34, The average electorate per councillor
for a council of 33 is 2034 and for a council of 34 is 1974. The
vantitlement” of a ward, referred to later in this report, means the
number of councillors to which the ward woulo be entitled on the basis
of one councillor for the average electorats quoted acove, varying, of
course, between & council of 33 and 34,
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From Figures used in atjecticns te the (2mmissicn's cra
proposals it came to ligat thet, within corrsct figures 7or the
Jurcen =rea as a2 whole, the allocation of Tigures to incividual
proposed wards was wrong, thereby invalicating the numerical pasis
of the Zoraugn Couwdcil's draft scheme and the Commission's dreft proposals.
dfter correctien, many entitlements in tne graft proposals wers
significantly warsened. ConAversely, the draft scheme entitlements for
some wards were improved.

i c
f T

The EBgreough Council responded to this unsatisfactory situation by
sanding to the Commission on 20 October 1977 a revised draft scheme
varying the boundaries, and hence tne electorates of the seven urban
wards inm their eriginal draft scheme, For the rural area they repeatsd
the propasals in their eriginal draft schems with the adgtion of the
Commission's proposals for the separation of Gagworth and Newbold Yernon
parishes into separate wards and the allocation of an exfra member to
Markfield ward, making a council of 34,

8orough Councillor M.S. Russell, backsd by eslsven othar Councillors,
wrote to the Commission supporting the Borough Council's draft scheme
but also proposing an alternative scheme of 2-member wards for the urban
area in case the Commission did not accept the Borough Council's revised
draft scheme and still preferred 2-membDer wards.

In the meantime, written representations had been made on the
Commission's draft proposals, which contabed the wrong figures for the
urban wards. These, and the representations made at the meeting, had to
be consicered in the light of the Borough Council's rsvised draft scheme
based on corracted figures as well as of the Commission's draft proposals.

A major respresentation at the mesting was by the Liberal party who
submitted their own scheme for the urban area. Since it had only been
recently conceived as a total scheme they had been unable to ascertain
ali the correct figures and had not yet fully considered all the rural
arga. It seomed to me that in spiteof its hastily preparsd last minute
appearance it was too important a schems to be ignored but could not be
properly considersed and compared with other proposals until it included
verified figures, It was therefore arranged that the Sorough Secretary
would make available the necessary figures for the Liberals to complete
the preparation of their scheme which would then be studied by everyane
interested and be considered at an adjourned hearing. That adjourned
hearing was held on 8 December 1978, having been much delayed by
extraneous legal factaors,

I thus had before me at the meetings:=
A. The Commission's draft proposals (with wrong figures for urban wards).
B. The Zarough Council's revised graft scheme (with corrected Figureé).
C. Councillor Russell's 2-member urban wards alternmative to §.

0. The Liberals' scheme,
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£. ‘written caomments received pbefore the first meeting from

Eoswarth Conservative Association
Surbage wranch Labour Party

surbage Ward Liberal Association
Hinckley o« Bosworth sprough Council
fFarl shilton pranch tLabour Party

Earl shilton Conservative Association
mr. D.G. Loxley

Hinckley & Boswarth District Labour Party
Castle ward Conservative Branch
Hibckley Civiec Society’

sutton cheney Parish Council

Twycross Parish Council

wallstone Parish Council

Osbaston Parish Council

garlestone Parish Council

Markfield Parish Council

Fe written comments received between the first and second meetings from

Groby Parish Council

Markfield Parish Council

riarkfield and .Stanton Lonservative Branch
.Ratby Conservative Association

Sheepy Parish Council

when the Borough Council submifted its original draft scheme it was

Labour controlled, but was Conservative controlled, as now, when it
commented on the Commission's draft proposals and a year later when it
_submitted its revised draft scheme based on corrected figures. It was so

divided in its reactions to the Commission's draft proposals faor the urban
area that it resolved to ask for a local meeting "to hear the diverse
representations” ,.... "as the only way for a satisfactory solution to be
~ achieved"™. The tgrough Council's revised draft scheme narrowed the
differences but does not appear to have had unanimous suppart. The [astle
Ward Conservative dranch and the Hinckley Civic Society also called for a
local meeting. It was apparent at the first meeting, and increasingly so
at the second meeting, that there was a widespread hope that from discussion
at the meetings there would emerge an improved scheme likely to be generally
regarded as satisfactory. The view was clearly expressed that after so
many proposals the time had come for decision,
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URGAN AREA

The urban area, where most of the problems lie, can test De reviswed
separataly from the rural area, looking at each scheme on its merits and
in the light of camments on it,

gommissibn's Draft Proposals

On the corrected figures for individual wards, equality of
representation measured by reference to entitlement was worsened in §
out of 10 2-member wards, In 3 of ths 10 it was seriously out of line,
the 1980 entitlements compared with an allocation of 2 members to each
ward beging:-

Hollycroft 3044 elsctors 1.54 antitlement
Burbage 5555 electors 2.81 sntitlement
Sketchley 2702 electors 1.37 sntitlement

wurbage with more than twice as many alectors as Sketchley would have only
the same number of councillors.

The Bosworth Conservative Association, the Burbage Branch Labour Party,
the Burbage yard Libseral Assaciation and the Hinckley & Bosworth Liberal
Assaociation all had specific objections to ward boundaries, mainly on the
groundgs of disregard of affinity of interests and particularly in relation
to Byrbage and Barwell/farl Shilton. They also criticised the inequality
of representatien, The Borough Council indicated that many councillors,
tooc, deplored the disregard of affinity of interests and some preferred
- the 8arough Council's original draft scheme. That scheme was also preferred
by Hinckley & Bosworth District Labour Party and Castle ward Conservativa
granch which both resjectad the Commission's draft propesals, The Earl
Shiltan B8ranch Labour Party, the Earl Shilten Consarvative Association
and Mz. D.G. toxley, a resident of Earl shilton, all protssted vigorously
against the destructive effect which the creatien of the proposed Sunnyside
ward would have on the community of Earl shilton.

All these objections had been submitted in writing and wers supported
and amplified b0y those attending the meeting as membsers and representatives
of the varigus organisations. Mr. w. Yileman, an independent elactor
from Earl Shilten, also appeared at the meeting to protest against the
creation of Sumnyside ward,

There was no suppaort for the Commission's draft proposals., There
were, however, suggsestions for specific modifications to cartain ward
boundariss proposed by the Caommission which are dealt with in three groups,
curbage/Sketchley, De Montfort/Mollycroft/Clarendon and Barwell/Sunnysids/
garl shilton.

Burbage/Shetchley

The Bosworth Consarvative Agsociation and the §yrbage Sranch Labour
Party each suggested, almost identically, an alternative boundary betwsan
the two wards runningfnorth-south instead of gast-west as proposed by the

Commission ang not affeacting any other wards. The numerical affect in
tarms of the 1980 electoratg uozlc be:=-



ward No., of fommission's suggested
clirs Draft Proposals modification
Flectorate Entitlement . Electorate Entitlemant
Eyrbage 2 5555 2.81 4754 2.41
Sketchley 2 2702 1.37 3503 1.77
4 8257 4,18 8257 4.18B

The modifications effect an improvement, but not to a satisfactory level.

De Montfort/Hollycroft/Clarendon

The Bosworth Conservative Association suggested boundary modifications
which would considerably improve the entitlement far Hallycraft ward as the
1980 electorate figures show:-

ward No. of - Commission's suggested
. cllrs Draft Proposals modificatian
Electorate Entitlement Electorats Entitlemant
De Montfort 2 4047 2.05 . . 3918 1.99
Hollycroft - 2 3044 1.54 3397 Te?2
Clarendon 2 4005 2.03 ’ 3780 1.97
6 11096 - 5.62 11096 5.62

ABarmall[Sunnyside[ﬁarl shilton

The Bosworth.Conservative Association noted that in places the
Barwell/Sunnyside boundary follows footpaths which no longer exist. To
correct this they suggested modifications which would have the follouwing
numerical effects using figures for 1980:-

Ward Noe, of Commission's Suggested
Cilrs Draft Proposals modification
Electorate Entitlemant Electorate Entitlement
Barwell 2 4519 2.29 4999 2.93
Sunnyside 2 3662 - 1.85 " 3182 1.61
4

8181 - : 4,14 g181 4,14

The considerably worsened sntitlements are unacceptable, leaving the need
for a well defined boundary to bDe met in some other way.

Among those who objected on the grounds of affinity of interests to
the proposed boundaries dividing the community of garl Shilton, only the
Earl shilton @ranch Labour Party specifically suggested an alterpative.
This was to leave it as it is, which is the equivalent of reverting to the
Borough Council's ariginsl draft scheme. To dg this would invalve the
transfer of 1974 electors, and with them 1 councillor, from Sunnyside to
Earl shilton., The numerical effect in 1980 figures would be:-



Lapd Commissign’s Droazft Proogsals Sugoasted sltsrnative
= Nz, of ' ho. 8t
glics clsctorate Entitlsmenc Liirf§ Elsctorate Intitlement
Sunnyside 2 3662 1.86 1 1888 0.96
Earl shilton 2 4382 2.22 3 61548 1.12
4 .B044 4.08 4 8044 4,08

lhis alternative in itself would be satisfactory but it has to be borne in
mind that it could be affected by the alteration of Sunhyside's other
boundary with carwell to produce a well defined Area,

Thus the suggested modifications to the Commission's draft proposals,
while effecting improvements in some directions, made it worse in athaers
and failed to achiasve acceptable overall lsvels,

The Commission's draft proposals thesmselves are thersfore seen, after
correction of electorats figures for individual urban wards, to be
unsatisfactory in various instances in regard to equality of representation,
or affinity of interests, or clear definition of boundary, opposed by many
ob jectard {Lonservative, Labour, lLiberal and independent), supported by
no=one, and not suscepticle to adsguate improvement by modification degpite
suggestions. It is necessary thesrefare to turn to the other basically
differant.schemas. N

orough Council's Rpvised Draft Scheme

The revissd draft scheme is similar to the original draft scheme,
providing (in a Council of 34 members) 6 3-member and 1 2-member wards for
the urban area, excluding Stoke Galding, which is linked with Higham-cn=the-
Hill and Sutten Cheney in the Ambien ward, After corresction of the figurses
for individual wards the entitlements in the original draft.scheme were
noticeably improved in some wards. Ta that extent it was nat open to guote
the same objections as had at first appeared to the Commissign. In the
light of the searching reconsideration which followed the Caommission's
draft propesals and the correction of elsctorate figures, the Borough
Council sought a solution by improving on their original draft schemse and
so produced their revised draft schems.

The fallowing table cemparss the two schemss numerically:-

yard No. aof Borough Council's Draft Schems in correctsd
clirs figures for 1980
Griginal Aevised
Electorate Entitlement Electorats Entitlement

Barwell 3 S834 2.89 5734 2.90
Burbage .3 7088 3.51 6488 3.29
Castle 3 5397 2.687 5998 .04
Clarendon 3 6303 3.12 5991 3.03
De Montfort 3 6281 3.1 5302 2.69
farl shilton 3 6136 3.03 6236 .18
Tripity 2 3491 1.73 4782 2.472
20 40531 2G6.06 40531 20.53




The original draft scheme was for 33 councillors for the whole
District giving an average entitlement of 2034, whereas the revised
draft scheme was for 34 councillors {1 extrs for Merkfield parish)
with an average entitlement of 1974, This, of course, explains the
difference in total entitlement for the urban wards between the two
schemes. In the revised scheme the entitlements for Burbage and
Castle wards beccme satisfactory but those fer De Montfort and
Trinity wards are unsatisfactory.

In the course of its development the Council's scheme appears to
have grown in favour, gaining support among Conservatives as well as
Labour, though the Liberals nhave put forward their own scheme. The
gorough Council clearly regard their revised draft scheme as having
superseded the original. As the two schemes were so similar and thers
were no suggestions of reverting to the original scheme where there was,
in fact, some difference, I have used the revised schems only for further
reviegw and comparison with schemes produced by other people.

The Castle yard Conservative Branch and the Hinckley & Bosworth
Distriet Labour Party both called for a return to the Horough Council's
draft scheme., none of the comments on the Commission's draft proposals
carried criticisms of the Council's draft scheme, though some favoured it.
The Egrl Shilton Branch. Labour Party, the Earl Shilton {onservativse
Association and two independent residents were strongly opposed to any
division of the Earl Shilton community, the integrity of which is
preserved in the Council's 3-member Earl Shilten ward. '

There was much discussion at the meetings, largely arising fram the
-Liberasl’s proposals, on what affinity of interests there was betwsen the
part of Castle ward lying south of the railway line and Burbage ward
ad joining it to the east, south and west, There were markaed differences
of opinion and no common view on what new ward boundaries might be
desirable. I was left with the impression that most people would probably
prefer to make no major change and would be satisfied with the Council's
revised scheme., Similarly thers was discussion on how many members it was
desirable to have to a ward, with marked differences of opinion, but again
I was left with the impression that most people would probably prefer
J=member wards, partly perhaps because that would maintain the status quo
with which they were satisfied. So on this score, too, the Council's
scheme attracted support.

Apart from the Liberals, who advocated their own alternative scheme,
there were no objectors to the Council's schems.

The defective Barwell/sunnyside boundary, lscking proper definition
'on the ground, which, as mentioned above, was contained in the Commission's
"*proposals, did not feature in the Council's schems.

On equality of representation the scheme was satisfactory except for
‘the wards of De Montfort and Trinity as mentioned abaove.

Thus in general terms and in relation to the statutory criteria of
‘equality of representation as nearly as may be, easy identification of
boundaries and affinity of interests, the Borough Council's revised draft
scheme appeareg satisfactory, with the exception of the level of
representation in two neighbouring wards,

\r
<
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founcillor Zusssil's alternative scheme

Cauncillor Russell macde it clear that ne suppgorted the Council's
scheme, bubt ne had put in his 10 2-member ward alternstive scheme far
Lthe urban area in case the Commission "opt fgr a 2-member ward system
as their scheme seems to indicater, 1 assured him that there was no
dispositien on the part of the Commission, or mysself, to favour
2-member wards as such, nor indeed to hold them in disfavour.

His scheme 1s, in effect, an amendment teo the Commission's draft
proposals. In 7 of the wards it follows the gemerazl pattern of the
Bosworth Conservative Association's suggestsd amendments to the draft
proposals, but with variations which are significant in terms of size of
electorates and hence entitlements, In the other 3 wsrds it provides an
entirely fresh tripartite division of the Barwell/farl c<hilton area,.

In calculating his elsctorates for the 10 wards Councillor Russell hag
used the corrected figures for 1980 with an average electorate of 1974
producing entitlements ranging between 1.90 and 2,29. Hs explained that
he had aimed only at equality of representation and not at ward commupity
of intarest whicn he considered to be largely sentimental and irrelevant
in this urban area. This was not a point of view generally shared by
others wha had written in or appeared at the meeting, and it was ocbvious
that there would bs seribus objections, particularly in the Sarwell/Earl
Shilton area, to his boundaries which cut through areass of affinity of
interests. Itdid not thesresfors appesr thst his scheme could be used to
achieve an acceptable improvement of the Commissiont's draft proposals,

In his lestter he and his elsven co-signatories had declared their support
for the Council's scheme and offersd their scheme aonly as a fall-back
alternative, so it gseamed to me that thers was no point in pursuing it
unless on its cown merits it was superior te the Council's schems. This
was not so, as it did not suitably improve the Commission's draft
proposals, which thamsglvas were inferior tg tha Council’s schema,

The Liberal's Schams

This provides in a Council of 33 members 10 wards for the urban arsas
including Staoke Golding, 3 with 3 members, 5 with 2 members and 2 with
1 member. Using the same corrected figures for 1980 as for the othar
schemes, the numerical position isi=-

Ward Na. aof Cllrs Electorate Entitlement

Church 1 15964 0.78
Byrbage 3 6831 3.36
Skatchlay 1 1327 0.65
Castle 2 3520 1.73
Clarendon 2 3518 173
Trinity 2 4149» 2.04
Dg Montfort 2 4920 2.42
Hollycroft 2 3719 1.83
Barwell 3 $734 2.82
Earl shilton 3 6238 3.07

21 41550# 20,43

#*includes 1019 in Stoke Goldiné



1n presenting their scheme, the Liberals explained that they had
Found it difficult to be certain, particularly in the centre of the
urban area, exactly where affinity of interests lay. They had tried to
follow affinity where they could, but in some places ward boundaries had
inevitably to be arbitrary. In Barwell and £arl Shilton they supportad
local feeling that the two communities should be individually represented
and made each a 3-member ward., burbage was particularly difficult. while
some might consider that the community of the existing Castle ward extended
cantinuously into thepart lying south of the rsilway line, the Liberals
regarded that southern part as more closely linked with Surbage. They
preferred the practical boundariesaf the railway line and the two main
rpads running south, thus dividing the whole of the area south of the
railuay line {i.e. existing Burbage and part Castle) into 3 wards - from
west to east, Sketchley, Burbage and Church. They would concede that
it might be better to amend their proposed Burbage/Church boundary by
transferring an area immediately to the west of Church Street from
Burbage ward te Church ward to keep the old village of Burbage tagether,
and at the same time improve the numerical balance, though this would be
contrary to their principle of having natural boundaries for recogniSable
communitlies. They indicated a possible aree south of Foresters Road
around the Recreation Ground but did not define a precise area or give
figures, .

The Borough Council objected that the Liberals scheme involved
unacceptable departures from numerical equality of representation and
cautioned that postal addresses should not bs taken as a reliable
indicator of affinity. A Borough Councillor from the urban area objected
to the creation of the proposed Holly croft and Clarendon wards, He
.thought it would be unwise to make a separate ward out of a completely nsuw
estate which would be better mixed with older residential areas. Another
Borough Councillor said that, whilst admitting that ward boundaries were
difficylt to draw and easy to criticise, he found the bLiberal scheme quite
unacceptable in somse respects, particularly in regard to inequality aof
representation,

A resident of Stoke Golding objected to its proposed inclusion in the
Liberals' urban Trinity ward., As a growing community on its own, separated
from Hinckley by milesof fields, he thought it should be part of Ambien ward
with Sutton Cheney and Higham-on-the-Hill, as proposed by the Borough Council,
Sutton Cheney Parish Council, on the other hand, thought that Stoke Golding
should be excluded from Ambien ward on the qrounds that the population of
Ambien ward with Stoke Golding would be too great for representatien by one
Councillor only and that the comparatively urban area of Stoke Golding might
dominste the election of candidates for the ward., Two Borough Councillors
spoke in favour of the inclusion of Stoke Golding in Ambien ward and against
the Liberal scheme, one of them denying that there was any invidiaus
distinction in practice between the different parts of Ambien ward,

Apart from Sutton Cheney Parish Council's objection, which wasmade in
relation to the Commission's draft proposals but might be regarded as having
some common ground with the Liberals' scheme, no support was given to the
Liberals' scheme, Several of those who opposed it specifically supported
the Borough Council's revised draft scheme.

It appeared to me that in the urban area as a whole the Liberals' scheme

had mot achieved any better balance in relation to affinity of interests tham
the bBerough Councils scheme and in some respaects might no%be as gocod. 0On

equality of representation its disparities of entitlement were unsatisfactory
in several cases and appreciably worse overall than in the Borough Council's

scheme. wnNor did they lend themselves to correction, except perhaps in
Hurbage &and Church wards.



-3

(8]

The cbisction ty Zuiton Cherney Parish {owunci

1l that Ambtisn warc has
tog great e gopulation 7or % member, with the inference thatit should be
altared, coes not offer a feasible alternative, It is, af course, not
cize of populstion but size of electorate that hes to be taken Into account,
ana on that score Ambien, as proposed by the Zorough Council, is vary
satisfactory. GStoke Galding could not stand by itself, nor could the
Linerals' Trinity ward do without it. The figures are:-

ambien ward (1 member) Electorate Entitlement
Sutton Chenay 405 ) 0.2 )
Higham—on—the—Hill 617 ) 1022 6.3 ) 05
Stoke Golding 1019 0.5

2041 1.0
Trinity ward {2 members) 4149 2.04
less Staoke Gaolding 1019 050

3130 1.54

At the first meeting, before the correctsed figures were available for
the Liberals!' scheme, it was challenged for preoducing urban weighting. On
the corrected figures provided for the second meeting, and excluding
Stoke Golding (1019 electors and % member) from the Liberals'! urtan area
far comparison with the Borough Council's scheme, the Liberals give the
urban area 20.5 members- in a Council of 33 on an entitlemant of 19.93,
an insignificant urban weighting., The Eorough Council's scheme gives the
same sraa 20 members in a {ouncil of 34 on an entitlement of 20.53, a
similarly insignificant weighting in the opposite direction. It would be
difficult to devise a schems which was satisfacgtory in 2ll othsr respects
for a relatively small Council and which gave a closer urban/rural balance.
The small imbalancs invalidates neithar scheme and favours neither scheme

in the choice betwsen the two.

- Towards the end of the second meeting thers emerged an appreciation
that the Horough Council's revised scheme for the urban area was, all in all,
daspite certain defects, the best scheme which had been put up. 1 therefore
- invited the mesting to consider whether there was any way of remedying those
dgfects, which related to the unsatisfactery entitlements of De montfort
and Trinity wards. These have been mentioned above and are set out agaim
below:=

ward No., of Electorateas Entitlement
Cllrs
Da Mentfort 3 5302 2.89
Trinity 2 4782 2.42
5 - 10084 S.11

The outcome was a recognition that the over-entitlement of ane and the

undar-entitlement of the other, which almost balanced each other, could beth
be remedied by moving their comman houndary a littls to tne west, The

York Road/Teign Bank_area was lndicateg as containing an appropriats
electprate folf transfer from Trinity waro to Og Montfort ward. 1 enquired
closely as to wnether any local ties woulc oe troken 2y this change of
Boundary, zna was assured Dy several people present, inclucing representatives

af gifferent political parties wne knew the leceality, that thers would mei oe.
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The exact slectorate of the area has since been ascertainsc as 638.
The numerical effect of the transfer would be entirely satisfacteory, as
may be seen:=-

yard No. of Electorate Entitlement

cCllcs
De Montfort {enlarged) 3 5540 3.01
Trinity (reduced) 2 4144 2.10

S 10084 5.1

This alteration to the boundary and the area involved are described in
Appendix C. )

RURAL AREA

In their revised draft scheme the Borough Council adopted the
Commission's draft propasals for the rural area, except for the name of
Ferrers All Saints ward, 'and so, subject to that exception, were fully in
support of the Commission's draft proposals. They did not suggest any
variation or alterpative for consideration. Councillor Russell's alternetive
urban scheme did not concern the rural area. The only other alternative
scheme to consider was the Liberal's, Ambien ward, with its two rural parishes
and a detached part of the Hinckley urban area, has already been discussed
earlier in my report.

The Commission's draft proposals provided for 3 2Z-member wards
(1 combining 2 parishes} and 8 1-member wards (1 combining 2 parishes and
3 combining 3). The Liberals' scheme provided for 2 3-member wards
(1 combining 2-parishes and 1 combining 3), 1 2-member ward {combining
3 parishes) and 4 1-member wards (1 combining 2 parishes and 3 combining 3).

Apart from the naming of wards, no-one other than the Liberals objected to
the Commission's draft proposals. The Liberals'! scheme was strongly opposed
by the Borough Council on the grounds that it divided parishes which had

been together for various purposes for some years, seemed Lo make some
changes for the sake of change, and produced some large groupings of parishes
which might result in all members coming from the major village in the group
to the disadvantage of the smaller villages. O0thers who spoke at the mesting
as individuals supported the Barough Council's criticisms, one adding that
the grouping of villages was arbitary, another that some of the wards were
gxtended to unmanageable proportions for the councillors servicing them.
Groby Parish Council wrote objecting to being linked with Ratby or any other
parish and this view was endorsed from Ratby's point of view by Ratby
Conservative Association, Markfield Parish Council and Markfield & Stanton
Conservative Branch each wrote very emphatically making similar objections

to those quoted above and forthrightly questioning the capacity and
experience of the Liberals to deal with problems of rural werding. Sheepy
Parish Council wrote to say that Sheepy and Witheriey Parishes both strongly
opposed any change, such as was suggested by the Liberals, to the Sheepy

and Witherley ward, no-one supported the Liberals' scheme.
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It sooesrec to me thet the Commission's draft propesals preserved
gstaslishec links between pé&risnes whsreas tne Licerels' zcneme severad scme
of inem, #Morsover, :the lLiberals' scheme, Ly putting all 13 parishes into
combined warcvs, militated agsinst the much valued incividual parish
representation wvhich was betiar pressrve2 in the Commissicn's cratt
proposals with 6 1=-parish waras.

~ As for equality of representation, the Commission's draft proposals
contain two unsatisfactory entitlements:=~

' No, of 1980
ward CIllrs Elactorats Entitlement {per member)
pesford & Peckleton 2 3275 1.66 (0.83)
Gopsall 1 1096 0.56 (0.58)

The other entitlements range from 0.71 to 1.27 for 1=member wards and
from 1.73 to 2.25 for the 2-member wards.

The Libarals' scheme also contains two unsatisfactory entitlements:-

Ng, of 1980 .
yard clirs Electorate Entitlement (per member)
Markfield,3aquworth
% Desford 3 7318 3.598 (1.20)
Groby & Ratby 3 6908 3,395 (1.13)

The othar entitlements are 1.735 for the 2-member ward &nd between 0,962
and 1.035 for the l1-member wa;ds.

Calculated as entitlements per member in each of the four wards set
out above,  they look satisfactory except for Gopsall. This calculation
cannot, however, be allowed to mask the fact that no sntitlement is
acceptable if it is nearer to the next whale number of members above or
below the number of members actually allocated, as is mMarkfield, Baguorth
& Desford., Hut it cannot be remedied by increasing the number of members,
since a 4-member ward does nmot comply with the Commissian's published
guidelines. A partial improvement might be to divide the ward into two,
as fogllows:-

No. of 1980
yard cllrs flectorate Entitlement
Magkfisld &
Bagwarth 2 4832 2.37
Oesford 1 2486 1.22
3 7318 J.E9

but the entitlement of the 2-member waro would be less than satisfactory,

There would still remain the difficulty over Stoke Golding., If the

best scheme for the uran area, i.e. the Sorough Council's revised draft

scheme, is to be used, 5toke Colding would De linked with the rural area
and this woula not fif in with the Elberals' scheme faor the rursl area
which excluces Stoke Golding. Secause the arithmetic of cach scheme
gepends gn its own treatment of Stoke Geloing, it does not seem possible
to reconcile the two schemes.

The Ccmmission's araft proposzls for tne rural arsa can, houwever,
usea zlongsice the Zorougn Ccuncil's revisec Zraft scheme for Zhe urcan
& as tnsy both toeat Stoks Golcing in the same way,



Thus on grounds of affinity, more individual representatian of
individusl parishes, local support and compatibility with the best
scheme for the urban area, the Commission's draft praoposals are to
be preferred, in my view, to the Liberals' scheme. O0On equality of
reprasentation, the Liberals' scheme has an unacceptaole defect in
markfield, Bagworth & Desford ward which, as already discussed,
cannot be remedied., The Commission's draft proposals have a defect,
albeit less serious, in Gopsall ward. There is no room for manoeuvre
to devise a remedy without repercussions which would produce a domino
gef fect throughout the District. Tais would, in effect, mean trying
to design a whole alternative new scheme and none such has been
suggested or seems possible, Therefore it seems to me that in the
particular circumstances of this rural area this obviously generous
representation must be accepted as inevitable.

yard Names

"garlestone, Nailstone and Osbaston® is the name of the existing
ward comprised of those three villages, The Commission in their
draft proposals renamed the ward ®Ferrers All Saints™, as had the
Borough Council in their original draft scheme. All three Parish
‘Councils objected and asked for the existing name to be kept., The
Borough Council accepted their visws and rsverted to the existing
name in their revised draft scheme. 7The objsctions to the name
nferrers All Saints® were that it would be geographically unidentifiable
ta people living outside the area, it would cause the parishes to lose
their individual identitises, and it was inappropriate, Ferrers being

a familg name no longer_associated with_the localitg and Al} Saints
being the church of nailstone, the smallest of the three villages.

Although it is the aim of the [ommission to avoid unwieldy composite
names, they have already included the tripartite name of Cadeby,
Carlton and market Bosworth in their draft proposals, and it would

seem to me anly reasonanole to do so in this case, too, to meet umanimous
local wishes,

The parishes of Twycross and Shackerstone are cambined by the
Commission in a single ward, as now. The Commission have adopted the
ward name of "Gopsall®", as in.the Borough Council's draft schemse.
Twycross Parish Council asked for it to be renamed "Twycross®" after
their village, the bigger of the two, though they would have no abjection
to the addition of "Shackersteone" to the name. They explained that
"Gopsall® was no longer appropriate, being the name of the former Hall,
now demolished, and Park, now divided into two farms. The Berough
Council did not object to the suggested change, which seems to me
entirely reasonable.



RECOMMEXGATIONS

I recommenc that:-

For tne uroan area exclucing Stoke Colding there should be
substituted for the Commission's araft propasals the

garough Council's revised draft scheme sent to the Commission
on 20 Uctober 1977, subject to the transfer from Trinity ward
to De mMaontfort ward of an area in the York Read/Teign Hank
locality as described earlier and more particularly defined
in Appendix C.

for the rural area including Stake Golding the Commission

should adhere to their own draft proposals subject to the

renaming af *Ferrers All 53ints" ward as mBarlestone, Nailstone

and Osbaston® and of "Gopsall" ward as *Twycross and Shackerstonew,



APPENDIX A

THE GOROUGH COUNCIL OF HINCKLEY & BOSWORTH

LOCAL MEETING = REVIEW DF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS

26th JANUARY 1978 — ATTENDANCE LIST

Signaturs

Name of body represented

L.J. Hamlet
T.W. Lucas

Mm.Smith (Mrs)

J. Baker, 13 Station Road

We. B, Blackwell, 2B Trinity
Vicarage Rd, Hinckley.

F.N., Warmleighton
D.G. Loxley

H. Woodley
Jean Massey

£.J.A. Cotton

C. Marvin

Alfred Cobley

S. Fell

D. Fell

8. Palmer,3 Derby Rd., Hinckley.

David W Inman, 8 Seaton {lose,
Burbage..

T.£E. Brown, 57, Leicester Road,
Hinckley.

J. ward

P.A. Jacques

D. Erackenbury

M.5. Russesll

Frances Hitchcock

Twycross Parish Council

Barwell

Hinckley Civic Society; Hon, Sec.,
P.G.F. Lancaster, ‘'Rosewood!,
Sketchley Lane, Surbage, Leics.

Hinckley Boerough Council (Castle ward)

Hinckley Borough Council {Clarendon Ward)

garl shilton. 216 Hincklasy Road.
54 Stoneycroft Road, Earl Shilton..

Hinckley & Bosworth B.C.
10 Roseway, Stoke Golding.

Hinckley & Bosworth B.C.

7 Laburnum Drive, Earl Shilton.

Eerl shilten - 'Barracca', Earl Shilton.
Earl shilton = 12 High Street,.

174 Hinckley Road, Earl Shilton,
Hinckley = 53 Duport Road.

Hinckley = 53 Duport Road

Hinckley & Bosworth Libseral As;ociation.
Burbage Liberal Association,

Bosworth Constitusency (Liberal),

Leicestershire County Council, County
Hall, Glenfield.

North West Leics. D.C.

North yest Leics. 0.C.

Hinckley & Sposworth Eorough Councillor
{Barwell)

o

Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Cl.(Barlestons}



APPENDIX A {(cont)

Signature Name of body represented
W. Wwileman 40, Stoneycroft Road, Earl Shilten,
G.S. lMorrell Hinckley & Bpsworth Council.
J. Royce Hinckley & Bosworth Council,.
A.C. Davenport 22, Trafford Road, Hinckley,

Colin Pemberton Leicester iMaercury.



APFENDIX B

THE BCROUGH COUNCIL CFf HINCKLEY & BOSWORTH

LOCAL MEETING = REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS

8th DECEMEBER 1978 -~ ATTENDANCE tLIST

Signaturse

Address

Name of body represeniad

M. S. Russell

J.N, Brand

A. Blackwell

D Parker

John S white
G 5 Morrell

Jy Lord

D W Inman

130 Kirkby Road,Barwell

21 Hazel yay, Barwell

28 Trinity vicarage Rd.,
Hinckley

J Derby Road,Hinckley
Council Offices,Coalville

Coptoan Ash Farmhouse,
Twycross.

37 station Road, Steke
Golding.

58 Azalea Drive,Burbage

Councillor

Councillor

Councillor

H & 8 Liberal Association

OCbserver only

H & B Councillor

Burbage & Hinckley Liberal
Association



APPENDIX C

Description of the amended section recommended by the Assistant
Commissioner in the boundary between the De Montfort amo Trinity

wards as proposed in the Hinckley and Boswarth Borou%h Council's
revised draf% scheme sent to the Commission on 20 October 1977.

From the point where the boundary betwsen De Montfort and Trinity
wards strikes fjddlefield Lane and turns south 2long Middlefield
Lane, thence across Middlefield Lane and along the roadway running
south-westwards to the boundary of Richmond Park thence along the
north-gast and scouth=east boundaries of Richmond Park to Richmond
Road thence south-eastwards along Richmond Road teo Tudor Road,
thence north—eastwards along Tudor Road to Teign Bank Road thence
south-e@stwards alang Teign Bank Road to its junction with Factory
Road,

The smended boundary thus described and shown in red on the attached
MAP A to be in substitution for that section of the proposed boundary
which runs between the commencing and terminating points of the
amendad ssaction of boundary.

The area involved and its electorate is set out on the back of the
attached MAP A,



SCHEDULE 2

BOROUGH O HINCKLEY AND BOSWORTH :

NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

NAME. OF WARD NO OF COUNCILLORS
Ambien | 1l
Bagworth

Barlestone, Nailatone and Osbaston
Barwell

Burbage

Cadeby, Carlton and Market Boaworth
Castle | '
Clarendon

De Montfort

Deaford and Peckleton

Earl Shilton

Groby
Markfield

New.bold Verdon
Ratby

Sheepy and Witherley
Trinity

H N = HNN WD W W W W W

Twycross and Shackersatons

The proposed ward boundaries are shown or & map which can be inspected at
the Council's offices. A detalled description of the boundaries of the

proposed wards as defined on the map is attached at Schedule 3.



SCEIDULZ

BOROUGH OF HINCKLEY AND BOSWORTH  DESCRIPTION CF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES
Note: Where the boundary is described as following a road, railway, river,

canzl or similar feature it shouid be deemed to follow the centre
line of the feature unless otherwise stated.

BU%PAGE WARD

Commencing at a point where the southwestern boundary of the Borough meets
the Ashby de la Zouch Canal, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along
said canal to the Nuneaton-Leicester railway, thence northeastwards along
said railway to Rugby Road, thence southeastwards along said road to a point
opposite the northwestern boundary of the property known as Sketchley Hill
House, thence northeastwards to and along said boundary-ts and southeastwards
along the northeastern boundary of said property to the access rocad that
leads to Hill Farm, thence northeastwards along said access road to the
footpath that leads to Lucas Road, thence northwestwards along said footpath
to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 46 Lucas Road, thence northeast-
wards to and along said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 48-70
Lucas Road, to the rear boundary of No 48 Featherston Drive, thenqe south-
eastwards along said rear boundary and southeastwards and eastwards along the
rear boundaries of Nos 50-126 Featherston Drive, crossing Boyslade Road

to and continuing northeastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 128-136
Featherston Drive, the rear boundaries of Nos 99-91 Forresters Road to the
western boundary of No 89 Forresters Road, fhence southeastwards along said
boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 4-8 Forresters Close to the soﬁthern
boundary of No 8 Forresters Close, thence northeastwards.along said boundary,
the southern end of Forresters Close and the southern boundary of No 7
Forresters Close to the rear boundary of said property, thence northwestwards
along said rear boundary, the rear boundaries of Nos 5 and 3 Forresters Close
and the eastern boundary of No 81 Forresters Drive to the rear boundary of

No 79 Forresters Drive, thence northeastwards along said rear boundary and
the rear boundaries of Nos ?7-35 Forresters Drive to the road known as

Sunnyhill South, thence northwards along said road to Forresters Road, thence

eastwards and northeastwards along said road to Hinckley Road, thence
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northwards along said road to Sapcote Road, thence northeastwards along
said road to z point due south of the fence being an extension of the rear
boundaries of the properties known as En-Fin, Stepping Stones and Farthings,
thence northwards to said fence, thence northwestwards along said fence
and the aforementioned rear boundaries of said properties to the northern-
most point of the property known as Farthings, thence northeastwards in a
straight line to the southwestern corner of parcel No 1763 as shown on
0S 1:2500 Microfilm SP 4493 (A) Publication of 1964, thence northeastwards
along the southeastern boundary of said parcel to and northwestwards along
the northeastern boundary of said parcel and in prolongation thereof to
the southeastern boundary of parcel No 1775, thence northeastwards along
gsaid southeastern boundary to and northwestwards along the northeastern
boundary of said parcel to and southwestwards along the northwestern boundary
of said parcel to the southwestern boundary of parcel No 0092, thence north-
westwards along said field boundary to the Nuneaton-Leicester railway, thence
northeastwards along said railway to the eastern boundary of the Borough,
thence southwards along said borough boundary to and northwestwards along

the southwestern boundary of the Borough to the point of commencement.

CLARENDON WARD

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Burbage Ward meets the
southwestern boﬁndary of the Borough, thence nqrthwestwards along said
Borough boundary to the eastern boundary of Higham on the Hill CP, thence
northeastwards along said CP boundary to the footpath that leads from
Ashby de la Zouch Canal to north of the properties Nos 163-157 Outlands
Drive, thence eastwards and southeastwards along said footpath to a point
in prolongation northwards of Clifton Way, thence southwards along said
prolongation to and continuing southwards and socutheastwards along said
way to Roston Drive, thence eastwards along said drive to Oatlands Drive,
thence northeastwards and northwards along said drive to Lismore Drive,

thence northeastwards along sald drive to the road known as Heollycroit,
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thence southeastwards along said road to and southwards along Lower Bond
Street, thence southwards along the road known as The Borough and south-
westwards along Regent Street, and southwestwards and southeastwards along
Rugby Road to the northern boundary of Burbage Ward, thence southwestwards
along said ward boundary to and southeastwards and southwestwards along the

western boundary of said ward to the point of commencentent.

CASTLE WARD

Commencing at the point on the eastern boundary of Clarendon Ward where it
meets the road known as Stockwell Head, thence northeastwards and eastwards
along said road to the road known as New Buildings, thence northeastwards

along said road to Leicester Road, thence eastwards along said road to Spa Lane,
thence southeastwards along said lane to London Road, thence southeastwards
along said road to the Nuneaton-Leicester Railway, thence northeastwards along
said railway to the northern boundary of Burhbage Ward, thence southwards,
southwestwards and northwestwards along said ward boundary to and northwest-
Wards and northeastwards along the eastern boundary of Clarendon Ward to the

point of commencement.

TRINITY WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Clarendon Ward meets
the eastern boundary of Higham on the Hill CP, thence generally northwards
along said CP boundary to the track leading to Wykin Lane, at NG Reference
SP 4008195976, thence northeastwards along said track to said lane, thence
southeastwards along said lane to the path between Wykin Lane and Stoke Road
at NG Reference SP 4068695830, thence northeastwards along said path,
crossing Stoke Road, and continuing generally northeastwards along Rogue's
Lane to the unnamed stream forming the eastern houndary of Rogue's Lane
Nurseries, thence southeastwards along said stream to the southeastern
boundary of Parcel No 3863 as shown on 0S 1:2500 Microfilm SP 4295 (A),
Publication of 1965, thence southwestwards along said southeastern boundary,

crossing Middlefield Lane in a straight line, to and southwestwards along
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the southeastern boundary of Parcel No 2249 to the southwestern boundary
of Parcel No 3130, thence southeastwards along said southwestern boundary
to the southeastern boundary of Richmond Park, thence southwestwards along
said boundary to Richmond Road, thence southeastwards along said road to
Tudor Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Teign Bank Road,
thence southeastwards along said road to Factory Road, thence southwest-
wards along sald road to the northern boundary of Clarendon Ward, thence

generally northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

DE MONTFORT WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Castle Ward meets the
northern boundary of Calrendon Ward, thence northwestwards along the
northern boundary of Clarendon Ward to the eastern boundary of Trinity Ward,
thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said ward boundary to
Rogue's Lane, thence southeastwards a%ong said lane to a point opposite
the southern boundary of Parcel No 1540, as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm
SP 4396 (A1), publication of January 1978, thence northeastwards to and
along said southern boundary and the southern boundary of Parcel No 3236
to the southwestern boundary of the Allotment Gardens, thence southwest-
wards along said southwestern boundary to the southernmost point of said
gardens, thence southeastwards in a straight line from said point to the
northwestern corner of the enclosure situated to the north of the
Electricity Sub Station, thence southeastwards along the western boundary
of said enclosure and continuing southeastwards along the western boundary
of Parcel No 5422 to the western boundary of the Allotment Gardens, thence
southwestwards along said western boundary to and southwards and eastwards
along the western and southern boundaries of the Pond te and eastwards and
northwards slong southern and easternm boundaries of the Allotment Gardens
to the southern boundary of Parcel No 6322, thence northeastwards along
said boundary to the western boundary of Parcel Ne 7220, thence southeast-

wards and eastwards along said western boundary and the southern boundary

of said parcel, and continuing eastwards along the southern boundary of
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" Parcel No 7717, the rear boundaries of No's 13-5 Powers Road, the southern
boundary of No 24 St Mary's Avenue, the southern end of St Mary's Avenue,
the southern boundary of No 51 St Mary's Avenue and in prolongation thereof
to the footpath leading from the west of No 6 Waterfall Way to Barwell

Lane (Grass Road), thence southwafds along said footpath to Barwell Lane,
thence eastwards along said lane to the track leading to Leicester Road,
thence southeastwards aloﬁg said track to Leicester Road, thence southwest-
wards along said road to the unnamed road leading to the property known as
Lynden Lea, thence southeastwards along said road to the unnamed stream
forming the northwestern boundary of Burbage Common (Golf Course), thence
northeastwards along said stream to the eastern boundary of the Borough,
thence southeastwards along s;id Borough boundary to the northern boundary
of Burbage Ward, thence southwestwards along said ward boundary to and
southwestwards, northwestwards and southwestwards along the northern

'

boundary of Castle Ward to the point of commencement.

BARWELL WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of De Montfort Ward meets
the unnamed stream north of Rogue's Lane Nurseries, fhence northwestwards
along said stream to the southern boundary of Sutton Cheney CP, thence
eastwards along said CP boundary and eastwards, northeastwards and eastwards
along the southern boundary of Peckleton CP to the unnamed stream flowing
from the rear of No 53 Moore Road to the parish boundary, thence southwards,
southwestwards and southwards along said stream to the footpath leading to
Heath Lane and running adjacent to the southern boundary of Parcel No 226k,
as shown on 0S 1:2500 Microfilm SP 4597 (B1) publication of 1978, thence
northeastwards along said footpath to a point opposite the eastern boundary
of the property known as The Notheys, thence southwards to and along said
eastern boundary to and continuing southwards along the eastern boundary

of St Newlands Primary School, crossing Moore Road té the rear boundary of

No 73 Belle Vue Road, thence southwards along said rear boundary and

southwards and southeastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 71-3
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Belle Vue Road and southeastwards along the southwestern boundary of
No 228 Hinckley Road to Hinckley Road, thence southwestwards along said
road to a point being the prolongation northwestwards of Elmesthorpe
Lane, thence southeastwards along said prolongation and said lane to a
point opposite the northwestern boundary of Parcel No 6666, as shown on
0S 1:2500 Microfilm SP 4596 (A) publication of 1972, thence southwestwards
to and along said boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence
northwestwards and southwestwards along saild Borough boundary to the
northern boundary of De Montfort Ward, thence generally northwestwards

along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

EARL SHILTON WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Barwell Ward meets
the southern boundary of Peckleton CP, thence eastwards along said CP
boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence southwestwards,
southeastwards and generally scuthwestwards along said Borough boundary

to the eastern boundary of Barwell Ward, thence northwestwards and north-

eastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

AMBIEN WARD
The parishes of Higham on the Hill

Sutton Cheney
and that area bounded by a line commencing at a point where the southern
boundary of Sutton Cheney CP meets the western boundary of Barwell Ward,
thence southwards aléng said western boundary to the northwestern boundary
of Trinity Ward, thence generally southwestwards along said ward boundary
to the eastern boundary of Higham on the Hill CP, thence northwestwards
and northeastwards along said CP boundary toc the southern boundary of
Sutton Cheney CP, thence eastwards aleng said CP boundary to the point

of commencement.

BAGWORTH WARD

The parish of Bagworth
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BARLESTONE, NAILSTONE AND OSBASTON WARD

The parishes of Barlestone
Nailstone

Osbaston

CADEBY, CARLTON AND MARKET BOSWORTH WARD
The parishes of Cadeby
Carlton

Market Bosworth

DESFORD AND PECKLETON WARD
The parishes of Desford

Peckleton

GROBY WARD

The parish of Groby

MARKFIELD WARD

The parish of Markfield

NEWBOLD VERDON WARD

The parish of Newhold Verdon

RATBY WARD

The parish of Ratby

SHEEPY AND WITHERLEY WARD
The parishes of Sheepy

Witherley

TWYCROSS AND SHACKERSTONE WARD
The parishes of Twycross

Shackerstone
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BOROUGH OF HINCKLEY AND BOSWORTH

Elections by thirds

Order of retirement and Parish Elactions

PE = Parish Elections -

SCHEDULE 4

ORDER OF RETIREMENT

NO.OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD REPRESENTING WARD 18T YZAR 2D YEAR 3RD YZAR

Ambien 1 - - 1 FE

Bagworth 1 - - 1 FE
| Barleastons, ﬁa.ilstone and 1 - 1l FE -

Ogbaston n

Barwell 3 1 1 1
* Burbage 1 1 1
Cadeby, Carlton and Market 1PE - -
Bosworth .
Castle 3 1 1 1
Clarendon 3 1 1 1
De Montfort 3 1 1l 1

Desford and Pecklaton 2 - 2 1PE
Earl Shilton 3 1l 1 1l

' Groby 2 1 - 1 FE

Markfield 2 - 1l 1> FE
Newbold Verden 1l 1FE - -
Ratby 1 - 1 PE -
Sheepry - and Witherley 1 - 1 PE -
Trinity 2 1 1 -
Twycross and Shackerstone | 1 1 P& - -
- 34 1 12 1
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