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1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried out our
initial review of the electoral arrangements for the metropolitan borough of South
Tyneside in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to,
the Local Government Act 1972, present our.proposals for the future electoral
arrangements for that borough.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(l) and (2) of the 1972
Act, notice was given on 26 August 1975tnat we were to undertake this review. This
was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to South Tyneside Metropolitan
Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to the Tyne and Wear 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 the 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. The Borough 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 whic.
we set out in our Report No. 6 about the proposed aize 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. Section 7(3) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires that in metropolitan
districts there shall be elections by thirds. Section 6(.2)(b) of the Act requires that
every metropolitan district shall be divided into wards each returning a number of
councillors divisible by three.
5. The Borough Council forwarded their draft scheme .of-representation to the
Commission on 15 December 1976. They proposed to divide the borough into 20
wards each returning 3 members to form a council of 60.

6. We considered the Borough Council's draft scheme together with related comments.
We noted that the Council's scheme produced an uneven standard of representation and
provided for a size of council which we considered might be too large.

7. Drawing on material already provided by the Borough Council we produced and
subsequently adopted 'as our draft proposals a 51*member scheme which we considered
offered a better standard of representation, better boundaries and a size of
council more appropriate to the number of electorate*
8. On 5 August 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all who had
received our consultation letter, or had commented on the Council's draft scheme.
The Borou^i 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. Represent at ions on our draft proposals were invited from those
to whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from other members of the public
and interested bodies-. We asked that comments should reach us by 14 October 1977.
9. \, "
'
.
""
Support for the draft proposals as
a whole was received from a local political association and,. for one, particular ward,
from a member of the parish. Objections to the draft proposals were received from
the Borough Council, Tyne and Wear County Council, two councillors, a
political association and a local branch of a political party.
10. 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, $? S Astin;7 KBB ,. .was appointed an Assistant* Commissioner. He was
asked to hold a local meeting and to report to us. Notice of the local meeting was sent
to all who had received our draft proposals, or had commented. on them, and was published
locally.
.. .,
11. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Town Hall, South Shields on
14 November 1978 having previously inspected certain areae of the district. A copy of
his report is attached at Schedule 1 to this report.
12. In the li#it of the discussion at the meeting and a subsequent further inspection
of areas of the district, .the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft
proposals for dividing the metropolitan borough of South Tyneside into 17 three-member
wards to form a council of 51 members, be confirmed subject to modifications • to the
boundaries between ten wards. He also recommended changes in the names of two wards.

13. We reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments received and
of the Assistant Commissioner's report. We noted that the Assistant Commissioner
had reached his conclusions after carefully weighing; the arguments about the
appropriate size of the borough council. In considering this aspect of the future
electoral arrangements for South Tyneside, as indeed for the other districts in the
county of Tyne and Wear, we did not ourselves attach the same importance the
Assistant Commissioner did to achieving equality as between districts in the ratio
of the number of electors to the number of councillors. In making, comparisons
between the various electoral arrangements suggested we have thought it right to base
ouz conclusions on their merits in relation to the particular areas concerned and
especially on the standard of representation they offered.
14. The standard of representation resulting from the Assistant Commissioner's
recommendations was better overall than that of our draft proposals. We noted,
however, that at the local meeting the borough council had put forward a revised
scheme for a 60-member council, which had been agreed by an all party Committee
and accepted unanimously by the council, and that this received wide support.
In paragraph 5(4) of his report the Assistant Commissioner examined this scheme
and suggested.certain amendments to improve its standard of representation;
We compared this scheme as modified by the Assistant Commissioner with the Assistant
Commissioner's own scheme, but did not find any clear advantage in favour of
either in terms of electoral equality. We considered whether, this being so, the
disadvantages of a council of 60 for South Tyneside which was higher than the
number we and the Assistant Commissioner had thought necessary, would outweigh the
advantages of a scheme which appeared to be both workable and generally acceptable
locally. On balance we concluded that we should not accept the Assistant Commissioner's
recommendations but should accept the revised scheme put forward by the council
subject to the amendments which the Assistant Commissioner had suggested. We decided
to formulate our final proposals accordingly.
15* 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 ward's 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
16. 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 the South Tyneside Metropolitan

Borough Council and will be available for inspection at the Borough
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:
NICHOLAS MORRISON

(Chairman)

JOHN M RANKIN

(Deputy Chairman)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN

TYBREIL BEOCKBAHK

G E CHERRY

D P HARRISON

R R THORNTON

LESLIE GRIMSHAW

(Secretary)
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Review of Electoral Arrangements Borough of South Tyneside

In accordance with the instructions contained in the
Commission's letter of 8th. September 1978, I conducted a local
meeting as Assistant Commissioner at the Town Hall, South Shields,
on 14th. November 1978 to hear and discuss representations with
regard to the future electoral arrangements in the Borough of
South Tyneside - a Metropolitan District in the County of Tyne and
Wear.
1,

ATTENDANCES

I attach as Appendix 'A' a list of the persons attending the
meeting and, where appropriate, the organisations they represented.
2,

COMMISSION'S PROPOSALS

The Commission's Draft Proposals for the Metropolitan Borough
of South Tyneside set out in the Commission's letter of 5th. August
1977 proposed 17 wards returning 51 Councillors (3 Councillors per
ward).
In considering and formulating the Draft Proposals, the
Commission had before them:(a)

The Draft Scheme submitted by the Metropolitan Borough Council
which suggested 20 wards returning 60 Councillors (3 Councillors
per ward); and

(b)

Comments and correspondence from Councillors A. A. Gowen
and L. Brett on behalf of the Conservative Group on the
Borough Council and from the South Tyneside District Labour
Party.

In considering the Draft Scheme, the Commission noted that the
Scheme provided for a Council of 60 members, which was 6 less than
at present, but was considerably more than the 50 or so members
which had been recommended by the Commission as a suitable size for
a Metropolitan District of the electorate similar to that of South
Tyneside.
None of the wards in the Draft Scheme was identical to
an existing ward, but 6 of the wards entailed only minor
modifications to existing boundaries.
In considering this matter the Commission first sought a
satisfactory scheme for 60 members, but with modifications from the
Council's Scheme, to obtain a more even standard of ward
representation, but then also prepared a Scheme for 1? wards and
51 members which admittedly necessitated a more radical redrawing of
the pattern of wards, but a 51 members Council was more the Council
size envisaged by the Commission for South Tyneside.
Finally, the 'Commission decided that their 5^ members Scheme
was numerically superior to the other schemes under consideration
and that the 51 Members Scheme also offered better ward boundaries.
The Commission therefore issued their Draft Proposals based on this
ward pattern of 17 wards and 51 members.
3,

OBJECTIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS received before the Local Meeting
- From South Shields Conservative Association, generally supporting

- Prom
- From
- From
- Prom

- Prom
- Prom
*•

the Commission's Draft Proposals but suggesting some slight
modifications.
Mr. Keith Stoker, supporting the proposal to make Cleadon
and Whitburn into one ward.
South Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council strongly
opposing the Commission's Draft Proposals and asking for
ward arrangements on the basis of the Council's Draft Scheme.
the Chief Executive and the Leader of Tyne and Wear County
Council supporting the submissions made by South Tyneside
Metropolitan District Council.
Councillor H. Marshall, Leader of South Shields Progressive
Association (the opposition party) on South Shields
Metropolitan Borough Council, supporting the Council's
submissions, opposing the Draft Proposals and asking for
ward arrangements' on the lines of the Council's Draft Scheme.
Boldon Local Labour Party, protesting at the proposed
changes of ward arrangements.
County Councillor G. Smith, commenting on the representations
made by the representatives of Tyne and Wear County Council.

SUBMISSIONS MADE AT THE LOCAL MEETING.

(1)

Introduction
In making preliminary introductions, I said that I hoped the
meeting would be an informal one without the submission of formal
evidence and cross-examination, but that the emphasis would be on
discussion of the various problems and proposals.
I explained that
I had already, on the day previous to the meeting, visited certain
parts of the Borough and that it was my intention after the meeting
to carry out a more extensive tour of the Borough and to visit those
areas which had been referred to in our discussions.
I asked the
meeting to agree that for this second visit I could be accompanied
by the Electoral Registration Officer, or his representative, and
the Principal Assistant Planning Officer who I understood would be
submitting a statement.
I explained that, in writing my report of what transpired at
the meeting, I would also give my assessment of the various
arguments put forward and then it would be my duty to make firm
recommendations as to the number of wards and their boundaries and
the names of the wards.
Having regard to some of the comments which had been made as
to the necessity of carrying out this ward review, I pointed out
that in the existing arrangements there was very uneven
representation. There were now 22 wards, each returning 3
Councillors, and the smallest ward (Brinkburn Ward) had only 3660
electors (1978 register) and Boldon Colliery, New Town and West
Boldon Ward and Simonside and Springwell Ward had 7692 and 7628
electors respectively.
It was obviously necessary to formulate
a new scheme providing a better equality of representation ward by
ward.
I reminded the meeting that under the Local Government Act
1972 the Borough of South Tyneside in the Metropolitan County of
Tyne and Wear was made up of the County Borough of South Shields,
the Municipal Borough of Jarrow and the Urban~Districts of Boldon
and Hebburn.
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I then informed the meeting of the rules laid down in the
Local Government Act 1972 as to the carrying out of the present
electoral review.
I first referred to Section 6 of the Act
which provided that: "Every Metropolitan District shall be divided
into wards each returning a number of Councillors divisible by
three", and then to Schedule 1l(3)(2)(a) which provided that:
"The ratio of the number of local government electors to the number
of Councillors to be elected shall be, as nearly as may be, the
same in every ward of the Borough", and sub-paragraph (3) of the
same Schedule said that: "Subject to the above, regard shall be had
(a) to the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will
remain easily identifiable; and (b) any local ties which would be
broken by the fixing of any particular boundary".
I pointed out that the requirement as to the ratio of
electors to Councillors was to be regarded as a primary rule which
the Commission were required to observe, whereas the other rules
were somewhat secondary, in that the Commission had to have regard
to these rules.
Finally, I referred to the Boundary Commission's Report Wo. 6
which set out criteria within which the Commission had proposed to
work, one of these being in relation to the suggested sizes of
Councils. The Commission had suggested that for Metropolitan
District Councils the size of the Council, save in exceptional
circumstances, should be within the range of 50-80 members. I
said that the South Tyneside Council's suggested 60 members Scheme
was within this range but that the Boundary Commission had
expressed the :-o pinion that, as South Tyneside Metropolitan Borough
was the very smallest Metropolitan District in the country, (as to
population, electorate and area) the Council size should be at the
lowest end of the range - and the Commission had suggested a 51
members Council.
I said that no doubt at the local meeting we
should have full discussion on this point and I would await the
submissions to me on this.
I then informed the meeting of the various comments and
representations which had been received by the Commission (these
are listed in paragraph 3).
(2)

Warding Arrangements Generally
I first called on the South Tyneside Metropolitan Borough
Council to present their case and Mr. Leonard Ruraney, Solicitor
of the Council and Electoral Registration Officer and Returning
Officer, said that he was making submissions to the meeting on
behalf of a united Council.
First, he said, the Council viewed
the Boundary Commission's Draft Proposals as totally unacceptable.
He said that I had outlined the various statutory conditions and
the guidelines, but he referred to the Court of Appeal Hearing in
the Enfield case when, he said, it had been shown that the
overriding consideration in the electoral proposals were that they
should be in the interests of effective and convenient local
government.
Equality of electorate in each of the wards was not
absolutely overriding but, of course, it was very desirable.
He
said that not only was it desirable to have equality of electorate
in the various wards but also desirable to have equality of
electorate in the separate parts of the Borough, and he pointed out
that in the Commission's Proposals, the 9 wards (excluding
Simonside Ward) which could be said to be in the South Shields
Parliamentary Constituency, had a total of 66,200 electors (giving
an average of 7,350 electors per ward) whereas the remaining 8
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wards (in the Jarrow Parliamentary Constituency) had a total of
62,100 electors (giving a much higher average figure of 7760
electors per ward).
He said that this wide difference was most
unacceptable.
. Nr. Rumney then referred to the additional guidelines which
had been stated in respect of the appropriate size of the Council
and he reminded me that there had been some correspondence in 1975
between Sir Robert Thomas of the Association of Metropolitan
Authorities and the Prime Minister, then Mr. Harold Wilson, in
which the Prime Minister had said that he understood that the
Boundary Commission intended to use their guidelines on the size
of Councils in a flexible and realistic manner.
(I said that I
had a copy of this correspondence).
Mr. Rumney said that the
Commission had set a guideline that all Metropolitan District
Councils should be of a size within the range of 50-80 members
and it was perhaps understandable that, using this guideline
arbitrarily, they should come to the conclusion that, as South
Tyneside was the smallest Metropolitan District in population,
electorate and area, it should have the smallest representation
within this range, namely 17 wards and 51 members. He said that
his Council took issue with the Commission on this. He said we
were looking for the most effective and convenient local government
for the Borough, and therefore, attention should be given to local
history and also to the burden placed on electoral representatives
in the Borough by the social and economic circumstances of the
area, with whicTa local government had to contend.
He stated that the Council strongly opposed the Commission's
Draft Proposals on the following grounds:-

(a) that the level of representation proposed was unreasonable;
(b) that the wards suggested
(c) that the wards suggested
community circumstances;
(d) that the ward boundaries

varied too much in size;
took insufficient account of
and
suggested were unsuitable.

He said that he would deal with the submission to me on the
level of representation (as set out in (a) above) and that Dr.
Kitchen, Principal Assistant Planner, would later put forward the
submissions in support of the other three grounds of objection.
He said again that the Commission's duty was to provide a
system of electoral representation which would give effective and
convenient local government and it needed to be remembered that
local government reorganisation in 1974 had brought about a
significant reduction in the number of Councillors elected from
the area of the Borough.
Prior to 1974, the South Shields County
Borough had 44- Councillors (and 15 Aldermen), Jarrow Municipal
Borough had 21 Councillors (and 7 Aldermen), Hebburn UDC had 21
Councillors, and Boldon Urban District Council had 14 Councillors.
This gave a total of 101 local Councillors (with 22 Aldermen) and
there were also 7 County Councillors elected to the Durham County
Council.
Since 1974, however, the South Tyneside Borough Council
had 66 Councillors and there were 15 County Councillors elected to
the Tyne and Wear County Council.
The South Tyneside Borough Council would have preferred to
have continued to have 66 Councillors but had made some concession
in submitting a Draft Scheme for 60 members only.
The Commission,
however, had suggested onlj :?1 Councillors and this was only half

as many Councillors as had served the District prior to 197^This was at a time when the burden on local government services
was never heavier.
It should be emphasised that, although
South Tyneside was the smallest Metropolitan District in the
Country, the Borough had the same range of functions as other
authorities.
Committees had to be formed in a similar way and
also the Borough Council had to have good representation on outside
bodies.
He then handed to me a typed list showing the
constitution of the various committees of the Council and,
anticipating my question, drew attention to the rather large
numbers of members serving on certain committees (the Policy and
Resources Committee comprised 22 members, each of the functional
Committees had 32 members plus the Mayor and the Leader of the
Council; and the Education Committee had 32 members plus 11 coopted members)* He acknowledged that some may argue that the
Borough Council Committees were somewhat large, but he wished to
explain that the constitution had been somewhat of a compromise
in the amalgamation of the various authorities making up the
South Tyneside Borough,
He explained that the smaller
authorities, prior to 1974, nad a system of working whereby every
member of the Council sat on almost every Committee, whereas in
the County Borough of South Shields the functional Committees had
only about 15 members serving on each.
The present constitution
of Committees in South Tyneside was therefore a compromise of the
two different systems.
He acknowledged that reports like the Bains Report on the
Administration of Local Government advocated smaller committees,
but the present system which they had in South Tyneside reflected
the local philosophy of members wishing to be fully involved in
the affairs of the Council and it also showed the anxiety of the
Council as to the social and economic problems facing the Council.
He said that these problems were very severe for, whereas
the unemployment figure for the Borough in 1974- was ?.4#, in May
1978 12.2$ of the working population were unemployed, and by July
1978 this figure had risen to 14.7#. This gave the Council a
tremendous task and the Council were very busy, jointly with the
County Council, in dealing with certain measures such as the
reclamation of land for the provision of additional factories and
the Town Development Committee of the Council were working
closely with the Department of Industry. A further worry was that
the population figure for the Borough was being reduced by
something like 1600 a year.
The population in 197^ had been
17^,000, whereas now it was estimated at 166,000, and it was the
young and active people who were leaving the Borough.
There was
consequently a gradual increase in the proportion of old people
in the Borough.
There were now some 24,000 old people,
representing 15# of the population.
Furthermore, there were 4000
registered handicapped in the Borough and 400 children in care.
These figures alone showed the extent of the burden on the Social
Services of the Borough.
The Council had recently built three
large Homes for the Elderly and a further Home was shortly to be
completed, and there were 200 persons on the waiting list for
places in these Homes. Three Day Centres had recently been
provided and two more were planned.
The Council also had 3
problem with regard to the mentally ill. A large Centre had
been opened which was a model. There were some 3000 persons
requiring the Home Help service.
All these figures gave an indication of the extent to which
members of the Council were committed in their work.
Furthermore,
there were separate distinct communities within the District and
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these could not be neglected.
He instanced the area of Whitburn,
and also said that there was a major community in Jarrow and also
in Hebburn.
At the same time, the Council were developing a
community spirit throughout the whole District.
He then referred to the problems of the Education Committee.
Whereas normally the education provision ran in line with the
provision of housing, the Council now had a programme of replacing
Victorian premises by more up-to-date and modern buildings.
There was a great burden here to be shared and this could better
be done by a Council of 60 than one of 51 members. In July there
were 3178 persons under the age of 18 unemployed and this was a
figure which was quite unacceptable to the Council.
On housing, he said that there were in the Borough 3^,000
Council houses, 28,000 private houses and 1,800 houses provided
by Housing Associations.
There had been clearance programmes in
the District area since 1930, and 1,800 houses had been cleared
since 1st. April 197^-, with a programme for 1,500 more to be
cleared in the next three years. There was also a rehabilitation
programme with 13 General Improvement Areas and three Housing
Action Areas - so it could be seen that the Housing Committee was
very busy. At the present time they were also selling substantial
areas of land for private housing and now a decision had been
taken for the sale of Council houses.
As to cultural and leisure activities, there were many
sports provisions in the Borough, with now a regional gymnastic
centre.
South Tyneside was also very proud of its foreshore,
stretching from South Shields in the north to Whitburn in the
south.
It was the longest municipally owned foreshore in the
Country and few would challenge its attractiveness.
Under the Urban Area Act, there were in the Borough eight
Urban programme^ for priority areas and in this there was a massive
injection of public support by the Council, by the County Council
and by the Government.
I had previously referred to Report No. 6 referring to the
size of Metropolitan District Councils where the phrase "save in
exceptional circumstances" was used and Mr. Rumney took me up on
this point by saying that he felt that there were such exceptional
circumstances here in South Tyneside as to merit the Council
membership being at least 60 and not 51Mr. Rumney then referred to the 60 members (20 wards) Scheme
which the Council had put forward as their Draft Scheme, and said
that, as a result of the attendance of South Tyneside
representatives at the wewcastle-upon-Tyne Local Meeting, it had
become apparent that I, as the Assistant Commissioner, had placed
considerable emphasis upon equality of representation in each of
the wards and on the necessity to keep the entitlement to
Councillors figure for each ward within a range of, say, 2.8 to
3.2.
They had also recognised that I appeared to have had full
regard for other considerations in developing a generally
applicable test of electoral equality.
He said that the members of the South Tyneside Council were
reasonable persons and were advised by reasonable Officers and
they had felt in recent weeks that, having regard to this approach
by me as Assistant Commissioner, they should review their 20 wards
-6-

Scheme for 60 members and see whether any improvements could be
effected.
He said that the Council had appointed an all-Party
Panel and he was pleased to inform me that they had agreed
unanimously on a revised Scheme. This Scheme was still for 60
members (20 wards) but there was general unanimity of the Parties
in the submission of this Scheme.
He said that this unanimity
was possibly a unique situation.
Mr. Rumney then submitted to me a statement in the following
terms:C1)

(2)

(3)

(4-)

(5)

(6)

The Electoral Review Panel of the South Tyneside
Metropolitan Borough Council which comprised representatives
from all the political parties on the Council, as well as
from Tyne and Wear County Council, has met or. several
occasions to formulate the Council's Draft Scheme of
representation and to discuss the Local Government Boundary
Commission's Draft Proposals for the Borough of South
Tyne s ide.
It was the view of the Panel at the start of this review, and
it remains the view of the Panel now, that the existing
electoral arrangements, consisting of 22 wards returning a
Council of 66 members, are reasonable in view of the very
heavy burdens already being carried by part-time elected
representatives.
In the spirit of the Commission's stated task, however, and
notwithstanding the already substantial reduction in the
number of Councillors as a result of local government
reorganisation in 1974, the Panel agreed unanimously to a
Scheme of electoral representation which would reduce the
size of the Council from 66 to 60 members. It is the view
of the Panel that any further proposed reduction in the size
of the Council would be entirely unreasonable.
The Panel has been made aware of the emphasis that was placed
on electoral equality at the Newcastle local meeting in
January 1978 and recognises that it is possible to improve
the Council's'submitted 60 members scheme in this respect.
Accordingly, the Panel has accepted an alternative 60 members
Scheme which it wishes to substitute for the Scheme
originally submitted to the Commission.
Introducing this
revised Scheme, the Panel has genuinely attempted to provide
a constructive alternative which performs much better on
grounds of electoral equality than either the Council's
original Scheme or the Commission's 51 members Scheme.
The Panel is entirely oppos..ed to the Commission's 51 members
Scheme, partly because it feels that the level of
representation proposed is unreasonable and partly because
it regards the Scheme in its own right as a poor one for the
reasons set out in the Council's detailed submission.
This statement represents the views of the members of the
Electoral Review Panel whose names are set out hereunder and
it has accordingly been signed by each member irrespective
of party political affiliation.

This statement was signed by Councillor V. Fitzpatrick,
Panel Chairman,Labour Party; Councillor K. Charlton, Progressive
Party; Councillor P. Davidson, Progressive Party; Councillor D.
Dixon, Labour Party; Councillor K. Hickman, Progressive Party;
Councillor H. Marshall, Progressive Party; Councillor S. Robinson,
Labour Party; Councillor N. A. Whittington, Liberal Party;
Councillor's. S. Robson, Conservative Party; and Councillor
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K. Scrimger, Tyne and Wear County Council - Labour Party.
There were also spaces for signatures by Councillor F. E. Firth,
Labour Party, and Councillor Mrs. Shearan, Tyne and Wear County
Council - Labour Party, but there were no signatures in the spaces.
Mr. Rumney went on to explain that there had been no formal
Council decision approving the above statement of the Panel, but,
as I had no doubt realised, there had been that morning Group
meetings of the various Groups of the Council who, he said, had
given approval to the submissions made in the statement.
Mr. Rumney then handed to me a plan showing the new 20 wards
Scheme now proposed by the Council and I noticed at once that the
Scheme still retained Whitburn, a comparatively small area of 4,580
electors, as a separate ward which would have an entitlement of
only 2.13.
I said that I would find it very difficult to recommend
approval of this particular ward.
Mr. Rumney went on to say that
this area was too isolated to be linked with any other area and
certainly the Council did not wish it to be linked with Cleadon.
JNo doubt, I would hear submissions by local representatives who
knew this area well and we left the matter for further discussion
later in the meeting.
Then Mr. Rumney referred to compatibility with the County
Council's electoral divisions and said that he had received a
letter from the Chief Executive -of Tyne and Wear County Council
with a statement which he felt would be useful to the discussion.
The relevant part of this statement said that when the Boundary
Commission's Draft Proposals for South Tyneside were published,
(1? wards returning 51 members) the County Council were conaerned
that these provided for a further reduction in the membership of
the District Council.
The County Council felt that the District
Council's Scheme (20 wards returning 60 members) went a long way,
and certainly as far as the District Council could go, towards'
meeting the requirements of the Commission.
The County Council had made written representations to the
Commission to the effect that the further reduction in membership,
in an area suffering acutely from urban deprivation, would
generate work-loads well beyond the capabilities of individual
Councillors and generally inhibit the good government of the area.
The point had been made that these were the sort of exceptional
circumstances the Prime Minister had in mind when he said the
Commission would be flexible and realistic in its approach.
The
County Council also expressed the view that, in preparing its
Draft Proposals, the Commission had disregarded the basic criteria
originally laid down, namely the desirability of (a) fixing
boundaries which were easily identifiable; and (b) preserving local
ties.
The statement finally made reference to the South Tyneside
Council's new Scheme for 20 wards and 60 members, which the County
Council supported.
Mr. Rumney then concluded .by asking me to receive the
statement by Dr. J. E. Kitchen, Principal Assistant Planner of the
Council, which would include details of the Council's submission,
not only in criticism of the Commission's Draft Proposals, but also
in relation to the new Scheme now proposed by the Council.
Councillor whittington (Liberal Party) interposed to say that
there would no doubt be long arjruraents in the meeting to follow,
but he wanted to say that the 51 members Scheme was unacceptable
-8-

and that, in the work of the all-Party Panel, there had been
exceptional unanimity in approving the alternative Scheme for
60 members now submitted to me...
. J. S. Kitchen, Principal Assistant Planner, then read
a prepared written statement and he first referred to the Borough
Council's proposals and in some measure reiterated what had been
said to me earlier in the meeting in the statement from the
Electoral Review Panel, namely (1) that the Council considered a
further reduction in representation from the 66 existing Borough
Council members to be unnecessary and undesirable; (2) that
nevertheless, in the spirit of the Commission's obvious wish to
see a further reduction, the Council had agreed to submit a Scheme
which reduced the number of members to 60 and the number of wards
to 20, which Scheme had been non-partisan in its nature,
unanimously agreed by the all-Party Electoral Review Panel, and
represented a level of representation below which, in the opinion
of the Council, the size of the Council ought not to fall in the
interests of local democracy.
He then referred to what had transpired at the Newcastleupon-Tyne Local Meeting when he said I, as Assistant Commissioner,
appeared to place considerable emphasis upon a "rule of thumb"
calculation to the effect that "entitlement to Councillors" for a
proposed ward should be brought within the range 2.8-3-2, at the
same time acknowledging that I appeared to have in view other
factors of particular circumstances in each ward and appeared to
have recognised that there was merit in developing a generally
applicable test of electoral equality.
I interposed here to say that my approach was to aim at an
entitlement to Councillors of 3»°0 per ward, not merely to get
within the range of 2.8-3-2, but should the entitlement figure be
outside this range I made more determined efforts to effect
improvement towards the equality figure, at the same time taking
due regard to other relevant factors in each ward (e.g. the
geography of boundaries).
Dr. Kitchen then said that, having seen the approach at the
Newcastle-upon-Tyne meeting, the Council had felt that they should
re-examine their previously submitted 20 wards Scheme, for in that
Scheme 10 out of 20 proposed wards fell outside this general test
of electoral equality and they felt that this Scheme was unlikely
to be acceptable to the Commission (as indeed it had already been
rejected).
The Council now claimed that they had produced a revised
Scheme with improved electoral equality whilst, at the same time,
retaining a reasonable level of electoral representation, having
regard to particular community circumstances.
The Scheme also
retained sensible boundaries.
Consequently, he said, the Council
now wished to submit the revised 20 wards Scheme and he reiterated
that this new Scheme had been accepted by all the members of the
all-Party Electoral Review Panel and thus achieved the nonpartisan approach which the Council had tried to adopt throughout.
Dr. Kitchen then listed the 20 new wards now suggested,
together with 1981 estimated electorates and entitlements.
(I
do not list these wards and electorate and entitlement figures
here, for later in his submission Dr. Kitchen amended these
figures to take note of an additional 550 electors, for he claimed
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that new housing schemes to be completed before 1981 would
increase the electorate from a total of 128,300 to 128,850,
with a consequent amendment of all the ward electorate figures
and entitlements).
Dr. Kitchen claimed that the new ward electorate figures
showed only 4 wards which were outside the range of 2.3-3»2
entitlement and therefore the new Scheme was a considerable
improvement on the original Scheme so far as electoral figures
were concerned.
The new ward Scheme also distributed the electorate more
fairly as between the Jarrow Constituency and the South Shields
Constituency.
It was considered that this Scheme met all the
Commission's criteria very well indeed and the Commission were
now urged, as a consequence, to adopt the Council's revised 20
wards Scheme, as the Scheme to be recommended to the Home Secretary.
Dr. Kitchen then referred to the Boundary Commission's Draft
Proposals and said that the Council's grounds for opposing these
Proposals were as follows:(a) that the level of representation proposed was unreasonable;(b) that the wards suggested varied too much in size;
(c) that the wards suggested took insufficient account of
community circumstances; and
(d) that the ward boundaries suggested were unsuitable.
He said that Mr. Rumney had dealt with the first ground of
objection, namely, the level of representation and he would now
deal with the remaining three grounds.
He first referred to variations in ward sizes and said that
using the simple test of electoral equality which I, as the
Assistant Commissioner, appeared to have been using at the Loca-1
Meeting, (namely within the range 2.8-3.2) the Commission's
proposed 1? wards Scheme showed 7 wards with entitlement figures
outside that range - namely Rekendyke Ward 3-21, West Park Ward
2.74, Whiteleas Ward 2.66, Bede and Monkton Ward 3-21, Primrose
and Lindisfarne Ward 2.70, Cleadon and Whitburn Ward 3-25 and
Boldon Ward 3-33- He suggested that 7 wards out of 17 wards was
quite a high figure, and the Council had noted that this was
double the figure produced by the Council's revised 20 wards
Scheme which they now submitted.
He said that these variations
in ward sizes were made worse by the fact that the 9 wards
(excluding Simonside Ward) which could be said to be in the South
Shields Parliamentary Constituency averaged 7350 electors per
ward, whereas the 8 wards remaining, in the Jarrow Parliamentary
Constituency, and including Simonside Ward, averaged 7760
electors per,ward (over 400 electors larger per ward). He said
that this kind of anomaly was clearly both undesirable and
unreasonable and there was one flagrant example of the two wards
in the southern part of the district, namely Cleadon and Whitburn
Ward and Boldon Ward (adjacent wards) each having a much larger
electorate than the average.
He said that these two wards were
also extensive in area and there would be an added burden placed
on the Councillors representing these wards.
He went on to stress also that the electorate figures had
been based on 1981 population estimates qnd that the Council
expected a significant growth of population in the southern part
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of the District after 1981. He realised that under the Act one
had to look only at the 1981 figure, but it was a fact that there
was an anticipated substantial increase in the number of electors
in the three southern wards after 1981. The Eoldon Colliery
District Plan envisaged a growth of population of some 3500 people
during the 1980's and it seemed likely, at this stage, that both
the Borough and the County Councils would accept this plan in
principle, subject to views about the appropriate location of
this growth being finalised after the Plan's forthcoming stage of
•public participation.
He pointed out that, of these 3500 persons, it was anticipated
that some 2700 would come into the area which in the Commission's
proposals would fall within Fellgate ajad Hedworth Ward, whereas if
one'looked at the Council's new alternative 20 wards Scheme, these
2700 persons would be dispersed equally between Fellgate and
Hedworth Ward and Boldon Colliery Ward.
The remainder would
probably be in small pockets in Cleadon and East Boldon Ward.
I had. to interpose at this stage to say that the figures
which the Council appeared to be using for the 1981 electorates
for the 17 wards Scheme of the Commission were somewhat different
from the figures given to me by the Commission.
They did not vary
very greatly, however, and I had to admit that even using my
figures there were 6 wards which had Councillor entitlement figures
outside the range of 2.8-3-2, to which the Council had referred.
Dr. Kitchen then referred to three further areas of housing
development in the Borough which would, before 1981, produce
additional electors (and not so far brought into consideration in
either the Council's original Draft Scheme, the Council's
alternative Scheme or the Draft Proposals). He said these were
at the following sites - (i) at John Reid Road (in the Commission's
Simonside Ward but in the'Council's Biddick Hall Ward) housing
development would bring an additional estimated 600 electors
before 1981; (ii) at the Deans site (in the proposed Tyne Dock and
Brinkburn Ward) there would be an additional 4-00 electors; and
(iii) at Tweed Street (in the Commission's Bede and Monkton Ward
but in the Council's Monkton Ward) 150 electors would come on to
the site.
Dr. Kitchen went on to explain, however, that of this total
of 1150 electors it was anticipated that some 600 would come from
existing wards in the Borough, and some 550 would come from
outside.
We had some discussion on this point and I said that it would
be preferable if we had satisfactory figures showing some
reductions of estimated electorate in the other wards and, of
course, an apportionment of the electors on the new housing sites
showing the increase in electors of the three wards affected.
Dr. Kitchen said that he had appreciated this point and he
then submitted schedules showing the effect of this new housing
development on the electorate figures for the Commission's 17 wards
Scheme; the original Council's 20 wards Scheme; and for the new
revised Council's 20 wards Scheme. Dr. Kitchen said that he
hoped it would be understood that it was virtually impossible to
calculate with any precision which wards were likely to lose
electors and the movement of electors to these new sites had been
spread over the whole Borough.
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For the purpose of record, I therefore set out below the
new 1981 electorate estimates for (a) the Commission's 1? wards
Scheme-and (b) the revised Council 20 wards Scheme (now put
forward as the Council's submission).
COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS
17 Wards Scheme
Ward

REKENDYKE
BEACON, BENTS & WSSTQS
HORSLEY HILL
WEST PARK
BARTON
CLEADON PARK
TYNE DOCK & BRINKBURN
WHITELEAS
BIDDICK HALL
SIMONSIDE
BEDS & MONKTON
PRIMROSE & LINDI3FARNE
HSBBURN QUAY
HEBBURN NEW TOWN
PELLGATE & HEDWORTH
CLEADOH & WHITBURH
BOLDON

Original
1981
Electorate

Change

Revised
1981
Electorate

Entitlement

8100
8000
7600
6900
7100
7200
7500
6700

-40

8060

3-19

-35
-35
-30
-35
-35
+365
-30
-35
+565
+110
-30
-35
-35
-35
-40

7965

3-15
2.99
2.72
2.80

7100
7800
8100
6800

7700
7900
7200
8200
8400
128,300

Ward

7565
6870

7065
7165
7865
6670
7065
8365
8210

-40

6770
7665
7865
7165
8160
8360

+550

128,850

2.84

3.11
2.64
2.80
3.31
3-25
2.68
3-03
3.11
2.84
3-23

3-31
Average
2526

SOUTH TYNESIDE COUNCIL fS REVISED
20 Wards Scheme
First Estimate
Revised
Change
Entitlement
1981
1981
Electorate
Electorate

BEACON & BENTS
REKENDYKE
WESTOE
HGRSLSY HILL
HARTON
CLEADON PARK & MARSDEN
WEST PARK

6300
6100
6600
6800
6200
7300
6700
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-30
-30
-30
-30
-30
-35

6270
6070
6570
6770
6170

2.92
2.83
3.06
3.15
2.87

7265

-30

6670

3-38
3.11

Ward

First Estimate

Change

1981
Electorate
ALL SAINTS
WHITELEAS
BIDDICK HALL
TYNE LOCK & SIMONSIDE
BEDE
PRIMROSE
MONKTON
HEBBURN QUAY HEBBURN SOUTH
EBUjeATESI&^HEDWORTH
BOLDON COLLIERY
CLEADON & EAST BOLDON
WHITBURN

6600
6700
6300
6000

7300
6500
6200
6500
6300
- 6100

7100
6100
4600
128,300

-30
-30

+570
*370
-35
-30
-F120
-30
-30
-30
-30
-30
-20

Revised
1981
Electorate

Entitlement

6570
6670
6870
6370
7265
6470

3-06

6320
6470
6270
6070
7070

6070
4580

-^550 128,850

3.11 - •
3-20

2.97
3-38
3-01
2.94
3.01
2.92
2.83

3-29
2.83
2.13
Average
2147

Finally, under this heading Dr. Kitchen said that it
was worth noting that the Commission's Draft Proposals, as they
now stood, could not be made compatible with any subsequent
proposals for County Council electoral divisions short "of one
which produced 17 County Councillors from South Tyneside (which
did not seem probable as this figure was more than the number of
County Councillors at present).
This stemmed largely from the
fact that a 17 wards Scheme was based on a prime number but also
because the inequalities of the Commission's Scheme were
concentrated in certain localities and were not distributed
evenly throughout the Borough.
He said that, whilst compatibility
with possible County Schemes could not be an absolute requirement,
there was no doubt that, if it were achieved, it would re'duce the
confusion about local government elections in the minds of the
public.
Dr. Kitchen then referred to community circumstances and
said that South Tyneside comprised several local communities with
strong traditions and strong local ties.
These were regarded as
being increasingly important and worthwhile elements of community
life and therefore they were factors which should be given a
strong weighting in the framing of any scheme of local
representation.
He said that, from this perspective, there were
three main difficulties with the Commission's Proposals, namely:
(1)

Whitburn and Whitburn Colliery had been joined with Cleadon
to form a Cleadon and Whitburn Ward, and East Boldon had
been separated from Cleadon and placed in a Boldon Ward.
Whitburn and Whitburn Colliery formed free standing
communities which were separated from Cleadon by the Cleadon
Hills.
It was accepted that treating Whitburn and Whitburn
Colliery as one ward, because of their isolation away from
the rest of the Borough, produced a very small ward and
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certainly one well below the electorate level which would be
appropriate as a consequence of strict adherence to the
Commission's guidelines.
On the other hand, the consequences
of giving more weight to considerations of electorate size
than to considerations of community circumstances were very
undesirable.
Cleadon and Whitburn had been linked despite,
their lack of a clear and strong community of interest; and
Gleadon and East Boldon had been separated despite their
physical proximity and their sharing of certain community
facilities (for example East Boldon Station). The joining
together of Whitburn and Gleadon also created the biggest ward
in the Borough in geographical terms and the second biggest
in terms of electorate. He suggested that consideration of
community circumstances should override the other factors
taken into account in forming the wards.
(I interposed here to say that my difficulty in
relation to Whitburn was that, in the Council's
revised Scheme, the Council had still seen fit to
make this area one ward, with an electorate of no more
than 4580 and an entitlement as low as 2.13, and I
did not see how I could possibly recommend this as
a vicxble ward - I did not think that the Commission
would approve this ward even if I recommended it.
Furthermore, I did not see any great difficulty in
linking Whitburn and Cleadon together. The Act
talked about the breaking of local ties. There was
no reason why there should not be encouragement of
creating ties between two areas which were not too
far distant one from another.
As to the link between
Cleadon and East Boldon, it appeared to me both from
the map and from a personal visit that there was some
open land between these two areas and I did not think
that there was very much wrong in dividing these two
areas into different wards).
(2)

.
The boundary between the proposed Boldon Ward and
Fellgate and Hedworth Ward was an"unfortunate dividing .line
in that it separated the Boldon Colliery area and the New
Town area. These two settlements were contiguous and had
grown together as the mining industry of Boldon Colliery had
grown.
Indeed, the mineral railway line, which the
Commission had used as their boundary line, was no longer in
use and therefore it did not act as a physical boundary
between the two settlements. The Council considered this to
be the definite breaking of local ties and was a most
unsatisfactory decision.
(On this particular point I said that I had already
visited this area and was particularly concerned at
this division boundary. .I hoped that before the
meeting and my visit ended I would have some
opportunity of investigating a possible alternative
boundary to avoid this particular difficulty).

(3)

The Commission's Proposals put together part of Jarrow and
part of Hebburn by creating two large and irregularly shaped
wards in Bede and Monkton Ward and Primrose and Lindisfarne
Ward.
Both Jarrow and Eebburn were long established
communities with strong feelings of identity, e.g. there was
very little community of interest between the Lukes Lane
Estate in Hebburn at the western end of the proposed Primrose

and LindisJTarne Ward and the Lindisfarne Estate in Jarrow
at its eastern end.
Similarly, there was very little
community of interest between the St. Paul's and Queen's
Road areas of Jarrow at the northeastern end of the proposed
Bede and Monkton Ward and the Windermere Crescent area of
Rebburn at its southwestern end.
These proposals clearly
required further thought and suitable amendments had been
made in the Council's new submission.
Dr. Kitchen then referred to his submissions as to
unsuitable boundaries and he said that, in addition to the points
made above about boundaries and community circumstances, there
were six further minor points about the suitability of boundaries
proposed by the Commission which needed to be raade:(i)

The boundaries between the proposed Rekendyke Ward and
the proposed Beacon, Bents and Westoe Ward excluded
entirely the Beacon area from Beacon, Bents and Westoe
and placed it in Hekendyke.
(I stated that this had already been pointed out to
me with the suggestion that Rekendyke Ward could be
renamed Rekendyke and Beacon Ward and Beacon, Bents
and Westoe Ward could be renamed Bents and Westoe
Ward).

(ii)

The suggested boundary between the proposed Rekendyke Ward
and the proposed West Park Ward which utilised Mortimer
Road, Oxford Avenue and Wood Terrace, divided an area of
housing which should really form part of the same ward.
(I reminded Dr. Kitchen that I had already pointed
out this particular area to him and Mr. Rumney with
a view to taking these properties out of Rekendyke
Ward and putting them into West Park Ward.
This
would equalise the electorate and I was now pleased
. that it would remedy a division of a housing area).

(iii) The boundary proposed between Rekendyke Ward and Tyne
Dock and Brinkburn Ward along the line of Bertram Street
was an undesirable one since the whole of this area faced
redevelopment in the next few years and, indeed, as a
consequence housing may well in future straddle the
existing line of Bertram Street.
(Here again I reminded Dr. Kitchen that I had taken
up this point with him prior to the meeting with a
view to getting a more satisfactory boundary line).
(iv)

The boundary proposed between Tyne Dock and Brinkburn Ward
and West Park Ward, as at present drawn, was Dean Road and
this boundary separated housing in the Malvern Street and
adjacent area from the Tyne Dock area to which it belonged
and consequently the Malvern Street area was a somewhat
isolated island in West Park Ward.
(I acknowledged this point and I later ascertained
that there were 4-36 electors affected by this line).

(v)

The boundary between the proposed Bede and Monkton Ward
and the proposed Primrose and Lindisfarne Ward in its
southwestern corner divided the site of the Lukes Lane
Junior and Nursery Schools.
The Council felt that all
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these Schools should be kept together in one ward.
(Dr. Kitchen acknowledged that this was a very
minor point).
(vi)

'The boundary between the proposed Hebburn Quay Ward and
the proposed Eebburn Mew Town Ward was unnecessarily
complicated at its southern end where it skirted CarrEllison Park.
(Again I said that this was a very minor point
and, in any event, I did not fully agree with
the Council's submission here).

In conclusion, Dr. Kitchen again asked that the Council's
revised 20 wards Scheme should now be adopted.
It had been prepared
with a more detailed knowledge of the Commission's guidelines of
electoral equality and the Council submitted that their new Scheme
was preferable to the Commission's 1? Wards Scheme in that the Council
Scheme now proposed a level of representation which was reasonable;
restricted the variation in sizes between wards to acceptable levels;
took full account of particular community circumstances; and
incorporated boundaries which were suitable and sensible on the
ground*
County Councillor G. T. Smith said he wished to speak on
behalf of the South Shields Conservative Association which had
submitted representations supporting the Boundary Commission's Draft
Proposals. He explained that his Association had no elected
representative on South Tyneside Metropolitan District Council but
had representatives on Tyne and Wear County Council.
In fact, he
said, for the South Shields area there were 9 County Councillors
of which 7 were Conservative members of his Association (towards the
end of the meeting these figures were corrected by a Labour member
telling me that, of the 9 County Councillors representing South'^1/
Shields, only 6 were Conservative Councillors).
Councillor Smith
said that his Association had no representative on the all-Party}
Electoral Review Panel to which reference had been made earlier in
the meeting.
There were two Tyne and Wear County Councillors on
that Electoral Review Panel but these were both Labour members.
There were no County Council Conservatives on that Panel.
He said that his Association found the Commission's Draft
Proposals very acceptable for South Tyneside.
His Association
accepted the idea of a reduction in the number of members for they
thought that this would bring about a more effective government.
It would bring the District up to the 20th Century from the 18th
Century.
He quoted the Bains Report as advocating greater
delegation of powers to Committees and also reduction in the size of
Committees to obtain better efficiency of working.
He said that earlier submissions made at the meeting had
portrayed South Tyneside as somewhat backward and undeveloped and
he thought that the problems of the District could be dealt with by
51 members, for a smaller number of members of the Council should
improve the quality of those persons elected.
Councillor Smith then referred to the new Scheme submitted
by the Council and noted particularly the repeated submission that
there should be a separate ward for the Whitburn area with as few
electors as 4600.
He thought that this was ouitet&ecceotable as a
ward.
He emphasised that there had been no riublic discussion as to
the Scheme now being submitted by the Electoral Review ranel. Their
deliberations had been in secret".
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I then referred Councillor Smith to the comments which he
had made to the Commission prior to the local meeting when he had
raised queries as to the representations made by the Chief Executive
of the Syne and Wear County Council and also the Leader of the
County Council, following decisions of the all-Labour Management
Committee, without approval of the County Council.
I asked
Councillor Smith if he was still pursuing this objection or had the
County Council now approved the decisions of the Management
Committee which put the matter in order.
Councillor Smith said that
the decisions of the Management Committee had subsequently been
approved by the County Council.
Councillor T. A. Bamford, of Hebburn, said that he was
Secretary of the South Tyneside Labour Party and that at a meeting on
Friday last of the Executive Committee of the District Labour Party
a decision was taken supporting in principle the Commission's Draft
Proposals for 17 wards and 51 members. He admitted that this would
be a big reduction of representation as compared with the Council
representation in 1973> but he very much regretted the Council's
submission made today for the new Scheme for 60 members. He thought
that that Scheme destroyed existing wards, and particularly destroyed
community interest in the Hebburn area.
The Commission's Draft
Proposals dealt with the Hebburn area much more satisfactorily and
the Council's new Scheme was very unsatisfactory in this respect.
He was against the proposal for the formation of Monkton Ward and he
regretted the proposal to include the Lukes Lane Housing Estate in
Primrose Ward.
(I pointed out to Councillor Bamford that the Lukes
Lane Estate was included in Primrose and Lindisfarne
Ward in the Commission's Draft Proposals and was
separated from Hebburn areas).
Councillor Bamford went on to say that he was not in favour
of the proposal for Whitburn Ward and he made the suggestion that
consideration might be given to linking Whitburn with some part of
the Marsden area.
As Councillor Bamford finished speaking his Labour
colleagues in the meeting immediately said that he was not putting
forward the accepted Labour Party view and they referred to the
fact that one of his colleagues, Councillor Firth, was a member of
the all-Party Electoral Review Panel and was to sign the statement
which had been handed in to me.
(I have to say that Councillor
Firth did not come into the meeting, did not sign the statement and
so the statement I now hold is unsigned by him).
Then Councillor Fitzpatrick, the Labour Party Leader of the
Council, made the point that the decision which Councillor Bamford
had reported to us was the decision of the Executive Committee which
still had to be submitted to the District Labour Party, and he had
no doubt that the Labour Party would reject the recommendation of
the Executive Committee and would resolve in favour of the Scheme
now put forward as the Council's revised Scheme.
Councillor P. Davidson, of the Progressive Group, said that
his Group supported the revised Scheme now submitted by the allParty Electoral Review Panel.
After the lunch adjournment, I told the meeting and
particularly Mr. Rumney and Dr. Kitchen that I had received from
them the new revised 20 wards Scheme but that I hoped it would be
appreciated that I had had little or no time to appraise the Scheme
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or to check the figures of electorates and entitlements which they
had given me, although a cursory glance had shown me difficulties
as to the Whitburn Ward (too small) and Bede Ward, Boldon Colliery
Ward, Cleadon Park and Marsden Ward (with high electorates).
There were three or four points where some amendment might
be made to achieve better electorate figures and, possibly, better
ward boundaries.
I hoped that after the meeting had concluded Dr.
Kitchen would mark on my map the areas of the new development in the
wards where there was now substantial increased electorate figures
and also show me those areas where he thought development would take
place after 1981 (in the southern part of the District).
I said that, of course, one of the most important points
to make about the new Scheme was that the Council still submitted
that there should be a separate ward for the Whitburn area with an
electorate of 4580 (and entitlement of 2.13 Councillors) and I
emphasised that each ward must return 3 Councillors (or a number of
Councillors divisible by 3). Earlier in the meeting someone had
suggested that we might look again at a part of the Marsden area in
order to link it to Whitburn and, although on my visit on the
previous day I had felt that this Marsden area was too remote, it
may be that we would have to look again at this proposal, especially
as it had now been pointed out to me that Marsden Village was just
to the north of Whitburn Colliery and perhaps there was a link here
which could be pursued.
Dr. Kitchen informed me that there were some 1300 electors
in the area south of Prince Edward Road which might be considered
for Joining with the Whitburn area. This would make a revised
electorate of 5880 (entitlement 2.7*0 and he said that there was
also a possibility of some further electorate (about 200) coming
from a proposed development of 8 acres of land in Whitburn Colliery
where planning application for housing had now been submitted' but
no provision had yet been made to include electorate figures in the
figures now before us.
He said if 1300 electors were taken out of
Cleadon Park and Marsden Ward, as drawn in the new 20 wards Scheme,
the remaining area of that ward would have a revised electorate of
5965 (entitlement 2.78).
(Note:

I was informed a few weeks after the meeting that
outline planning consent had now been granted for
above housing development in Whitburn).

Councillor D. Dixon, Chairman of the Labour Group, said
that his Group were very much opposed to a Scheme for 17 wards and
supported strongly the newly submitted Scheme for 20 wards.
This
was already a reduction of 6 Councillors from the size of the
existing Council and he wanted to place it on record that the
Council would have preferred the new Council to be comprised of 66
members.
60 members was a compromise.
He then referred to the decision of the South Tyneside
Labour Party's Executive Committee which Councillor Bamford had
reported (Councillor Bamford being concerned as to the division of
the Hebburn area) and also the view expressed by the South Shields
Conservative Association that a smaller Council would be more
efficient.
He said that the Labour Group, and indeed the allParty Electoral Review Panel, rejected these views and considered
that the 20 wards Scheme should be accepted as the fairest attempt
to provide a proper system of ward representation.
Councillor Dixon said that he was the prospective Labour
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Parliamentary Candidate for the Jarrow Constituency and, regarding
Jarrow as a whole, he felt that the 20 wards Scheme was the most
satisfactory.
Prior to 197^» Jarrow had been represented in 7
wards by 21 Councillors and 7 Aldermen and 3 County Councillors.
There had been considerable reduction in Jarrow representation on
South Tyneside Metropolitan District Council and, if there were to
be only 17 wards in the future, that representation would be still
further reduced.
There were many problems in South Tyneside which
required speedy action and he supported the Scheme for 6C Councillors
20 "Wards.
Councillor Walter Robinson, Labour Councillor for the
Whitburn area, said that in formulating a ward scheme we were not
dealing with figures and mathematics, we were dealing with people.
The Whitburn people had faith in him.
It had been said that
Whitburn was too small to be entitled to 3 Councillors.
He could
argue that Whitburn required 4 Councillors to see to its affairs.
He wanted to say quite firmly that Whitburn did not wish to be joined
with Cleadon.
Cleadon and Whitburn were quite separate communities.
I then asked Councillor Robinson as to what the arrangements
were for schools for the two villages and I was informed that there
were Junior and Infants Schools in each of the villages and that
there was a comprehensive School in Whitburn which served Cleadon and
Whitburn.
Councillor Robinson said that most of the Whitburn people
worked locally and they failed to see any advantage in having been
brought in to the South Tyneside Metropolitan District.
(To this,
I expressed some surprise for I said-did not the Whitburn people
realise that, as South Tyneside was a Metropolitan District, the
Council was an Education Authority and a Social Services Authority
and also was a Local Authority with much greater resources for
housing and other functions?
Surely the village was closer to the
Metropolitan District Council than it had been to the rather remote
County Council prior to 1974-? Councillor Robinson acknowledged
the facts which I had given, but said that it was difficult to put
these facts over to the electors.
Councillor Robinson then went on to speak about the
consequences of the Commission's Draft Proposals of placing Whitburn
with Cleadon, and then forming a Boldon Ward, for that large ward
of an entitlement of 3-35> divided Boldon Colliery from New Town,
and he wanted to stress that this split a whole community into two.
The Commission, therefore, in their Draft Proposals were breaking
ties between Boldon Colliery and New Town - and in Cleadon and
Whitburn Ward were joining together two areas which were incompatible.
(I said that Schedule 11 said regard should be had to any local ties
which may be broken, but there was nothing in the Statute or in the
guidelines which prevented the joining together of two neighbouring
villages to form a ward}
Councillor Robinson then stressed that these two wards
covered wide areas and they each had high electorate figures with
high entitlements.
The Council's proposals for a Whitburn Ward and
also a Cleadon and Sast Boldon Ward had satisfactory electorate
figures and entitlements and, in fact, made some provision for a
possible future development which was likely to take place.
Furthermore, the Council's proposed Boldon Colliery Ward was a much
more satisfactory ward linking together Boldon Colliery and New Town
although this had (as I had previously pointed out) a somewhat high
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electorate and entitlement figure.
(There was, however, a
possibility of some change of the dividing boundary between this
Boldon Colliery Ward and Cleadon and East Boldon Ward to effect
some improvement here).
Councillor A. Mills, a Conservative Councillor
representing Cleadon and East Boldon, said that he and his Party
had no objection whatever to Whitburn being a ward on its own,
even though it had a comparatively small electorate.
He wished
to say, however, that East Boldon was more attached to Cleadon than
it was to Boldon Colliery.
Councillor K. Hickman, Progressive Councillor for Westoe
Ward, referred to the enormous amount of work which members of the
Council, and the Council itself, now had in dealing with the
problems of South Tyneside District.
He said that the idea of 17
wards 51 members was "not on" and that the Council's proposals for
20 wards was really a compromise, going half-way towards what the
Commission had suggested.
The bulk of the Council were not happy
with this Scheme as they still wanted 66 Councillors.
He thought
there was too much talk about electorate figures and entitlements.
County Councillor W. Davison, representing Boldon on the
County Council and representing the Boldon Miners Lodge, said that
we were dealing with people not figures, and in the Boldon Colliery
area there was a community spirit well known for over 20 years, and
to put the Boldon Colliery area in the j'ellgate and Hedworth Ward
was sacrilege.
Boldon Colliery should continue to be joined with
Wew Town, as it was in community spirit.
The Commission had drawn
a ward boundary along the old line of the mineral railway and the
Boldon. Community Centre was just on one side of this line and the
Boldon Recreation Ground on the other side.
These two areas of
Boldon Colliery and i^ew Town, which were really one area, should
remain in the same ward.
Councillor M. B. Pigott, a Progressive Councillor, said
that his Group supported the Scheme now submitted by the Council
for 20 wards, for he felt that this Scheme was the only one which
gave equitable representation.
He then referred to the Whitburn
area and, appreciating the difficulty which I had expressed, he
said that he thought the area of Marsden, south of Prince Edward
Road and Redwell Lane and east of Valley Lane (Marsden Hill), could
be considered to be added to the Whitburn area to form a Whitburn
and Marsden" Ward with some 6000 electors. He said that there was
no real affinity between Marsden Hill and Cleadon Park and omitting
the Marsden Hill properties from this ward would make a better ward,
a Cleadon Park Ward, again with some 6000 electors. As to Whitburn,
he acknowledged that this had an identity all on its own but he
felt that he could not support a ward with only 4600 electors.
Mr. Rumney, Solicitor to the Council, then referred to
the planning application which was under consideration for the
possible housing development of some 8 acres in the northern part
of the Whitburn Colliery area.
This development would provide
some 200 electors, although this figure had not been taken into
account in putting forward a 1981 projected electorate for the
ward.
It was too early to say what would be the outcome of this
planning application but there certainly was a good possibility of
this development taking place.
Councillor H. E. McAtominey, Labour Councillor for
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Hebburn South Ward, said that we were making rather heavy weather
of the whole problem. There was no doubt that there was a very
heavy work load for Council members who, it should be remembered,
were only part-time elected representatives.
Prior to 1974, it
was said that by Reorganisation we should be more efficient and
more streamlined and we should save money, but this had not come
about.
Councillor N. A. Whittington, Leader of the Liberal Group
and representing the Simonside and Springwell Ward of Jarrow, said
that a"ward scheme should adequately reflect the community and also
the needs of the population. " It had already been stressed that
there was significant deprivation in the District, with 8 urban
priority programme areas.
There was considerable unemployment
and there were many social and personal problems of the ratepayers.
We were dealing with the personal lives of the people and yet local
government was giving less and less service.
It was not sufficient
just to represent the people. A lot of work had to be done.
He
stood for a Council of 66 members, but supported the compromise for
the ward Scheme of 20 wards now submitted by the Council.
Councillor J. L. Capstick, Progressive Councillor, said
that he was speaking for Councillor Marshall, the Leader of the
Progressive Opposition Party, who said that he wished to reiterate
remarks already made by other Progressive Councillors, and he
confirmed that the Progressive Group stood firmly behind the
submitted Scheme for 20 wards and 60 Councillors.
He commended
the suggestion now made that the Marsden Hill area should be joined
with Whitburn to make a much more satisfactory ward and still
leave Cleadon Park Ward as a satisfactory ward.
Councillor Prank Dixon, Labour Councillor for Primrose
Ward, wondered why we were here considering changes of ward
boundaries.
He did not think it was necessary to make any
alterations of boundaries at all, still retaining a Council of 66.
The last submission was from Councillor V. Fitzpatrick,
Leader of the Council who formally asked that I should recommend
approval of the Scheme of 20 wards.
Re said that they had noted
the Commission's arguments that South Tyneside, being the'.smallest
Metropolitan District, should have a small Council of only 51
members, but he claimed that in dealing with South Tyneside there
were other factors to be taken into consideration. "In any event,
the range was between 50 and 80 members for Metropolitan District
Councils and surely 60 members was at the lower end of the scale.
There had been submissions as to the full work content for the
Council in dealing with matters in South Tyneside and he felt that
there would be better public participation if the wards were a
little smaller. He said it was common sense to note that
Councillors were now more involved than they had ever been in the
sphere of industrial relations - there were new areas of conflict.
He believed that one could not always compare like with like.
South Shields County Borough had had smaller committees but their
needs had been different. The other Councils which were joined
into South Tyneside had had different problems. He claimed that
the South Tyneside Metropolitan District needed all the members it
could have.
The Council would have preferred to have had 66
members and the 60 members Scheme was a compromise. He' believed
there was a good case for 20 wards.
Finally, he said that the matter of sizes of committees
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had been raised - that perhaps the Councillors were dissipating
their energies in the committees being too large - and he said that
the Council were, at the present time, in the process of considering
the matter of Standing orders, the Committee Structure and its
Delegation of Powers, and perhaps some of the things which had been
said at this meeting would be borne in mind when that consideration
went forward.
At the end of the meeting, I expressed thanks for the
courtesies which had been extended to me, both at the meeting and
also when I came to the Town Hall to see Officers of the Council
earlier.
I said that I hoped the meeting would agree that I could
raise with the Officers later some possible small modification of
the 17 wards Proposals, which I wished to pursue with them, and also
some suggestions as to possible modifications of the newly submitted
20 wards Council Scheme,
I reiterated that I would carry out a
visit to the various parts of the District on the day following,
no doubt in company with Mr. Rumney, or his representative, and
Dr. Kitchen.
ASSESSMENTS OF ARGUMENTS

(1) General
It will be seen that with the exception of two speakers
the whole of the Local Meeting consisted of a united 'broadside1
against the Boundary Commission's Scheme for 17 wards and 51 members,
and the submission of, and support for, a 'new Council Scheme for 20
wards and 60 members.
So determined was the case - from all political parties,
Labour, Progressive, Conservative and Liberal - for the 20 wards
60 members Scheme that the Commission's 1? wards 51 members Scheme
was almost swept aside without much desire to discuss it.
Dr.
Kitchen was virtually the only person to look at the Commission'sDraft Proposals in any detail and, for the Council, he criticise.d,
variations in ward sizes and also, importantly, variation in the
average ward electorate figures for two differing areas (what he
regarded as likely Parliamentary Constituencies of South Shields
and Jarrow). He also referred to community circumstances in the
District as a whole, and listed a number of unsuitable boundaries
of the wards in the Commission's Scheme.Mr. Rumney argued the case for higher level of
representation (namely 60 members - not 51 members) and had overwhelming political support from his Council members.
(2) Size of Council
The Council first submitted that the Commission appeared
to be using fairly arbitrary criteria for determining levels of
representation and to be assuming that there was a simple
relationship between population (electorate) levels and entitlement
to Councillors - without regard to local circumstances.
Thus,
they said, it seemed that the Commission had started from the
assumption that the appropriate range for Metropolitan District
Councils was 50-80 members and had therefore concluded that, since
South Tyj\eside was the smallest Metropolitan District in population
(and electorate) in the Country, it should have the smallest
representation within this range, consistent with wards of 3
members (i.e. 51 members from 17 wards).
It was submitted to me that this line of argument paid
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no regard to local history, nor did it take into account the
burden (very heavy in South Tyneside) placed upon elected
representatives by the social and economic circumstances of
the area, with which local government had to contend.
With regard to local history as to the level of
representation, the quoted figures of pre-1974 representation
(108 Councillors and 22 Aldermen on local councils plus
representatives on the Durham County Council) and oost-1974
representation (66 Councillors and 15 County Councillors) showed
what the Council considered to be a very large reduction in
representation.
The Council argued that a lower level of representation
meant that the number of people represented by the individual
Councillor would be increased, with a consequent increased
workload on the member (who operated part-time in the English
local government system).
Concern was also expressed as to
additional pressures and the difficulty of recruiting willing
and able local Councillors.
I have to say, however, that as to the existing Council
with 66 members, I see no greater reduction here than has taken
place generally throughout the Country, especially in Authorities
in Metropolitan Counties, including London, and to me the
argument - that local government reorganisation in London in
1965 and elsewhere in the country ih 1974 was to create more
realistic and efficient local government and to give members a
more worthwhile G°° to do - still holds good. I still support
the view that this aids the recruiting of willing and able local
Councillors.
The relevant question, of course, posed at the meeting
was - should the Council size be reduced to 60 members or to
51 members?
The Council saw the suggested reduction to 51 members as
a further 25$ cut, bringing its Councillor representation to
only about half the pre-1974 representation figure and I must say
that this suggestion had been received by the Council with
considerable dismay and some exasperation.
Some members thought
there should be no reduction at ail from the 66 members size but
the Council, with some realism, asked for 60 members (with an
improved revised ward scheme to support this submission).
It seemed to me that the Council's argument did not
gather strength until I was informed in detail of all the most
serious social and economic difficulties in the Borough affecting as they do the many local government services which
are the responsibility of the Council.
I have•outlined these
submissions earlier in this report and, without doubt, these
circumstances and problems must demand a considerable activity
and workload on the part of members, both in their contact with
the electorate and also at Council and Committee meetings and
other business.
I also appreciated the argument that even the
smallest Metropolitan District has the same functions as the
larger Districts and the various Committees (and outside bodies)
have to be staffed with Committee members.
It was said finally in the Council's case that the aim
was for 'effective and convenient' local government, with the
promise received that the guidelines on the size of Councils
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would be used in a 'flexible and realistic manner*.
The main point, therefore, of the Council's submission
was that the task was so responsible, and indeed, formidable,
that a full complement of at least 60 members was needed.
This seemed an argument which I could support but I was somewhat
shaken in this (and certainly the argument was much weakened)
when I was told o&ithe present constitution of Committees of
the Council showing all Committees with a very large membership
(e.g. the Housing Committee, the Town Development Committee,
and the Cultural and Leisure Activities Committee each had 3^
members of the Council serving, and a number of Sub-Committees
each had more than 20 members).
Many people in local government would certainly believe
that this method of working (especially as I understand that
there was only limited delegation of powers and duties to
Committees) is not conducive to really efficient and convenient
local government - although I realise that this Committee
structure has evolved from the practices of previous Councils
whose areas now make up the South Tyneside Borough.
It is, however, not my responsibility, nor my wish, to
criticise the present Council's Committee structure, but it has
relevance in that I more readily understand the Council's
submission for a larger Council, springing from this background.
It is also relevant, I think, for me to say that, in my personal
opinion, smaller Committees of about 12 to 15 members could
function more efficiently, with less dissipation of effort and
energy on the part of members in attendance at Committees, but
with a system of information to enable each Member to keep
abreast with Council affairs.
Consequently, it is my view that a Council of a smaller/
number than 66, and even 60, could be successful and, with goodmanagement and Committee arrangements, a Council of 51 members
would provide effective and convenient local government in South
Tyneside.
(3) Commission's Draft Proposals 17 Wards, 51 Members
I must now look at the Commission's Draft Proposals
(17 Wards and 51 Members) in the light of my enquiries, tours
of the area, and the representations made to me at the Local
Meeting.
In general terms, I regard the 14- wards in the northern
and central parts of the Borough as individually satisfactory and
acceptable, especially if certain Ward boundaries are modified as
I suggest below.
It is perhaps necessary to comment on each ward in order
to deal with the criticisms made at the meeting.
H3KSNDYK5 Ward - Good, but (as suggested by Council) the
southern boundary should be modified .to run along Reed
Street and Dean Street (instead of Bertram Street, Mortimer
Road, Oxford Avenue and Wood Terrace).
To compensate as
to electorate, the eastern boundary, I su*cest, should be
along Beach Road (instead of Ocean Road) and along Imeary
•street (instead of V;estoe Road).
The ward name should be
amended to REK5KDYKE AiTD BSACOK Ward.
Electorate 7610 (Entitlement 3-01)
32ACCM, 5HNTS AI/Q_V/^3TOj_Ward - Good, but suggest that north

western boundary be along Beach Road (instead of Ocean
Road) and, in order to compensate as to electorate, part
of the western boundary be along Imeary Street, an
existing ward boundary, (instead of Westoe Hoad) and
part of the south eastern boundary be along Cemetery
Approach, then along the northwestern boundary of Harton
Cemetery (this latter boundary being an existing ward
boundary) Highfield Road and Grosvenor Road to^^oast
(instead of wholly along Grosvenor Road).
Ward name
should be amended to BENTS AND WESTOE Ward.
Electorate 7065 (2.80)
HORSL5Y HILL Ward - Very good - but electorate figure
slightly reduced (by 300) by above amendment of north
western boundary.
Electorate 7265 (2.88)
HARTON Ward - Very good.
Electorate 7065 (2.80)
CI^ADQN PARK Ward - Very good.
Electorate 7165 (2.84)
WEST PARK Ward - Good, but would be much improved if
(as suggested by Council) the northern boundary were
along Dean Road (so avoiding split of Housing Estate)
and the northwestern boundary along the Railway Line
(instead of Dean Road) - so transferring 'isolated1
Malvern Street area to Tyne Dock and Brinkburn Ward.
Electorate 74-84 (2.96)
TYNE DOCK AND BRINKBURN Ward - Good, but would be
improved if (as suggested by Council) the northern
boundary were along Reed Street (not Bertram Street)
and the northeastern boundary along the Railway line
(not Dean Road). The intake of some 1036 electors
would enable 900 electors to be transferred to Whiteleas
Ward by making Harton Lane the southern boundary (as it
is in existing Brinkburn Ward).
Electorate 8001 (3-17)
WHITEL5AS Ward - Good but small - the above modification
of the southern boundary of Tyne Dock and Brinkburn Ward
would improve this ward by increasing electorate by 900
and reverting to the northern boundary of the existing
Ward.
Electorate 7570 (3-00)
BIDSICK HALL Ward - Good compact Ward, but suggest
modification of western boundary to take into this ward
the area, south of John Reid Road and west of Railway
line, shortly to be developed for private housing with
600 additional electors. This would meet the Council's
criticisms as to adjoining Simonside Ward and its high
projected electorate.
Electorate 7665 (3-03)
3IKON3IDE V/ard - Very eood Ward, but (as Council oointed
out) difficulty created by 600 additional electors shortly
to be accommodated in new private housing development on
vacant site at 3rockley Whins. This nroblsin can be
dealt with by including new housing site (and adjoining
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Crematorium area) in Biddick Hall Ward to which it is
joined by John Reid Road.
Electorate 7765 (3-07)
PRIMROSE A'NS LINSISFAHNB Ward - Satisfactory, but
criticised as a large and straggling ward with not much
affinity between Lindisfarne Estate (Jarrow) at N.S. end
and Lukes Lane Estate (Rebburn) at 3.W. end. But there
is little alternative here and, to achieve a slightly
increased electorate (by 250) and assist in a reduction
in Bede and Monkton Ward, it is suggested that the
northeastern boundary be along Springwell Road and the
northern boundany along the Railway line (instead of
following River Con).
Electorate ?C20 (2.78)
35D5 AND NOKKTON Ward - Satisfactory, but criticised by
Council as large and irresular shaped.
However, a
large part of this ward (the eastern part) is industrial
and the electorate is in compact western area.
A minor
boundary modification (as outlined above for Primrose and
Lindisfarne Ward) slightly reduces electorate figure.
Electorate 7960 (3-15)
HEBBURN QUAY Ward - Very good.
Obviously approved by
Hebburn representatives.
A compact and appropriate
ward.
Electorate 7665 (3.03)
HEBBURN NSW TOWN Ward - Very good.
Also well received
by Hebburn representatives. The Council's criticism
of boundary at Carr-Sllison Park not substantiated.
Electorate 7865 (3-11)
This then brings me to comment on the remaining 3 wards
in the southern part of the Borough, and here most criticism was
made on the Commission's Draft Proposals.
Strong opposition was,
voiced as to:(a) Joining Whitburn and Cleadon together to form a Ward;
(b) Dividing Cleadon from East Boldon;
(c) Joining East Boldon with West Boldon;
(d) Dividing Boldon Colliery from Boldon New Town (this opposed
most strenuously); and
(e) Joining Boldon Colliery with Fellgate and Hedworth.
It is necessary, therefore, for me to comment on the
above and in my opinion:(a) There would be no serious mistake made in joining Whitburn
and Cleadon together to form a Ward, although it would be
somewhat large, without room for future increases in
electorate, which seem possible in and around Cleadon after
1981.
(b) As to Cleadon and East Boldon, there are no extraordinarily
strong ties here (except gravitation towards the Railway
Station, and some Industry between the two villages) but
there is open land between, giving a natural break.
(c) It seemed strange that, joining East Boldon and West Boldon
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should be criticised, for there appears to be no reason
(other than perhaps differing types of housing) why these
two areas should not be joined together.
This Boldon
area was the centre of the former Boldon Urban District.
(d) This division between Boldon Colliery and Boldon New Town
is the most serious difficulty and one would wish to avoid
it if possible. The boundary line drawn is the line of a
dismantled railway and, whilst it is easily identifiable
on the ground, it is by no means a barrier between the 2
areas, for Boldon Colliery (to the N.W. of the line) and
New Town (to the S.E.) have very strong ties indeed - the
New Town area having been developed more recently and
housing Boldon Colliery families.
The Community Centre,
which serves the whole area is situated just to the east
of the line and the Recreation Ground is just to the west.
There seems to be a strong case for these 2 areas not to
be split if at all possible (see later paragraph as to my
further enquiries and study to try to find a more satisfactory
boundary line here).
(e) Joining Boldon Colliery with Pellgate and Eedworth is not
wholly satisfactory, although a through road (over Tunnel
Approach Road) joins the 2 areas.
One might therefore conclude that, with the modifications
I have now suggested, the only real major difficulty as to the 17
individual wards in the Commission's Draft Proposals is that of
the split of Boldon Colliery from Boldon JNew Town (in the forming
of Boldon Ward and Pellgate and Eedworth Ward).
I have spent a lot of time on this problem and have
investigated many alternative possibilities of moving wew Town
(1800 electors) out of Boldon Ward and into Fellgate and Hedworth
Ward (unfortunately leaving in Boldon Ward only 6641 electors
(2.6?) with no possibility of taking in any additional electors
on the boundaries) and then trying to move other areas of Fellgate
and Hedworth Ward into another ward.
Some small area or areas
could 'be moved into Primrose and Lindisfarne Ward (Simonside Ward
is large enough already) but not sufficient to allow 1800 electors
to be brought into Fellgate and Hedworth Ward, especially as this
ward is likely to have a substantial increase in electorate after
1981.
I also sketched out a number of ideas for increasing by
one the number of wards in this southern area (following ideas in
the Council's scheme) but these failed for differing reasons.
I finally came to the view that modifications here are
not possible and so wards are left as follows:FELLGATE AND HEDWORTH Ward - Good - except as to inclusion
of Boldon Colliery but, with an electorate figure slightly
lower than average, able in future to accommodate
possible housing development south of Hedworth.
Electorate 7165 (2.84)
BQLDON Ward - Good - except as to split of Boldon
Colliery and Boldon JNew Town, and with higher than

average electorate figure, but no new housing development
expected.
Electorate 8360 (3-31)
CLSADON AND WHITBUHN Ward - Good, but perhaps not a
popular joining together of villages.
In the light of
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other Borough and District Ward Schemes, this ward is by
no means unsatisfactory.
Electorate 8160 (3*23)
I must now look at another aspect of criticism of the 17
Wards Scheme for it was represented to me that, if the Wards were
looked at in terms of different areas of the Borough, a wide
variance was shown in the average Ward electorate.
It was said
that, taking 9 wards in what might be regarded as the South Shields
Parliamentary Constituency, the average ward electorate figure was
410 less than the average for the remaining 8 wards (Jarrow
Parliamentary Constituency).
Although I did not realise this point at the Meeting, I
later noted that Simonside Ward had been excluded from the 9 wards
(South Shields Parliamentary Constituency) even though -f-rds of
this ward is in South Shields, and it seems to me that perhaps a
better comparison of areas would be a comparison of the area of the
former County Borough of South Shields (10 Wards) and the area of
Jarrow and Hebburn (5 Wards - i.e. excluding the 2 Boldon Wards, but
including Fellgate and Kedworth Ward, the bulk of the electorate
here being in former Borough of Jarrow).
This comparison gives the following figures:South Shields - 10 Wards
(30 Councillors)

-

Jarrow & Hebburn - 5 Wards (/$• &«i*ic/;?o*3)
'

Total 74,655 electors
- average 7^-65
(entitlement 29-55)
Total 37,675 electors
- average 7535
(entitlement 14.91)

Viewed in this way> there is hardly any variance of
representation, although the difficulty of the 2 Boldon Wards is
highlighted - these Wards having 8360 (3-3D and 8160 (3-23)
electors and entitlements.
Also, in looking at individual wards again, it will be
seen that there are only 3 wards outside the entitlement range of
2.80-3*20 (the highest being Boldon Ward (3.31) and the lowest
being Primrose and Lindisfarne Ward (2.78))
Finally, therefore, I had to decide whether (a) the
major shortcoming as to the split of Boldon Colliery and Boldon
New Town', and (b) the difficulty as1 to higher than average
electorates in the Boldon 'country Wards were such as to vitiate
-theiwhole..scheme of wards, and I came to the conclusion that these
difficulties did not destroy the scheme as a viable and acceptable
scheme.
I consider, therefore, that if it were accepted that a
Council of 51 Members was an appropriate size of Council for
South Tyneside, the proposed wards, as set out in the Draft
Proposals and modified as I have outlined above, would be a good
Scheme of wards for the Borough.
(4) COUNCIL'S REVISED SCHEME FOR 20 WAHDS 60 M5MBER3

On now looking at the Council's revised Scheme, perhaps
I should first commend the Council for their efforts in recent
months (and following the Newcastle local Meeting) in reappraising
their Draft Scheme and achieving virtual unanimity among their
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Dolitical party groups in the presentation of an improved revised
Scheme - albeit still for 20 Wards and 60 Members.
I heard only
two minority voices against the Scheme and one signature was
missing from the Panel's signed statement and these contrary views
were expressed for different reasons - (i) because there was some
preference for the Commission's Draft Proposals in respect of the
Hebburn area; and (ii) because there was preference for a 51
Members Council.
I had to say at the Meeting that, as the revised Scheme
had come into my hands only at the meeting, I had had very little
opportunity then of giving it detailed study, but I pointed out
that, at first consideration, a number of wards seemed generally
satisfactory but there seemed to be some areas of difficulty, for
example - Whitburn Ward (a small ward); Cleadon Park and Marsden
Ward (a large Ward); Boldon Colliery Ward (a large ward with
potential housing development in later years); and Bede Ward (a
scattered and large ward and also comprising large industrial areas)
There were also some wards where improvement might be effected in
boundary lines.
As I have done for the Commission's 17 Wards Scheme,
perhaps I should now comment on each of the 20 Wards in the
Council's revised Scheme, in order to assess the arguments at the
meeting and also set out my appraisal of the wards after more
detailed study.
BEACON AND BENTS Ward - 6270 electors (2.92).
Good but residential development on north side of Mowbray Road
(120 electors) should be transferred to Horsley Hill Ward.
Slectorate 6150 (2.86 entitlement)
RSK5NDYKE Ward - Numerically good ward, but surprising
that area to south of Reed Street should be included in
this ward.
Slectorate 6070 (2.83)
WE5TOS Ward - Not a satisfactory ward. Here are parts
of 4- existing wards and it seems to be a somewhat makeshift ward.
Electorate 6570 (3.06)
HQRSLEY HILL Ward - 6770 electors (3-15) but should also
take in 120 electors on northern boundary.
A large
ward with parts of 2 existing wards.
Not as satisfactory
as ward in Commission's Scheme.
Electorate 6890 (3.21)
HARTOH Ward - Good compact ward, but would be improved

if western boundary were King George Road to take in other
part of Harton.
JNot as good as Commission's Harton Ward.
Electorate 6170 (2.87)
CLZADON PARK AND MARSD5K Ward - 7265 electors (3-38)
This ward too large in 20 Wards Scheme - Good for 17
Wards Scheme. Later in Meeting it was suggested that
Marsden Hill area (1300 electors) be transferred to
Whitburn Ward.
Map shows (and visits confirm) that this
not very satisfactory but perhaps preferable to leaving
Whitburn on its own as a very small ward of 4580 (2.13)
(see later paragraph on Whitburn Ward).
This transfer
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would then make a satisfactory CiiEADON PARK Ward.
Electorate 5965 (2.73)
WEST PARK Ward - Satisfactory, but by no means as good
a ward as in Commission's Scheme. Has parts of 3
existing wards.
Electorate 6670 (3-11)
ALL6AINTS Ward - Good compact ward but appears
fabricated from parts of 3 existing wards.
Electorate 6570 (3.06)
WHITSLEAS Ward - Good - exactly the same as in Commission's
Scheme.
Numerically a little large in 20 Wards Scheme was somewhat small in 17 Wards Scheme.
Electorate 6670 (3.11)
BIDDICK HALL Ward - Good but somewhat large. Considered
transferring small area (400 electors) east of Benton Road
to Whiteleas Ward, but this too large to accommodate them.
Electorate 6870 (3-20)
TYNE DOCK AND SIKONSIDS Ward - Satisfactory but made of
parts of 3 existing wards.
Seems wrong combination of
areas.
Not as good a ward as Tyne Dock and Brinkburn
Ward in Commission's Scheme.

Electorate 6370 (2.97)
BSDE Ward - 7265 electors (3-38). This is the most
unsatisfactory ward in the Scheme, and it can only be
marginally improved.
It is a large ward in numbers and
very large in area and combines parts of 3 existing wards,
and areas are far distant one from the other (e.g.
Riverside Jarrow (Ellison Street and Western Road);
the Idndisfarne Estate; and the 'Scotch* Estate (south
of Learn Lane). The northern and southern residential
parts of this ward are separated by a large area of
Industry in East Jarrow.
I would suggest amending the
dividing boundary between, this ward and Primrose Ward
by taking line along Albert Road, Ellison Street, Howard
Street and Tunnel Approach Road, instead of along Railway
line east of Jarrow Station.
This small amendment
transfers 200 electors to Primrose Ward.
Electorate 7065 (3.29)
PRIMROSE Ward - Not a good ward.
It comprises parts of
3 existing wards, but quite correctly includes Lukes Lane
Estate (in S.W. corner;.
The northern area is somewhat
isolated from rest of ward and the western boundary is
not ideal.
Amendment of northern boundary (as outlined
above) is suggested to assist in electorate figure for
Bede Ward.
Electorate 6670 (3-11)
KOHKTON Ward - This is not a good ward.
It combines
parts of 3 wards (2 Eebburn Wards and 1 Jarrow Ward) and,
with some intervening open space, combines Monkton area
(in south) with Eebburn Quay (in north).
I cannot
believe that this ward will be readily accepted as a
satisfactory ward by "onkton ar.i ."ebburn electors.
Also, is Monkton the right name for the ward?
Electorate 6320
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(2.94)

H53BURN QUAY Ward - Satisfactory, but excludes areas
which would expect to be in this ward.
These Eebburn
wards are not as good as those in Commission's Scheme.
(This was tacitly shown at the meeting).
Electorate 6470 (3-01)

HSBBUHN SOUTH Ward - Satisfactory, but is not as good a
ward as in Commission's Scheme.
Electorate 6270 (2.92)
FBLLGATE AND KEDWORTH Ward - Very good ward, with room
for increased electorate from future housing development.
Electorate 6070 (2.83)
BOLDOfl COLLIERY .Ward - 7070 electors (3-29).
Good,
but somewhat large.
Cannot really understand why West
Boldon should be divided from Sast Boldon.
An
amendment of the dividing boundary between this ward and
Cleadon and East Boldon Ward would improve electorate
figure.
No room for increase in electorate expected in
future south of Boldon Colliery.
Electorate 6745 (3-140
CLEADON AND EAST BQLDON Ward - 6070 electors (2.83)
Good ward, although (.as said above) cannot understand why
it is thought that East Boldon more happily joins with
Cleadon than with West Boldon.
With amendment of
dividing ward boundary 325 electors added.
Not much
room for increased electors from future housing
development around Cleadon.
Electorate 6395 (2.98)
WHITBURN Ward - 4-580 electors (2.13).
This is an
impossible ward (as I repeatedly argued throughout the
meeting).
The only possible amendment to make is to
transfer into this Ward 1300 electors from Marsden
Hill.
This is by no means wholly satisfactory
(especially from the point of view of Harsden Hill
electors) but there is more affinity between the 'Marsden1
area than is at first apparent.
If this transfer were
made, the ward should no doubt be renamed WHITBURN AND
MARSDEN Ward.
Electorate 5880 (2.74)
In support of the Scheme I should say that generally
the ward boundary lines are good with the few exceptions I have
referred to above.
The Scheme as submitted by the Council shows
a variation of area representation viz: 11 wards in South Shields
area have a total of 72,265 electors (average per ward 6570) and
the remaining 9 wards in Jarrow, Hebburn and Boldon have 56,585
electors (average 6287).
If» however, Marsden (1300 electors)
is added into Whitburn Ward, as suggested above as the only
possible course of action, an excellent balance is achieved, viz:
11 wards - 70,965 electors giving average of 64-51 per ward; and
9 wards - 57,825 electors and average of 6431.
Of the 20 wards,
as amended, only 4 wards fall outside the 2.80-3-20 entitlement
range (the highest being Bede Ward (3.29) and the lowest V/hitburn
and Marsden Ward (2.74).
Also in its favour is the almost unanimous political
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support given to this Scheme.
I feel, however, that this very
strong support was mainly to achieve a Council of 60 Members
rather than for the ward pattern in the Scheme.
Finally, I must reiterate what I have said in my comments
above on individual wards - that I am not happy with at least 6
of the wards and find 2 most unsatisfactory. There are also
at least 8 wards which might be regarded as satisfactory but
are not as good, for the respective areas, as the wards in the
Commission's Scheme.
I have to say that the more I looked at
this revised Council Scheme the less I liked it.
The Hap of the Council's revised 20 Wards Scheme submitted
at the meeting is appended to this report at Appendix 'D'.
(5) CONCLUSION
There is no doubt in my mind that, of the two
Schemes under consideration, the Commission's 17 Wards Scheme,
with the modifications I have now suggested, is the better Scheme
of ward arrangements for South Tyneside.
Each of the 2 Schemes
is not without some unsatisfactory features - the Commission's
Scheme in respect of the 2 Boldon Wards and the Council's Scheme
in respect of the 5 wards in Jarrow and Kebburn, some of the
South Shields wards, and the W-hitburn and Marsden Ward (even as
amended).
But the Commission's 17 Wards Scheme can only be accepted
if it is also accepted that a 51 ^embers Council is the size of
Council large enough to enable the Council to provide effective
and convenient local government in South Tyneside, with all its
particular problems. On this point, too, I have no doubt, for it
is my opinion that this smaller Council, with a more streamlined
Committee system, will certainly be large enough and could bring
even more effective and convenient local government in the Bor.ough
than at present.
A further point which should be made is that a 17 Wards
51 Members Scheme will be more compatible with the overall District
Council representation and Councillor/electors ratio in Tyne and
Wear.
Already it is seen that in Newcastle-upon-Tyne, with a
projected electorate of 236,92*- and a likely Council of 78, the
ratio is 1:303?.
The ratios in Sunderland and North Tyneside
are not likely to be much lower than this, with a possibility
of Gateshead being no lower than say 1:2500. A 51 Members
Council in South Tyneside would give a ratio of 1:2526 but a
60 Members Council would give a ratio of 1:214? (a very low
representative figure).
In the context of "one man - one voice" it is obviously
more reasonable to have as near equality of representation as
possible, and in this regard, support is given for the 51 Members
Scheme.
Finally, there is the problem of the eventual scheme of
Electoral Divisions for the election of the Tyne and Wear County
Council.
The Council argued that, in the new County Council,
South Tyneside was not likely to have 17 County Councillors but
a less number, and 17 being a prime number and indivisible, it
would be difficult to make appropriate Electoral Divisions, and
that the task would be easier with 20 wards.
There is no
statutory provision (in Schedule 11 of 1972 Act) that, in forming
Electoral Divisions, there shall be no division of District
Council Wards, although every "Electoral Division must be wholly
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within a single District.
The County Scheme of Electoral Divisions will be a
somewhat difficult problem, but I felt that this does not give
any appreciable weight to the argument in favour of the 20 wards
Scheme.
I have therefore concluded that I should recommend
approval of the Commission's 17 Wards Scheme, with the
modifications I have previously outlined.
In Paragraph 7> I
set out my Recommendations accordingly,
6.

VISITS
On the day before the local meeting I visited parts of
the Borough including Boldon Colliery, East and West Boldon,
Cleadon, Whitburn, Rarton, Westoe and West Park, Beacon and Bents
and Rekendyke.
On the day following the meeting I had a very extensive
tour of the Borough (this time in the company of Dr. Kitchen, the
Principal Assistant Planning Officer, and Mr. R. I. McClean,
Senior Electoral Registration Assistant), and in particular we
visited Bede, Kebburn, Boldon Colliery and New Town, East Boldon,
West Boldon, Cleadcn, Whitburn, Marsden, Biddick Hall, Whiteleas,
Westoe and Horsley Hill areas.

7.

RECOMMENDATIONS,

I recommend (1) That the Metropolitan District (Borough) of South
Tyneside be divided into 17 wards, each to return ?
Councillors (Council of 51 Members); and
(2) That; the 17 wards be as set out in the Commission's
Draft Proposals but with
(a) changes of certain Ward names as follows:
RSK3NDYKE Ward to be re-named REKENDYXS AND
BEACON Ward;
BEACON, BENTS AND WESTCS Ward to be re-named
BENTS AND WESTOE Ward; and

(b) Modifications of the dividing boundaries between:(i) 'RSKENDYKS AND BEACON Ward and E3KT3 AKB
W2STOE Ward;
(ii) BENTS AND WESTOE Ward and EOR3LSY HILL Ward;
(iii) HEKENDYKE AND BEACON Ward and WEST PARK
Wa rd;
(iv) REIvENDYKE AND BEACON Ward and TYNE DOCK AND
BHINKBURN Ward;
(v) TYNE DOCK jiND B3INKBURN Ward and WEST FAHK
Ward;
(vi) TYNS DOCK AND 3RINKBURN Ward and './HITELEAS
Ward;
(vii) 3IMCN3IDE Ward and BIDDICK ?£LL Ward; and
(viii) BEDE AND nONKTGN Ward and PRIMROSE AMD
LINDI3FARNE Ward;
such wards being delineated on the map accompanying this
report at Appendix "3", with amended boundary descriptions
as set out in Appendix "C" and with projected electorates
and entitlements as follows:-

R2X3NDYK2 AND BEACON Ward

7610 electors ("Entitlement

BENTS AND V/E3TOE Ward
EGHSLEY HILL Ward

7065
7265
7065
7165
7484

(2.60)
(2.38)
(2.80)
(2.64)

8001

(3-17)

7570
7665
7765

(3.00)
(3.03)
(3-07)
(2. 78)
(3.15)
(3-03)
(3-11)
(2.84)
(3-31)
(3.23)

HARTOK Ward
CLEADOM PARK Ward
WEST PARK Ward
TYKE DOCK AND BRINKBUHN Ward
WHITELEAS Ward
BIDDICK KALL Ward
SIHGN3IDE Ward
PRIMROSE AITO LINDISPARM2 Ward

8.

7020

B5DE AND MONKTON Ward

7960

EEB3DRN QUAY Ward
HEBBURN NEW TOWN Ward
PELLGATS AND HEDWORTH Ward
BOLDON Ward
CLSADON AND WEIT3URN Ward

7665

APPENDICES
APPENDIX 'A1

-

APPENDIX 'B' APPENDIX 'C' APPENDIX 'D' -

7865

7165
8360

8160

(2.96)

List of names of persons at the local meeting
and where appropriate the organisations they
represented.
Map of the District (Borough) (Scale 1:10,000)
showing the Wards now recommended.
Amendments of description of boundaries of Wards
now recommended.
Map of Council's Revised 20 Wards Scheme
submitted at Local Meeting.
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APPENDIX 'A
REVIEW Q? ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS - SOUTH TYNESIDS
LOCAL tISETING - 14th NOVEMBER 1978
REGISTER OF ATTENDANCE
NAME
D. C. Richardson
J. M. Trebble
K. Charlton (Coun,)
N. A. Whittington (Coun.)
R. Martinson (Mrs)
Ted Dickson
J. PI. Capstick (Coun.)
PI. B. Piggott
R. C. Robson (Coun.)
K. Hickman (Coun.)
P. P. Dixon (Coun.)
K. Moore (Coun.)
J. Sales (Coun.)
D. Dixon (Coun.)
A. McCampbell (Coun.)
E. Downey (Coun.)
D. McCluskey (Coun.)
J. Roberts (Coun.)
L. Hannah (Coun.)
P. Taylor
J. Brown
Patrick N. A. Doherty
I. McClean
C. Parkinson
Rumney
E. Kitchen
Lord
M. Robinson (Coun.)
D. Fettis (Coun.)
A. A. Gowens (Coun.)
Beorge Smith (Cty. Coun.)
Peter Davidson ('Coun.)
Muriel Gibson (Coun.)
Anne 3oyd (Coun.)

REPRESENTING
Borough Secretary, Sunderland
Borough Council
Borough Solicitor, Sunderland
Borough Council
Borough of South Tyneside
South Tyneside
South Shields Conservative Association
Chief Planner, South Tyneside PI.B.C.
South Tyneside
South Tyneside
South Tyneside
South Shields
Jarrow
Boldon
Eebburn
Jarrow
Jarrow
Eebburn
Coun. Jarrow
Boldon, South Tyneside
Counc. S. T. S. Whitburn
Evening Chronicle
Director of Eousing
Northern Area Conservative Central
Office
South Tyneside PI.B.C.
South Tyneside M.3.C."
Boro' Solicitor, South Tyneside M.B.C.
Principal Asst. Planner
-doGateshead PI.B.C.
Progressive
Progressive
Conservative
South Shields Conservative Association
Progressive
Progressive Coun.
Conservative Counc.

APPENDIX 'A1 (continued)

NAME

Catherine Wilkinson (Coun.)
Paul Tinnion
A. 2. Bloomfield

£. Scrimsrer (Coun.)
Janis Blower
W. Davison (County Coun.)
J. J. Oxley
V. Fitzpatrick (Coun.)

REPRESENTING
Progressive
County Labour Party 10, Warwick Drive, Whickham,
Newcastle 15.
North Tyneside M.B.C.
South Shields Labour Councillor

Shields Gazette
Soldon, Tyne and Wear
Eoldon Miners' Lodge (Chairman)
South Tyneside Council

S. Battye (.Coun.)
W. Robinson (Coun.)
John Dent (Coun.)

South Tyneside Council
South Tyneside
South Tyneside

V.
E.
T.
T.
S.
K.

South Tyneside
South Tyneside
South Tyneside

Hope (Coun.)
McAtominey (Coun.)
Glynn (Coun.)
A. Bamford (Coun.)
Robinson (Coun.)
Scrimger (Cty. Coun.)

Mrs. J. N. Pedley
John Sproatt

David Hughes
K. Webster

South Tyneside District Labour Party

S.T.3. Councillor Wnitburn Ward
Tyne and Wear County
Jarrow Conservative Association
Gateshead Conservative Association
North Region Labour Party,

6*, Chipchase, Oxclose, Washington
39, Shrewsbury Terrace,
South Shields.
Co-operative Party Branch

SCHEDULE 2

METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OP SOUTH TYNESIBE

NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

All Saints

3

Beacon and Bents

3

Bade
Biddick Hall
Boldon Colliery
Cleadon and East Boldon
Cleadon Park

3
3
3
3
3

.

Fellgate and Hedworth

3

Harton
Hebburn Quay
Hebburn South
Horsley Hill
Monkton
Primrose
'
Rekendyke
Tyne Dock and Simonside
Westoe
West Park
Whitburn and Marsden
Whiteleas

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

SCHEDULE 3

METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF SOUTH TYNESIDE - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED
WARD BOUNDARIES

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

REKENDYKE WARD
Commencing at a point where Westoe Road-meets Dean Road, thence generally
southwestwards along Dean Road to the mineral railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to West Way, thence northwestwards along said way
and Dean Road to the Newcastle to South Shields railway, thence northwards
along said railway to Smith Street, thence westwards along said street to
the road known as Corstorphine Town, thence southwards along said road to
River Street, thence westwards along said street to its western end,
thence'northwestwards along end of said street and continuing along the
jetty to its western end, thence due northwestwards to the northern
boundary of the Borough, thence generally northwards along said boundary
to a point due northwest of the River Drive - Mile End Road junction,
thence due southeastwards to said junction and southeastwards along Mile
End Road, Fowler Street and Westoe Road to the point of commencement.

BEACON AND BENTS WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Rekendyke Ward meets
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence northeastwards along said
.borough boundary and southwestwards arid southeastwards along the eastern
boundary

of the Borough to a point being in prolongation northeastwards

of Mowbray Road, thence southwestwards along said prolongation and said
road to Bents Park Road, thence northwestwards along said road to a point
opposite the southeastern boundary of V/estoe Colliery, thence southwestwards to and along said boundary to the westernmost corner of No 251
Mowbray Road, thence southwestwards in a straight line to the northernmost
corner of Nos 245 and 2V? Mowbray Road, thence northwestwards in a straight

.2
line to and westwards and southwestwards along the southern boundary of
the former mineral railway property to the eastern boundary of Rekendyke
Ward, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

•

.

WESTOE WARDCommencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Rekehdyk'e Ward meets
the southern boundary of Beacon and Bents Ward, thence northeastwards and
eastwards along said ward boundary and continuing southeastwards along
the northeastern Boundaries of Nos 2^5) 2^7 and 2^9 Mowbray Road to Mowbray Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Wardle Avenue, thence
southeastwards along said avenue and continuing southeastwards along the
unnamed road along the western boundary of The Jack Clark Recreation Park
to Horsley Hill Road, thence southeastwards along said road and Highfield
Road to a point opposite the southern.boundary of No V6 Highfield Road,
thence southwest wards to and along said boundary to the c-astern boundary
of Harton Cemetery, thence southeastwards along said boundary and the
eastern boundary of No 173 Harton House Road to-said road, thence northeastwards along said road to the road known as Harton Rise, thence southwards along said road to Marsden Road, thence southwestwards along said
road to Sunderland Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
Cauldwell Avenue, thence southwestwards along said avenue to Mortimer Road,
thence northwestwards along said road and the road known as Stanhope Road
to the southeastern boundary of Rekendyke Ward, thence generally eastwards along said uoundary and generally northwards along the eastern
boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

HORSLEY HILL WARD

'

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Westoe Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Beacon and Bents Ward, thence generally north-
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eastwards along said southeastern boundary to the eastern boundary of the
Borough, thence generally southeastwards along said borough boundary to
the pipeline crossing Marsden Sands, thence southwestwards-along said
pipeline to its end, thence continuing southwestwards in a straight line
to and southwestwards along the path leading from Marsden Sands to Coast
Road, to Coast Road, thence southwestwards along Redwell Lane to Marsden
Lane, thence generally northwestwards and westwards along said lane, the
southern carriageway of Horsley Hill Square and Marsden Road to the
eastern boundary of Westoe Ward, thence generally northwards along said
boundary to the point of commencement.

HEBBURN QUAY WARE
Commencing at a point where Victoria Road West meets the western boundary
of the Borough, thence generally northwards along said borough boundary
and eastwards along the northern boundary of the Borough to a point due
north of NG Ref NZ 3169065800 being a point on the unnamed road from
Blackett S'treet to Jarrow Staith', thence due*'southwards to said road and
southeastwards along said road to Blackett Street, thence eastwards along
said street to NG Ref NZ 318^365605, thence due southwards to the
mineral railway, thence southeastwards along said railway to the Newcastle to South Shields railway, thence southwestwards along said railway
to the path and footbridge leading northwestward from the junction of
Hedgeley Road and Campbell Park Road, thence southeastwards along said
path and continuing southeastwards along Campbell Park Road to Victoria
Road East, thence westwards along said road to a point opposite the
eastern boundary of Nos 75 and 77 Victoria Road East, thence southeastwards to and along said boundary and continuing southeastwards along the
rear boundaries of Nos 2 to 4^ Leslie Avenue and the eastern boundary of
Nos ?0 and 72 Quarry Road to Quarry Road, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said road to Canning Street, thence southwestwards along
said street to St John's Avenue, thence southwards along said avenue to

the road known as West Parade, thence westwards along said road to a point
opposite the western boundary of Hebburn Cemetery, thence southwards to
and along said western boundary and in prolongation thereof to the unnamed
road leading from Victoria Road West to the Mortuary Chapel, thence westwards, along said unnamed road to Victoria Road West, thence, southwestwards
along said road to the point of commencement.

MONKTON WARD

.

"

-

Commencing at a point where Campbell Park Road meets Victoria Road East
being a point on the eastern boundary of Hebburn Quay Ward, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said ward boundary and continuing eastwards along the Newcastle to South Shields railway to Hill Street, thence
southwards along said street and Park Road to Sussex Street, thence eastwards along said street to Bede Burn Road, thence southwards along said
road and York Avenue to Monkton Burn, thence southwestwards along said
burn to a point due east of the southernmost corner of the property known
as Dene House, thence due westwards to said corner and northwestwards .
along the southwestern boundary of said property and-continuing-northwestwards to the southeastern boundary of Monkton Sports Stadium, thence
southwestwards along said boundary and northwestwards along the southwestern boundary of said stadium and in prolongation thereof to the
mineral railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to Campbell Park
Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the point of commencement.

HEBBURN SOUTH WARD

\

• •

.

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the Borough meets the
^

southeastern boundary of Hebburn Quay Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said ward boundary to the western boundary of Monkton Ward,
thence southeastwards along said ward boundary and continuing southeastwards along Campbell Park Road to Marine Drive, thence southwards along
said drive to a point opposite the western boundary of No 5 Penzance
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Parade, thence due southwards to the Newcastle to Sunderland railway,
thence westwards along said railway to the western boundary of the Borough,
thence generally northwestwards along said borougli boundary to the point
of commencement.

PRIMROSE WARD
Commencing at a point where the Newcastle to Sunderland railway meets the
eastern boundary of Hebburn South Ward, thence northwards along said ward
boundary to the southern boundary of Monktcn Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said ward boundary and northwards along the eastern
boundary of said ward to the Newcastle to South Shields railway, thence
eoutheastwards along said .railway to the Tyne Tunnel Approach Road

A1(T) ,

thence southwards along said road to Learn Lane, thence southwestwards
along said lane to the Newcastle to Sunderland railway, thence westwards
along said railway to the'-point of commencement.

BEDE WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Hebburn Quay Ward
meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence eastwards along said
borough boundary to the River Don, thence southwards along said river and
the unnarned channel south of said river to the access road from Jarrow
Road to the timber yards, thence southwards along said access road to
Jarrow Road, thence eastwards along said road to Learn Lane (Newcastle
Road), thence southwestwards along said lane and road to John Reid Road,
thence southeastwards along'said road to a point opposite the northernmost
corner of No 79 Stirling Avenue, thence southwestwards in a straight line
to said corner and southeastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 79 to
1^3 Stirling Avenue, the rear boundaries of Nos 30, 33 £iid 3^ Sydney
Gardens and the eastern boundary of No 93 Perth Avenue,

crossing Perth

Avenue in a straight line to and southeastwards along the eastern boundary
of No 108 Perth Avenue, the rear boundaries of Nos 282 to 2¥t Inverness
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Road and continuing southeastwards to and along the rear boundaries of
Nos 2^2 to 20*t Inverness Road, the rear boundaries of Nos 86 to 108
Brisbane Avenue and in prolongation thereof to the Newcastle to Sunderland
railway, thence westwards along said railway to the Tyne Tunnel' Approach
Road

AlfrJ , thence northwards along said road to the eastern boundary of

Primrose Ward, thence northwards along said boundary and northwestwards
along the northern boundaries of said ward and Monkton Ward to the
eastern boundary of Hebburn Quay Ward, thence northwestwards along said
ward boundary to the point of commencement.

TYNE DOCK AND SIMONSIDE WARD

'

• .

-

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Bede~ Ward meets the
northern boundary of the Borough, thence eastwards along said borough
boundary to the southwestern boundary of Rekendyke Ward, thence generally
southeastwards along said ward boundary to the mineral railway, thence
southwestwards along said railway to John Reid Road, thence westwards
and northwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary of Bede Ward,•
thence generally northwards along said ward boundary to the pcint of
commencement.

ALL" SAINTS WARD
Commencing at a point where John Reid Road meets the southeastern
boundary of Tyne Dock and Simonside Ward, thence northeastwards along
said ward boundary to West Way, thence southeastwards along said way to
Stanhope Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Ashley Road,
thence southwards along- said road to the access road to Ashley Primary
School, thence eastwards along said access road to a point opposite
the rear boundary of No 9 Askley Road, thence southwards to and along .
said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 11 to 51 Ashley Road and
crossing the access road to The Margaret Sutton School, to and southeastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 53 to 10? Ashley Road to
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Harton Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to McAnany Avenue,
thence southeastwards along said avenue and continuing southeastwards
along the unnamed road west of Hathersage Gardens and Bonsell Court and
in prolongation thereof to John Reid Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to the point of commencement.

WEST PARK WARD
Commencing at a point where the northeastern boundary of All Saints Ward
meets the southeastern boundary of Rekendyke Ward, thence northeastwards
along said southeastern boundary to the southwestern boundary of Westoe
Ward, thence generally southeastwards along said southwestern boundary
and continuing southeastwards along Sunderland Road to Prince Edward
Road, thence westwards along said road to John Reid Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary of All Saints Ward,
thence northwestwards along said ward boundary and the northeastern
boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

HARTON WARD

'

*

-

,

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of West Park Ward meets
the southern boundary of V/estoe Ward, thence generally eastwards along
said southern boundary and the southern boundary of Horsley Hill Ward to
Prince Edward Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the eastern
boundary of West Park Ward, thence northwards along said ward boundary
to the point of commencement.

\
BIDDICK HALT- WARD

.

Commencing at a point where the Newcastle to Sunderland railway meets the
eastern boundary of Bede Ward, thence northwards along said ward boundary
to the southern boundary of Tyne Dock and Simonside Ward, thence southeastwards and northeastwards along said, southern boundary and continuing
northeastwards along the southern boundary of All Saints Ward to the
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dismantled South Shields to Sunderland railway, thence southwards along
said dismantled railway to the track south of properties in Heaton
Gardens, thence westwards along said track to Boldon Lane, thence southwards along said lane to the Newcastle to Sunderland railway, thence
northwestwards along said railway to the point of commencement.

WHITELEAS WABD

"Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Biddick Hall Ward
meets the southern boundary of All Saints Ward, thence northeastwards
along said southern boundary and the southern boundary of West Park Ward
to King George Road, thence southwards along said road to the roundabout
junction with Newison Avenue, thence southwards in a straight line to the
northeastern corner of the King George Comprehensive School, thence sbuthwards- along the eastern boundary of said school and westwards along the
southern boundary of said school, crossing Holder House Way in a straight
- line to and westwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 23 to 37 Basil
Way and continuing generally westwards along the rear boundaries of Nos
11 to 31 Caraway Walk and the southern boundary of No 32-Caraway Walk to
the eastern boundary of No 23 Sargent Avenue, then southwards along the
eastern boundaries of Nos 23 to 29 Sargent Avenue, Nos 65 to 95 Rodin
. Avenue and Nos J>k to 30 Cotman Gardens and continuing southwards in a
straight line to and southwards along the eastern boundary of the Whiteleas County Infant School to the southern boundary of said school, thence
southwestwards along said boundary to the southern boundary of No 6k
Landseer Gardens- thence generally westwards along the southern
boundaries of Nos 6k to 6 Landseer Gardens and the southern .boundary of
the property south of Nos 2 and 4 Landseer Gardens and continuing westwards in a straight line to and along the southern boundary of No 316
Whiteleas Way to the southern boundary of Whiteleas County Junior
School, thence westwards along said boundary and in prolongation thereof
to the eastern boundary of Biddick Hall Ward, thence northwards along
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said ward boundary to the point of"commencement..

CLEADON PARK WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Whiteleas Ward meets
the southern boundary of West Park Ward, thence eastwards along said
southern boundary and northeastwards along the southern boundary of
Harton Ward to Valley Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to its
southern end, thence southeastwards in a straight line to and southeastwards along the western boundary of the disused quarry and continuing
southeastwards along the-eastern boundary of p?xcel no 393^ as shown on
OS 1:2^00 Plan NZ 396^, Edition of 1957* to a point being in prolongation
of the southern boundary of said parcel, thence southwestwards along said
prolongation and boundary to the eastern boundary of the South Shields
.Golf Course, thence northwestwards along said boundary, southwestwards
along the northern boundary of said golf course to the western boundary
of said golf course, thence generally southwards along said boundary and
continuing westwards along the southern boundary of the Veterans Hall and
in prolongation thereof to the eastern boundary of the Cleadoxi Park Open
Air Special School, thence southwards along said boundary to the southeastern corner of said school, thence southwards in a straight line to
the northeastern corner of the works south of said school, thence south• wards along the eastern boundary of said works to the eastern end of'the
unnamed road south of said works, thence westwards and northwards along
said unnamed road to a point opposite the southern boundary of No 39 Mill
Grove, thence westwards to and southwestwards along said southern boundary
and continuing westwards along the footpath south of properties on the
southern side of Cleadon Hill Drive and Clyvedon Rise to a point opposite
the eastern boundary of the enclosure east of The Ship (PH), thence
southwards to and along said boundary and westwards along the southern
boundary of said enclosure and the southern boundary of The Ship (PH) to
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Shields Road, thence northwards along said road to the unnamed road south
of properties on the southern side of Carnoustie Drive, Hartsbourne Drive,.
Canton Court, Glamis Court and Luffness Drive, thence westwards along
said unnamed road to the eastern boundary of V/hiteleas Ward, thence
northwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

FELLGATE AND KEDWORTH WARD
Commencing-at a point where the western boundary of the Borough meets the
southern boundary of Hebburn South Ward, thence eastwards along said ward
boundary and continuing northeastwards along the southern boundary of
Primrose Ward to the western boundary of Bede Ward, thence southwards'
along said western boundary and continuing southwards "along the Tyne
Tunnel Approach Road

Al(~^ and the A19

(T) road to the southern boundary

of the,Borough, thence westwards along said borough boundary and northwards along the western boundary of the Borough to the point of commencement .

BOLDON COLLIERY WARD.

-

.

- .

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets
the eastern boundary of Feilgate and Hedworth Ward, thence northwards
along said ward boundary to the 'southern boundary of Bede Ward, thence
eastwards along said southern boundary and southeastwards along the
southern boundary of Biddick Hall Ward and continuing southeastwards along
the Newcastle to Sunderland railway to Boldon Lane,"thence southwards
along said lane to New Roaa, thence westwards along said road to Brooke
Avenue, thence southwards along said avenun and Boker Lane to the access
road at the rear of properties in Western Terrace, thence westwards along
said access road to the eastern boundary of No 1 Western Terrace, thence
northwards, westwards and southwards along the eastern, northern and
western boundaries of said property to the AlS'f (T) road, thence westwards
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along said road to a point opposite the western boundary of No 1 Lyndon
Close, thence southwards to and along said boundary, the western end of
Lyndon Close and the rear boundaries of Nos 69 to ^7 Lyndon Grove to the
southernmost corner of last mentioned property, thence westwards in a
straight line to the western boundary of the property known as Arkendale,
thence southwards along said boundary to Dipe Lane, thence southwestwards
along said lane to the point due north of the western boundary of parcel
no 8596 as shown on OS 1:2500 plan NZ 3560 edition of 1956, thence due
southwards to and southwards along said boundary and the western .boundary
of parcel no 858? to the southern boundary of said parcel, thence'.eastwards along said boundary to the eastern boundary of parcel no 826?, thence
Sow rewards along said boundary to the southern boundary of parcel no 9682,
.thence eastwards along said boundary to the unnamed road east of parcel no
8267, thence southwards along said road to the footpath running south from
said road to Downhill, thence southwards along said footpath to the .
southern boundary of the Borough, thence generally westwards along said
boundary to the point of commencement.

CLEADON AND EAST BOLDON WARD

Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets
the eastern boundary of Boldon Colliery Ward, thence generally northwards
.i
along said eastern boundary to the eastern'boundary of Biddick Hall Ward,
thence northwards along said boundary to the southern boundary of Whiteleas
Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said boundary and the southern
boundary of Cleadon Park Ward to the eastern boundary of parcel no 2^10 as
shown on OS 1:2500 plan NZ 396^ edition of 1957* thence generally southwards along said boundary, the eastern boundaries of parcels nos ^876,
6139, 5716 and 5602 as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm NZ 3963 Edition of 1958,
Reprint of 1977, and continuing generally southwards along the eastern
boundaries of parcels nos 5600, 3700, 5767 and 66*f1 as shown on OS 1:2500
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microfilm NZ 3962. Edition of 1968, Reprint of 1977, to the southwestern
corner of parcel no 00^3 i thence westwards in p straight line to the northeastern corner of parcel no *f?2^, thence southwards along the eastern
boundary of said parcel to Cleadon Lane, thence westwards along Cleadon
Lane to a point opposite the eastern boundary of parcel no ^900, thence
southwards to and along said boundary and continuing southwards along the
.eastern boundary of parcel ^900 as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm NZ 3961,
Edition of 1967) and i*1 prolongation thereof to the eastern boundary of
parcel no 2576, thence southwards along said eastern boundary to Moor Lane,
thence westwards along said lane to a point opposite the northeastern
corner .of parcel no 3^38, thence southwards to said corner and southeastwards along the eastern boundary of said parcel to KG Ref NZ 3952361302, .
thence southwards along the field boundary as shown on OS 1:2500 microfilm
NZ 396/ (A1), Edition of 1977 to the northern boundary of parcel no *t800
as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm NZ 3961 Edition of 196?, thence eastwards
along said boundary and southwards along the eastern boundary of said
parcel, also on OS 1:2500 plan NZ 38/3960 edition of 1966 and continuing
southwards along the eastern boundaries of parcels nos 5288 and 4975 to
the southern boundary of the Borough, thence generally westwards along
said borough boundary to the point of commencement.

WHITBURNV/ARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets the
eastern boundary of Cleadon and East Boldon Ward, thence generally northwards along said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Cleadon Park.
Ward, thence northeastwards along said southern boundary and northwestwards
along the western boundary of said ward to the southeastern boundary of
Harton Ward, thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary and
continuing northeastwards along the southeastern boundary of Horstey Hill
Ward to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence south-eastwards and
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southwards along said borough boundary and generally westwards along the
southern boundary of the Borough to the point of commencement.

