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To the Rt Hon Roy Jenkins, HP
Secretary of State for the Home Department
PROPOSALS FOR REVISED ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
BOROUGH OF SPELTHORNE IN THE COUNTY OF SURREY

1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried
out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the Borough of
Spelthorne in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9
. to, the Local Government Act 1972, present pur proposals for the future electoral
arrangements for that Borough.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of the
1972 Act, notice was given on 15 May 197** that we were to undertake this review.
This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the Spelthorne
Borough Council, copies of which were circulated to the Surrey County Council,
.the Member of "^arliaraent for the constituency 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 tho local press announced the start of the review and
invited comments from members of the public and from any interested bodies.
3»

Spelthorne 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 which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of
council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were asked
also to take into account any views expressed to them following their consultation
with local'interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of

their provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft ccherce
to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comments.

*f. On 23 September 197^'the Spelthorne Borough Council presented their draft
scheme of representation.

In accordance with section 7W

of the Local Government

Act 1972 they had exercised an option for whole council elections, and they
proposed to divide the area into eighteen words each returning one, two or
three members to form a council of forty*
5»
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e considered the draft scheme together with letters which we hadcreceived

from two local political associations. One of taeee suggested modified
arrangements for the Sunbury area of the borough.

The other submitted a

completely different scheme of wards, providing for a total of forty-two
councillors to be elected from fourteen wards each returning three members.
Both parties complained about the manner in which, they said, the
Spelthorhe Borough Council had prepared their draft scheme of representation,
and about the lack of opportunity for objections to the draft scheme to be
considered,
6. It was clear to us that this was a case where there was deep political conflict.
We noted that the alternative arrangements suggested for the Sunbury area would
result in under-representation in that area and accordingly decided not to
adopt them. We noted that the Borough Councilfs scheme seemed to offer a somewhat better standard of equality of representation than the alternative scheme
submitted by the other local political party but the difference was not so marked
as to make it a decisive factor in choosing our draft proposals. The choice,
therefore, rested on other factors and particularly an assessment of the relative
merits of the two schemes in terms of their effects on local ties and communities.
On the limited information available to us, and, in particular, criticism by the
Borough Council of the alternative scheme, we found it impossible properly to
assess the schemes from'this standpoint. However, it was clear to us that a
local meeting was inevitable in this case and we thought that this was the best

place for these aspects of the proposals to be argued and clarified.

With this

in mind we decided to adopt the Council's draft scheme as the basis of our
draft proposal^ but only as a basis for discusGion. To emphasise this we decided
to take the extraordinary step of writing to the main participants in the review
emphasising that the draft proposals wore not the end of the exercise and that
there were further stages in the procedure - including the possibility of a
local meeting - to come.
?. After consulting Ordnance Survey we made seme minor adjustments to the alignment of some of the boundaries in order to secure boundary lines which were more
readily identifiable on the ground* We then formulated our draft proposals
accordingly*
8»

On 4 December 1971*- we issued cur draft proposals and these were sent to all

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

The -Council were asked to make these draft proposals, and the accompanying

map which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for inspection at their
main offices." Representations en our draft proposals were invited from those to
whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from other members of the
public and interested bodies*

We asked that any comments should reach us by

7 February 1975. •
9. ^pelthorne Borough Council informed us that they accepted the draft proposals
and had no observations to make thereon. Surrey County Council also wrote to say
they had no observations.
10. The two local political parties which had raade representations to us earlier
wrote again, -asking that their objections be re-considered and requesting that
an Assistant Commissioner be appointed to hold a meeting locally at which their
representations could be made more fully.

We also received objections _from three

other local political associations, and from a local elector who objected in
particular to the proposed single-member Sunbury .Central ward.

11. In view of the objections, and as envisaged before we issued our draft
proposals, we decided that we needed further ?!nforniation to enable us to reach
.a conclusion. Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2) of the 1972 Act, and
at our request, you appointed Mr Michael Lewer as an Assistant Commissioner to
hold a local meeting and to report to us.
12. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Council Offices, Staines
on 16 May 1975 and inspected the area of the borough on 21 May and again on
21 June* A copy (without enclosures) of his report to us of the meeting and of
his inspections and recommendations is attached at Schedule 1 to this report.
13*

The Assistant Commissioner did not consider that any of the proposed schemes

were entirely satisfactory, and he recommended to us a scheme which he had
prepared, providing for sixteen wards, each returning one, two or three councillors
and producing a total council of forty members.
1H. We considered again our draft proposals, the alternative scheme and the
Assistant Commissioner's scheme.

We concluded that the Assistant Commissionerfe

scheme provided a suitable basis for the future electoral arrangements for the
borough in compliance with the rules in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act and our
guidelines, and we resolved to adopt it. We formulated our final proposals
accordingly*
15«

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedule 2 to this report

and on the attached map. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the
number of councillors to be returned by each. The boundaries of the new wards
are defined on. the map.

PUBLICATION1
16. In accordance with Section 6Q(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 19?£, a
copy of this report and a copy of the map ere being sent to Spelthorne Borough
Counc5.1 and will be available for public inspection at the Council's main
offices. -''Copies of this report are also being sent to those who received the
consultation letter and to those who made comments. A detailed description of the
boundaries of the proposed wards, as defined on the map, is set out in Schedule 3
to this report.
L.S.

Signed
-EDMUND COMFPON (CHAIHMAN)

JOHN M EAMK1N

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

DIANA ALBEMARLE

T C BENFIELD

MICHAEL CHISHOIJ-I

ANDREW VHEATLET

3T B YOUNG

DAVID R SMITH (Secretary)
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Farrar's Building,
Temple ,
London, E.C.4June 1975-

The Chainaan
G-overnaGnt Boundary Commission for England

Sir,
BOROUGH OF SPEI/EHOflHB

I have the honour to report that on 16th May 1975 at the Council
Offices, Staines, pursuant to . iBy ' appointment under section 65 (2) of the*
Local Government Act, 1972, I held a local meeting to carry out an investigation of the electoral arrangements for the Borough of Spelthorne.
The meeting was fairly well attended and the issues raised by the
proposed electoral arrangements clearly aroused considerable local political
interest.
I opened the meeting by outlining the procedure I hoped to follow,,
I also explained that there was no need for me to outline the Local Government Boundary Commission's proposals to the meeting as the chief executive
of the Council would be doing that.

I stressed that the fact that the

proposals were to be described by the chief executive and had been issued by
the Commission did not mean that they were anything other than a basis for
discussion at the meeting along with other proposals which I understood were
to be put forward.
Because of tho informal nature of the meeting no one had chosen
to be legally represented.

During the meeting I heard the views of 25

different persons and I received 1 letter.

Apart from.3 speakers, namely

the chief executive, who was in effect outlining proposals which had initially
been prepared by the conservative party, and Mr. Williams and Mrs. Surges,
who made clear the basis of the County's acceptance of the Commission's
proposals, all the speakers 'save one identified -themselves with a political
party.

There were 14 speakers who were conservatives, 6 from the labour

uartv and '! liberal.

- 2-

TflE HEARING

!

1.

Mr. G.F. Hilbert, chief executive of the Borough Council,

;

explained that the Commission's proposals were almost identical to those
put forward "by the council.

The Commission had made only minor alterations

to the council's scheme to improve "boundaries, and these had had only a
marginal effect on electorates.

The Commission's proposals were for a

council of 40 members coming from 18 wards.

\
<
i
I

-

In forming the wards there

were 2 sets of. criteria which had to be 3?ecognised.

There were those in

Schedule 11 of the 1972 Act and there were those suggested by the Commission.
The council's proposals conformed with all those criteria.

The

ratio of electors to councillors was the same, as far as practicable, in
each ward and would remain so for 5 years.

Of the 18 wards, 15 nad

electorates within 10% of the optimum and 12 were within 55/c»

This would

improve as populations altered and in 1979 it was considered that all 10
would be within 10% and 1? would be within 5%.
were and would, remain easily identifiable,,

The physical "boundaries

Most were centre lines of major

roads, although in some cases the perimeter roads around the tops of reservoirs,
of which there were a number in the borough, had been used as had some watercourses and some railway lines.

So far as local ties went, these were loose

and people identified with a large area.

The large areas were Staines,

- Ashford, Sunbury and Stanwell, and these had been preserved.
On the Commission's criteria, the range of councillors for the
"borough was 30 to 60, and there was consensus that Spelthorne should be in
the lower part of that range.
that.

The 40 councillors proposed conformed with

The liberals, who suggested 39 councillors, and the labour party 42,

also conformed. • They all found it strange however to keep to a maximum of
3 councillors to a ward, for they had been used to 5» 6 or 7-

However there-

were no exceptional circumstances to justify more than 3* a^d the council had
thought a mix of 1, 2 and 3 councillor wards was preferable to having 3
councillors for each ward."

The major attack on the proposals was on the 1 .

member wards.

The authors of the scheme had considered that in a 1

member ward the councillor had a closer association with Ms electorate.
Some of the criticisms were based on reasons which were not consistent
with the Commission's criteria.

For example, the arguments that if the

single^ councillor were ill the ward would be unrepresented, or that one
councillor had less voting weight in the council than 3 councillors, were
arguments against a criterion the Commission had already adopted.

An

important consideration on this issue was whether there were to be onethird or whole council elections.

The council had determined to have whole

council elections.
The final criterion was that regard had to be paid to county
electoral divisions.

Surrey County Council had given guidance that the

borough would comprise 7 electoral divisions.

The scheme he was suggesting

enabled 7 divisions to be formed and the county council had no observations.
He said the scheme was sound and did not require alteration.

2.

Mr. G« Hemsley put the labour party case.

labour group on the council.

He was leader of the

Spelthorne was a keenly contested borough

with an active political life.

The ward boundaries were a contentious

issue and what we had heard so far was basically a conservative scheme.
He criticised the way the scheme had been produced, for it had given little
opportunity for public consideration or criticism.

He attacked it because

it was an attempt to continue the existing political bias in the structure.
His party suggested there should be 14 wards of 3 councillors.

At

present there were 9 wards and for the future he would like to see 6 member
wards. - No proper political organisation could work on the basis of a small
ward and he thought the needs and activities of the political parties had
been left out of the equation.

However if 5 must be the maximum, then each

ward should have 3 councillors.
9 wards to the 18 proposedo

It was net sensible to jump from the existing

There would not be 18 organisations, and wards •

- 4-

would have to "band together.

Single member wards could go unrepresented

for substantial periods if their councillor were sick or went abroad.
There was a case for single member wards in rural areas.

This was how

he understood paragraph 14 of the Commission's letter to the chief executive
of 13th May 1974 and the conservatives' proposals to have 1 and 2 member
wards in the densely populated east-west belt of the borough completely
misinterpreted the Commission's letter.
There was no merit in the argument that it was easier to make up
county electoral divisions with small wards.
cally, but at what expense.

It might be easier mathemati-

To put the proposed Moors ward in the north of

the borough with Staines was to form an appallingly bad electoral division.
He said that throughout the borough the conservativesl scheme had
missed most of the obvious boundaries.
Sunbury and in Stanwell.
belt.

This had happened particularly in

Boundaries were more difficult in the east-west

Some had to go through estates.

His were more logical.

The existing ward pattern had an inbuilt advantage for the
conservatives.

The figures in appendix A (1) to his party's submission

showed that although its proportion of the votes cast had increased, ,its
proportion of seats had either decreased or not increased commensurately.
A line had been drawn around the areas which favoured his party.

They had

a good majority in those areas, and in others they lost by a small margin.
His party's scheme would give them a fairer proportion of seats.
a political

There was

argument to consider as well as the criteria which had been

mentioned,
He then dealt with particular areas.

The old Stanmore ward

comprised 3 different communities and it had been divided into 3 new wards.
The communities was Poyle and Colnbrook together in the north, Stanwellmoor
centrally and Stanwell.village in the east.

However the conserosfcives had

produced a ward which separated Stanwell village from the area associated
with it, to its south, and had joined it with Poyie.

If there were a case

anywhere for a single member ward, this was it, yet the conservatives
had joined 3 separate communities to produce a 2 member ward, and had
then chosen a boundary between Stanwell North and Stanwell South which
was just not sensible.

The houses south of the A.JO road, which were

associated with Stanwell, were put in a ward from the rest of which they
were separated by Ashford hospital, and they were put in a different ward
from the areas immediately to the north, with which they were more closely
associated.

The conservatives' boundaries in this area were incredible.

In Staines, the conservatives had formed a new ward, Staines East,
which took in council housing both north of the Kingston Road, which at
present was in an Ashford ward, and south of the Kingston Road, which at
present was in Laleham.
gerrymandering.

The formation of Staines East was an example of

It was a ward dominated by council estates and its 2

councillors were given to labour, whereas the rest of Staines was given 5
councillors.

Staines could have been readily divided into 2\ards of 3

members if the extra council estates had not been taken into it.

He said

there was little connection across the Kingston Road, and those who lived
in the Brookside estate north of the Kingston Road used Ashford shops and
went to schools and used playing fields north of the by-pass.
was not a barrier.

The by-pass

The old boundary was along Kingston Road and it should,

remain there.
.Laleham was difficult.

It would be a candidate for a single

member ward, but to get the figures right for a 2 member ward the conservatives
had. removed a council estate to Staines East, and had adjusted the rest of
the boundary slightly.

His party objected to moving the estate out.

Ashford was also difficult,,

It was a densely populated area and

could not be divided to get both community of interest and good boundaries.
In the west both parties had had to choose boundaries which wandered through
an estate in order to divide the existing Ashford West into two..

In the

east, the conservatives had missed the opportunity of tidying up the old
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boundary.

The natural "boundary was aloftg School Road and upto

Clockhouse Lane.

He suggested a "boundary round Feltham Hill Road

rather than along Convent Road, for it gave "better figures.

The

conservative "boundary unnecessarily went through estates, and was not
sensible.
In Suiibury, the conservatives proposed a new ward, Sunbury
Central, which was divided up-into separate parts by the filter beds of
the reservoir and by the M3 motorway.

It was better to keep the Littleton

Common area in Ashford Common and to use the open space to the south of the
area as a boundary to separate it from Shepperton.

In the south of Sunbury

he did not agree with the proposed Halliford and Sunbury West ward.

He

thought Staines Road East and West and Green Street were preferable boundaries
for dividing Sunbury.
Shepperton was an awkward area to divide into 2 wards, for there
were 3 communities.
the communities.

The conservatives had found a boundary which divided
However the motorway had found a way through and his

party thought it provided a sensible boundary.
In summary, there had to be a reduction from the present level
of 52 councillors.

Too great a reduction would produce too great a work

load for those who were councillors.

A scheme with 42 councillors was

not too great a reduction and it satisfied all the other requirements.
His scheme was not perfect, and it was put forward for discussion.
conservatives1 scheme was involved and was a political manoeuvre.

The
It

should be rejected,

3.

Mr. G. King was chairman of the Spelthorne Liberal Association

and of the Sunbury branch of that association.

He put his party's case.

He was here to ask questions and he was not going to tread lightly.

The

council had been told to have consultations with local interests in preparing
their scheme.

The council had ignored the public, had ignored his request

7-

for representation on the committee and had only held any consultations
during working time at the council offices.

The chief executive had "been

asked to produce a scheme which was then rejected without even being
published.

The present, scheme had been prepa-red by the conservative

party agent, whose duty was to secure the electoral success of his party.
He ought not to have been placed in such a position.

The "boundaries of

this scheme had been manipulated for purposes of gerrymandering.

It was

the only explanation of boundaries along minor roads, the ignoring1 of rcain
roads and railways, and the placing of high-class estates with council
estates.
He would concentrate his attention on Sunbury*

The line of the

motorway through Sunbury was the natural boundary at district and county
levels.

The proposed Sunbury

Central ward was unsatisfactory both because

it wac a single member ward and because it consisted of left, over paxts put
together.

The liberal proposal for Suribury eliminated Sunbury Central and

it. produced better figures than did the conservative proposals.

4»

Mr. J. Geleit attended as an individual elector.

the proposed Sunbury Central ward.
should have only 1 councillor.

He livecl in

He felt very strongly that no ward

He had lived in Windmill Road for 6 years

and was used to more than 1 councillor.

Ward arrangements should be based

on a logical system, which meant fair representation for the electorate.
He also thought the conservative proposals were gerrymandering.

Sunbury

Central ward was anomalous and was 3 or 4 pieces, which were naturally far
apart, put together.

The opportunity should be taken to recast and rethink

the boundaries, especially in the light of the motorway. ' He preferred 14
wards of 3 councillors.

- 8-

5. '
years.

Mr. G.P. Graham was the conservative agent and had been for 21
The other proposals had not been given publicity.

seen them until 2 days ago.

He had not

He had seen a map, and a list of electoral

figures which didn't agree with the official figures.
author of the scheme attributed to him.

He was not the

A conservative sub-committee

had been properly appointed, and he had advised it.
He thought the arguments against the single councillor ward were
nonsense.

The Commission allowed such wards, and they gave more scope for

forming wards which complied with the rules.
scheme was a pitiful effort.

He said the labour party's

In the north of the Borough the conservatives

had upset existing arrangements as little as possible.

The Moors was 3

complete polling districts, and the two Stanwell wards each comprised 2
polling districts.

It could not be unfair to adopt existing boundaries.

In Staines, their Riverside ward was a polling district with slight alterations to achieve parity.

Staines East combined a number of estates which

had everything'in common, a school in its midst and was an ideal compact
area for a new ward.

Under existing arrangements both sides of 'the Kingston

Road were in the same ward and his party's ward preserved this.

It was easy

to say you should draw boundaries along the centres of roads, but people on
each side of a road were often united in their interests by the road.

They

had that in mind.
-In Ashford, it was difficult to achieve parity.

Pieces had been

added to and subtracted from existing polling districts and the figures were
now good.

It was not gerrymandering.

It was trying to achieve equal siaed

wards in a difficult situation.
Sunbury presented the most difficult problems.

At present electors

properties were divided by the boundaries and they were on both electoral
. rolls.
possible.

They had tried to upset the existing arrangements as little as
Ashford South East, the 1 councillor ward, was largely polling

district B, with adjustments.

To the west, Staines Road West was a dual

carriageway and vas a natural boundary.

Where it "became Staines Road

East, to the east of Sunbury Cross, it was not a dual carriageway, and
was not proposed as a "boundary.
boundaries.

Sunbury Central had almost natural

The people who lived in Nursery Road shopped at Sunbury

Cross, which was one unifying factor.

An ex-servicemen's club to be

built at Sunbury Cross near a large private development would also unify
the area.
Electoral

If one formed a new ward there would always- be criticism.
advantage for his party had not been a deciding factor-

In

Sunbury Common the boundaries were drawn south of the main road, because
here the road was a unifying factor.

There was a Methodist church, a

youth club and Kempton Park itself which attracted people across the road.
To the south-west, there had to be a separation of both Sunbury from Upper
Halliford and of the Sheppertons.

He did not think the motorway was a

barrier as one could get over and under it.

6.

Mr. J.H, Pett had lived in Staines for 40 years.

He had been

a councillor in Staines for 20 years, leader of the majority party for 12
years and mayor 4 times.

He was not on the council now, "but these matters

had been considered, when he was, and he had been a member of the subcommittee Mr. Graham had mentioned.

He had built this plan and he would

explain it.
The area had altered.

Stanwell had been rural, but its population

had increased and large estates had-been built for London airport..
had grown to reach from Sunbury to Staines.

Ashford

They started with Ashford.

It was difficult to find clear boundaries so they had looked for community
of ^interests.

The housing estates around Kingston Road provided this, and

like estates should "be together.

The Staines by-pass provided the more

natural boundary and Kingston Road unified them,
Stanwell was a vast area, partly of new estates and partly of
old villages.

They had tried to preserve the Moors intact as the country

end of the old Middlesex, a^id had broken up the rest into areas of housing.
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In the South, Staines and Laleham had a community of interest
which centred on the river, but it was too difficult to join them.

They

had therefore kept Laleham, just adjusting its boundary for better figures
and.sometimes for a better boundary.

He had not been concerned with

Sunbury.
On the size of the council- he was appalled at 52 members and
wanted less.

They had not worked to 40» but it came out at that.

He

could see no reason why there should not be 1, 2 and J councillor wards.
It gave flexibility in the endeavour to preserve existing communities and
create new ones.

He thought the conservatives' scheme would last a long

time, and he could not say that for the other proposals.

7.

Mr. R.L. Schaffer came from Lower Sunbury. -He had been a

councillor for 12 years and a resident for 35»
wrong with single member wards.

He thought there was nothing

Councillors were approached by anyone,

wherever they lived, and this happened especially to committee chairman.
If the councillor of a single councillor ward were ill, its electorate
would still be looked after.

8.

Mr. D. Robertson was a county councillor and was on the Borough

Council for Ashford and Ealliford.

His party had been disappointed that

the labour party had not stayed to take part in the procedures for devising
new boundaries.

The conservatives had followed the procedures to the letter

but had been faced by the undignified tactics of the labour party, which had
been to withdraw yet stay close enough to listen.
In forming boundaries > he said one should look at local roads and
not the motorway.
areas.

Local roads took the ordinary flow of traffic and united

He lived in the proposed Sunbury Central ward.

was Staines Road West, and it unified the ward.

Their common route

- 11 9*

Mr* G. Kinff wished to speak: again.

a last word for the liberals.
scheme would be published.

He had to leave and wanted

He wanted to know whether the chief executive's
Could the Commission call for it.

He had heard shopping mentioned as determining where wards shotild
be, but that was not the point at all.
shopping catchment areas.

That only gave one details of

The policy should be to use open wedges of land

so as to preserve the separate identities of areas.
Upper Ealliford and Sunbury should be a boundary.
Central ward was not feasible.

The green space between
The proposed Sunbury

It was split by the motorway.

Kempton

Park should be in Lower Sunbury.

10.

Mr. J.J, Hill had been a Staines councillor for 13 years and a

resident in an Ashford ward for 29 years.
important.

He thought the 1979 figures were

The maximum deviations of the conservatives wards in 1979 would

be - 7-7% and + 5.8%, and 14 wards -were better than 4%.
He could not accept the accusations of gerrymandering.

In the

past labour representation in Staines had varied from 4 out of 24 to 11 out
of 24.

There was a high turnover of voters as people moved or died, and

new names came on the list.

It was as high as M% & year.

.No one could

look into the future and say how those new electors would vote.

It was

impossible to organise wards to secure any future electoral advantage.

11.

Mr. J. Geleit, like Mr. King, wanted a final word before he left.

In the proposed Sunbury Central ward there was 1 bridge across the motorway.
The ward was completely divided.

A ward should have a centre.

In this

ward people would go to its edges.

12.

Mr. E.L. Scott was chairman of Sunbury Common Conservative

Association.

He knew the area east of Green Street.

connected them with Sunbury.

Staines Road East

The motorway had been open for 12 to 18 months

and the access across it was better than they thought it would be.
should straddle the motorway.

The ward

- 12 -
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Mr. C. van der Meulen lived in Laleham.

He was not a councillor,

There was no tie or geographical connection between the Royal estate, as it
was called, and Laleham and a tie which did not exist could not be broken.
It-twas right for the conservatives to detach it from Laleham.

14.

Mr. W.E. Robinson was-a county councillor.

over 30 elections.
solution.

He had contested

He thought 14 wards of 3 members each was the best

It helped in forming 7 county electoral divisions.

He was

prepared to accept minor adjustments to the labour party scheme, and their
figures could be inaccurate.

No one was infallible with figures.

voting figures in the district were almost even.

The

At the county council

elections the conservative vote was 48^ and the labour vote §6%.
parliamentary elections no party had had an overall majority.

At the

The labour

party scheme was fairer as it would produce a council which more nearly
represented the electoral position.
j

He disagreed with Mr. Hill's point

that one could not predict voting patterns.

When people left a house it

tended to be filled by people who would vote similarly.

The labour plan

bore very great similarities to the chief executives.
i
j

j
i
j

15-

Mr. G.5. Ceaser was a councillor and was chairman of the Sunbury

Conservative Association.

He was on the policy committee.

executive's scheme had not been adopted.

The chief

It was produced within a 10 day

period, and did not represent the chief executive's final views.
i
i
i

16.

Mr. P.A.F. Rinaldl was a councillor and had been a resident for'

;

20 years.

He was disquieted to hear accusations of gerrymandering, but

I

thought it was only part of a general countrywide policy to make such

I

accusations.

i

conservative scheme.

It was only the political parties who had criticised the
The public had

not complained.

17.

Mr. L.W.H. Pox was a councillor for Laleham and had lived in the

area for 38 years.

He said there had been plenty of time for discussion

of wards, and it was entirely labour's fault if there had been no discussion,
for, .they had walked out.

He thought community of interest was best looked

after in wards of varying sise, and the simplest solution, which was 14 wards
of 3 councillors, was seldom the best.

As chairman of a committee he was

approached by people from all over the borough, and the single member ward
would not go unrepresented.

On the.contrary, it allowed more individual

representation, which was better.

He thought that because the motorway was

an unnatural boundary it was not a good ward boundary.
waterways were best.

Ordinary roads and

On the single councillor ward issue, he agreed that

there was no experience of such a ward in the area, although he thought
Laleham may once have had just 2 councillors.

18i

Mr. C.H. Sodwell was a councillor, chairman of the Constituency

Labour Party and a parliamentary candidate at the last election.

He lived

in Ashford west and knew the area well.
The conservatives used arguments to suit them.

They made a point

that polling district boundaries should be retained, and that was a bad point
as they were not natural boundaries at all, yet rejected them elsewhere in
the Borough.

Sometimes they argued that a road was used to unite areas,

such as Kingston Road, and yet in Shepperton a road through the middle of a
community was used as a boundary.

The suggested flexibility from having

wards of varying sizes had instead produced a restricted illogical arrangement,
and. the areas which were communities justifying a single member ward, such
as Laleham and Poyle, had not been given them.
He said he could clearly see what the conservative criteria had
been.

The Stanwell ward was strongly laboiir, save when his party was very

unpopular, yet if one took, from it the part the conservatives had detached,
it gave them the possibility of a seat.

In Staines East all the labour voters
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had "been put together to give them a certain ward, but this had destroyed

!

their chances in 3 areas when labour had a good year.

»
i
:

North East and South East had the same effect.

The County Council seats

had been distributed on a similar political basis.
Stanwell, Ashf ord and Sunbury were readily ccon.

The qplit in Ashford

The labour areas in
It was recognised that

labour must win 1 seat, so all the labour areas had been put together so
;

"

'

that all their votes went to elect 1 county councillor.
'_

i

Their voters in

Staines East had been.put with conservative voters in Staines Worth and the
Moors and they would not win a seat.
Sunbury.

The result would be the same in

A return of 1 county councillor, which is all they would get, was

i
i

wrong and unrepresentative.

1

because it was quite clear that only marginal alterations would have been
•

i
t
i

They had withdrawn from discussing the proposals

conceded and the conservatives could then have claimed to have met his party's

objections.
|
i
I
i

19.

Mr. T.G. Williams was employed in the Clerk's Department of the

County Council.

The council had only looked at the scheme to ensure that

viable electoral divisions could be formed, but the fact that viable divisions
were possible did not connote endorsement of the scheme.
f
j
|
| _

20.

Mrs. M.B.P. Burges was a county councillor and chairman of the

General Purposes Committee.

She reiterated what Mr, Williams had said. .

5

j

The proposed wards were capable of forming an acceptable pattern of electoral

i

i
i

divisions, but that in no way should prejudge what was a matter for the

1

Boundary Commission.

>
i
i

i
I
| ,

21.

i
i

motorways were the best boundaries.

;

i
i

Mr. E.E.J, Wright was mayor of Spelthorne and he represented

Sunbury Common ward*

He did not agree that in this area main roads or
He was sorry to see accusations of -

gerrymandering, but as they'were being made against the conservatives, then
he would point out that the labour proposals were an attempt to-do the same

for them.

His parish was being cut in half to give labour better

representation.

There were 5 district communities in S'unbury.

Those

on the river and on the common were quite distinct, and if one hived
off .part of. the common area, the labour party would have a safe seat.
They had done this as a political move.

He thought Sunbury Central, as

a new area, was perfectly alright for 1 councillor.

22.

Mr* P, Williamson was leader of the majority group and chairman

of the policy committee.

The committee had not made up its mind when the

chief executive had been asked to devise a scheme for 14 wards.

His scheme

had shortcomings and the Committee had wanted to do its homework properly.
This they had done.
paper.

The labour party's scheme had been a single sheet of

They withdrew before it could be considered.

He had not seen the

,liberals'.map until today.

2J.

I-Ir. H.J. Cowley was branch secretary for the labour party for

the Ashford and Halliford ward.

He was not a councillor.

These schemes

were not discussed by the public because they were not much publicised and
people didn't know about them.

However his political 'feel' was that 3

members for a ward were thought to be necessary.
On boundaries he did not think motorways made a boundary.
did the Staines by-passs which went over Woodthorpe Road,

Nor

However in

Spelthorne, land had been kept clear on either side of the motorway, and the
distinct gap which existed should be a boundary.
communities.

It did happen to divide

He thought Sunbury Central ward was appalling.

It was a

number of separate areas«

24.

Mr* E.Jo Godfrey was branch treasurer of the Ashford West

Conservative Association.
in Ashford West ward.

He had lived for 51 years in Ashford and mostly

He was not a councillor.

The new Ashford West ward

- 16 -

could not be formed just by combining G and D polling districts as it
would be far too large,

'However D polling district had already been

dissected by the new by-pass, which formed an obvious boundary.

This

was. an. acceptable basis for ihe. proposed Ashford West ward.

25.

Mr. F. Smith was labour party ward organiser in Stanwell. He

had been a councillor, and had lived in Stanwell for 20 years.
wrong to take polling districts as the basis for wards.

It was

His party had

been trying to unify the areas of the village and break down barriers.
The proposed, wards would destroy what had been achieved.

Stanwell went

better with its .new estates than with Stanwellmoor, and the dual carriageway
of Stanwell Road separated them.
Borough

He told me that the houses lying near the

boundary and lying south of the A. 30 looked to Stanwell rather than

Ashford for its schools were there.

26.

Mr« J. Eyers was membership secretary of Ashford West Conservative

Association.

He supported the proposed Ashford Central ward.

It was not

important to have 3 councillor wards, and community of interest was more
important.

27*

Hr. R.W. Bragger had been a councillor for 8 years and a resident

for 29.

He said there should be a minimum of 3 councillors a ward.

than that was alright for rural areas but not for Spelthorns.

Less

There was a

mass of houses' to the north of Laleham ward' and it was v/rong to take some
out of the ward and leave others in to produce a 2 member ward.

28.

Mr. Hemsley wanted a final word.

at the Council Offices-since August 1974*
ago.

His scheme had been available
fc

Geleit had seen it 3 months

If the figures in his tables were wrong, he did not know why for

they were the chief executive's -totals plus 800 for proposed development at
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Shepperton Studios, for which planning permission had just started to be
given.

There was no secret about the chief executive's scheme.

set out at Appx. C to his party's submission to the Commission.
scheme had no political bias at all.

29.

It was
His

It was fair.

Mr. Hilbert, the chief executive, concluded the meeting by handing

me copies of council minutes relating to the present scheme.

His scheme

was only a basis for discussions and he had, provisos about it.
party had adopted 80 to 90 per cent of his scheme.

The labour

One of his provisos was

that his boundaries often went along backs of houses.

'.

VIEW

'.
i
|

50.

On 21st May 1975 I was conducted on an extensive view of the

borough by a member of the chief executive's staff.

I viewed all the

separate communities, I looked at the detail of many of the suggested
|

boundaries, particularly where open ground or the perimeters of reservoirs

!

were involved, and I endeavoured to assess the impact of the M. 3 motorway,
which runs across the south-eastern part of the borough, as a potential
boundary.

'

On 21st June I returned to the borough on my own for a further

:

view in order to ensure that the boundaries I recommend are readily recognis-

I
I

able and to see several, parts I missed in May. Any particular impressions
I received are set out in my appraisal and conclusions.

31.

FURTHER ENQUIRIES

In order to 'be able to give proper consideration to alternative
boundaries, I asked the chief executive's staff to supply me with electoral
figures for various areas of the borough.
'
i

did on 2 occasions.
"

This they readily and promptly

The figures were on a 1974/1979 basis.

They were

more readily available in this form, and, although 1975/1980 figures could
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have "been calculated, the earlier figures give a direct comparison with
those used at the meeting.

The plan and figures- are marked CE 13 to 15-

On 25th June I spoke to Mr. Williams of Surrey County Council
about the effect of the wards I propose on the County electoral arrangements.

I received a letter from Major S. North supporting the conservative's
proposals.

I also received through the Boundary Commission a number of

letters which had been sent to the Commission before the meeting was held.

32.

DOCUMENTS
A substantial number of maps, plans and documents came into my

possession.

I have listed them for convenience in a schedule.

For ease

of reference I have given them a prefix according to their source, rC' for
conservative, 'la1 for labour, tLi1 for liberal, 'CE1 for chief executive
and 'M' for miscellaneous and thereafter have numbered them consecutively.
These documents include the written submissions which formed part of the
labour and liberal cases.

APPRAISAL and CONCLUSIONS
33.

General Issues.

The inevitable differences which occur in a

politically conscious community were heightened in Spelthorne both by
accusations of gerrymandering made mostly against the conservatives and by
complaints at the procedure which the conservative party on the council, who
were the majority party, had pursued in formulating and putting forward their
scheme.
Accusations of gerrymandering are easy to make and difficult to
disprove.

In any situation where there are 2 or 3 similar estates close

to one another, there is likely to be an advantage to one party to separate
them and to the other party to keep them together, and neither party is
likely to propose the scheme which is disadvantageous to itself; yet the
penalty of preferring the more advantageous scheme may well be to have to
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meet accusations of gerrymandering.

That said, the labour party has

some cause for complaint about the existing arrangements, for it does
appear from the figures in their written submission (appx. A to La 1)
that between 19^7 and 1970 their proportion of the votes in the Staines
U.D.C. area increased by 2 per cent yet their proportion of seats dropped
by 6°/or and in the Sunbury TT.D.C. area, although they polled over ^ of the
votes and were the second party, they secured no seats in either year.
Without proportional representation no one can expect a direct relation
between votes cast and seats, but these results do seem to indicate thai,
as they said, the existing warding arrangements are unsatisfactory, because
of course the existing wards are based on the previous U.D.C. wards*

It

is more difficult to assess whether the next step in their argument is
valid, which is that the proposal wards continue the existing unfairness.
Although the conservatives had tended to preserve existing polling district
boundaries, the former ward pattern was substantially altered and, in spite
of a telling criticism from Mr. Dodwell, I was left unconvinced that
political' manoeuvre motivated the conservative proposals.

Understandably

the labour party did not like the arrangements in Staines East, but this
was a difficult area in which to form wards and one could hardly expect the
conservatives to propose a scheme giving a positive advantage to their
opponents.
The procedures that had been adopted by both the major parties
generated as much heat as did the accusations of gerrymandering.

However

having heard the discussions I doubt whether, even if there had been full
consultations between all parties, a generally acceptable scheme could have
been devised.

I think a full public discussion of the proposed wards of

the kind that took place at the meeting would have been inevitable, and
whilst it may have been better to have had open consultations in the earlier
stages, I am not convinced that anything has actually been lost by the
i
procedure that was adopted. In any event, nov; that the meeting has been
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held I think all parties would prefer to look to the future and make
the new ward pattern work rather than discuss the now sterile issue of
apportionment of blame for what happened in 1974Much of the discussion at the meeting was directed to whether
all the wards should be 3 councillor wards or whether 1 and 2 councillor
wards were acceptable.

In a borough which has both rural and urban areas

and which has determined on whole council elections I consider that the
creation of 1 and 2 councillor wards clearly gives an added degree of
flexibility in what is often the difficult exercise both of preserving
community ties and selecting acceptable boundaries.

However, in spite

i
of all that was said about the advantages and disadvantages of single

t
|
i
|

member wards, no one at the meeting had had any experience of such a ward,
and therefore much of what was said was necessarily theoretical.

The

|

Commission's criteria accept such wards and I was certainly-not persuaded

1

to reject them onjurely theoretical objections.
The final point of general discussion turned on the suitability

i

I

of the motorway or of main roads as boundaries.

Some who spoke considered

•

that because motorways were bridged, they did not form a barrier which was

,
i

suitable as a ward boundary; and that main roads tended to unite people
who lived on and close to them, and so should not be a boundary between
those people.

i
!
1

The problem, if there is a problem, is perhaps best

considered in the particular circumstances of each occasion when it arises,
-

but having seen the motorway which now goes across the south-eastern part
of this borough, I gained the clear impressions that it created a most
suitable line for a boundary.

Substantially it runs in open ground between

existing communities, and where it does go through an existing community
:

area, as at Sunbury Cross, it forms a most effective physical barrier to
any pedestrian who is forced to negotiate the network of passages beneath

1

}

it, though of course it is a less effective barrier to those in cars.
"

On

main roads, it is impossible to generalise, save to say that in general they
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usually seem to "be more acceptable as boundaries than the minor roads
"behind them, and I observe that, under the description principal roads,
together with motorways, they head the published list of features which
are. considered suitable for boundaries by the Commission.

34.

The Schemes Proposed.

There was unanimity on the approximate

size of the council, the suggestions being for 39» 40 and 42 councillors.
The liberals wished to divide 39 councillors amongst 17 wards, the
conservatives 40 amongst 18 wards and the labour party 42 amongst 14 wards.
The liberal proposals only differed from the conservatives in their treatment of Sunbury, where they eliminated the much disputed single councillor
Sunbury Central ward, although in general terms Mr. King had been critical
of the entire conservative scheme.
I consider that justifiable and telling criticisms were made of
both schemes.

I think that the conservative proposals in the north of

the borough are unsatisfactory in 2 respects.

I do not consider that

Stanwell village should be dissociated altogether from the housing development lying to its south and joined directly instead with Poyle and Stanwellmoor, from which it is separated by a dual carriageway and by a considerable
distance.

Secondly, although the conservatives had used existing polling

district boundaries,they were altogether unsatisfactory as ward boundaries,
being tortuous -and barely identifiable.

I consider that if a case exists

anywhere for a single member ward it is in the north-west of the borough for
the Poyle and Stanwellmoor areas.
is better but not satisfactory.

The labour party proposal for this area
Committed to the inflexibility of 3 member

wards, they too join Poyle with Stanwell village but, with a larger ward
than the conservatives, are able to include some of the modern Stanwell
housing in that ward.
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The schemes for the Staines and Laleham area also "both have
unsatisfactory features.

The labour party's proposed boundary between

the Staines and Ashford residential areas is along part of Kingston
Road and then along the aqueduct.

In this way they divide the conservatives'

controversial Staines East ward, and they attach the part known as the
Brookside estate both to the estate which lies across the Staines by-pass,
and is known as the Voodthorpe estate, and so to large parts of west Ashfcrd.
Although Voodthorpe Road itself goes under the by-pass, I think that the bypass ia now the natural and obvious boundary between Staines and Ashford
and that, flanked as it is by open space shown as public open space on the
development plan, it should if possible .form a future boundary.

To the

south of Staines East, the boundary proposed in each scheme is tortuousv
not readily identified on the ground and, in my view, unacceptable.
If
/
the boundary is not to be changed altogether, realignment is necessary, and
that of course would entail a consequential alteration of electoral figures.
In Shcpperton and Sunbury I corisider valid criticisms were made
of both D.chemes.

It seems clear to me that, so far as possible, the MJ

should form a boundary.

The labour party had used the southern part of it

and the liberals the northern part.
altogether.

The conservatives had eschewed it

Moreover I consider that the criticism of the single councillor

Sunbury Central ward is justified.

It is crossed by a motorway, a railway

line and a large area of filter beds.

I think the Littleton Common area

has connections only with the Ashford Common area across Staines Road West,
with which it is included at present in an existing ward, that the new
development just south-west of Sunbury Cross has connections with Sunbury
Cross, and that Nursery Road has close connections with neither but rather
with Sunbury.•

It seems an odd amalgam for a new single member ward.

- These criticisms are such that it seemed worthwhile examining
possibilities for a scheme which avoided these considerable defects, or atleast as many of them as possible*

The difficulty in trying to remedy the '

obvious defects by making a series of adjustments to any one of the 3
schemes is that the labour and conservative schemes both propose wards
that stretch across the boundaries between existing communities, and any
alteration of these wards has repercussions on the entitlements of both
communities involved.

Thus the labour Ashford West ward stretches across

the by-pass into what I think is now properly regarded as Staines.

If

that ward were to be split between Staines and Ashford, it becomes necessary
to reconsider the entitlements of both Stsines and Ashford and to make
changes in adjoining wards in both areas to incorporate the extra voters.
The conservative Sunbury Central ward provides similar difficulties between
Sunbury and Ashford, for it incorporates parts of both areas.

The

difficulty with adopting the liberal scheme is that it gives 8 councillors
to those areas of Ashford and Sunbury which it affects, whereas their
entitlement on a 39 councillor basis, is 8.90.

35.

An Alternative Scheme.

In examining the possibility of an

alternative scheme, it seems clear that the borough is readily divided into
7 distinct and readily recognisable areas.

There is Stanwellmoor and Poyle

in the north (l shall call it Stanwellmoor) and then there is Stanwell and
its associated housing.

I exclude from the Stanwell area the 2 groups of

houses lying south of the A. 30 around Orchard Way and Harrow Road.

Opinion

was divided upon whether they were part of the Stanwell community or part of
Ashford.

They are separated by open ground from both, but it seems to me

that they have no strong links with either community and that the liberal
view, expressed in their letter of 2nd February 1975 (Li 4)» is just as
likely to be correct as any other.
as much as to Stanwell.

They are connected by the A.30 to Ashford

In any event the A«,30 is a better boundary than

the fields and gravel pits south of these roads.
and Laleham.

Thirdly there is Staines

These areas are to a large extent connected both along the '.

river and by the roads that run between them, and a clear boundary does not
stand out.

Staines is separated from Ashford by the Staines by-pass, although
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the houses at the south end of the Stan well Moor Road clearly belong
to Staihes and not to Ashford.

The dividing line between Ashford and

Sunbury is at Cadbury Road and Windmill Road, and Sunbury is itself
divided into 2 by the motorway.

Finally there is Shepperton.

The entitlements of each of these areas on the basis of 39t
40 and 42 councillors are as follows:
Area

1974
electorate

39 cllrs
(1792)

Entitlements .
40 cllrs
42 cllrs
(1747)
(1664)

1.

Stanwellmoor

2,078

1,16

1.19

1.25

2.

Stanwell

7,200

4.02

4.12

4.33

3.

Staines/Laleham

15,788

8.81

9.03

9.49

4.

Ashford

20.985

11.71

12.01

12.61

5.

Sunbury (north)

5,119

2.86

2.93

3-08

6.

'Sunbury (south)

9,964

5-56

5*70

5-99

7.

Shepperton

8,767

4.89

5.02

5-27

I should explain that the figures I have taken are based on CE 14The chief executive's staff were required to produce 3 sets of 1974 figures,
and their totals varied, being 69,901 (CE 14)1 69,712 (Conservative scheme)
and 69,911 (the chief executive's initial scheme).

The differences are not

significant, on a 40 councillor basis giving average electorates of 1747j
1742 and 1748 respectively.
From this table, it can be seen that on a 40 councillor basis the
figures create no problem areas.

Sunbury (south) will have 6 councillors

for a 5*7 entitlement at one extreme and Stanwellmoor will have 1 for a 1.19
entitlement.

The 39 councillor basis provides a problem in Sunbury (south)

with a 5«56 entitlement, although Stanwellmoor is marginally improved at
1,16; and the 42 councillor basis provides problems with Staines/Laleham witha 9.49 entitlement and Ashford with 12.61,

It explains also why, with 42

councillors, the labour party had to create a ward stretching across thisparticular boundary.

Whether an alternative scheme on this basis is acceptable
depends also of course on whether acceptable wards with acceptable
boundaries can be provided in each area.

It seems to me that this

can be done, and I shall describe the areas in turn.

The lines I

describe are shown in red on map CE 5-

36.

Stanwellmoor and Stanwell.

The overall entitlement of this

area, on a 40 councillor basis, is 5o1»

If Poyle and Stanwellmoor,

upto the dual carriageway of Stanwell Moor Road, with an entitlement of
1.19» have 1 councillor, there are then 4 councillors left to apportion
to Stanwell and the new housing lying south of it.

The obvious boundary

through this estate is Clare Road^ which is continuous from Bedfont Road
to the foot of the embankment of the Staines reservoirs.

To the west of

Clare Road there are 3511 electors and to the east to the AJO there are
5689, which give entitlements of 2.01 and 2.11.

These are acceptable

figures, and Clare Road is a far better boundary than the one proposed in
either scheme.
The main difficulty in this area is drawing some of the boundaries
either between communities or away from the residential area.

It is a

difficulty not confined to the Stanwell area, although I found it most acute
here, and is made more difficult by the 4 large reservoirs in the borough
which lie between communities in areas where boundaries have to be drawn,
and it is not always easy to find a satisfactory line from road to reservoir.
Thus the boundary proposed by all 3 parties for the area south of Stanwellmoor and Poyle as well as the existing boundary follows the course of what
appears to be an unnamed stream between the River Colne and the Wyrardsbury
River, and then crosses the road which runs along the eastern edge of
Vraysbury reservoir where this stream meets (or met) the Wyrardsbury River.
However the construction of the reservoir in comparatively recent times has
.

V

eliminated, so far as I could see, all physical indications of this point.
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No one lives In the vicinity and the- terrain "between the eastern edge
of the borough and Stanwell Moor Road, to which a boundary must be drawn
somehow, consists of open fields, reservoirs and gravel pits and there
are also a road and a railway line to be crossed.

It is unsatisfactory

to take a line southwards along Moor Lane until it meets the main railway
line, and then eastwards along the railway and then along the by-pass, as
that would mean that 4 existing electors (and perhaps some potential electors,
for it is open ground with development nearby) who properly belong to
Staines, would be put in Poyle or Stanwellrooor some 2 to 2-|- miles away.
I think the only identifiable boundary that can "be found is to follow
Horton Road and then Moor Lane round the north and east sides of Wraysbury
Reservoir, cross in a straight line due east to the railway line at a point,
which is about halfway along the length of the eastern bank of Wraysbury
Reservoir and on the east of Moor Lane, where the water authority have broken
the kerb line of the road and constructed what is best described as a small
access road or pull-in to a substantial brick-built single storey pumping
station.

This'may well be where the - unnamed stream used to go, but if so

all traces of it have disappeared to the observer from the road, although
what lies beyond I could not see as access is restricted.

The boundary

can then follow the railway line in a southerly direction and then the
Staines by-pass to Stanwell Moor Road.
immediately north of this line.

No residential buildings lie

This may put the area known as Staines

Moor into the northerly ward, but it affects no electors and is likely to
affect none, and it does at least provide a reasonably certain and identifiablf
boundary in place of one that cannot be seen on the ground.

However I did

find it extraordinarily difficult to find an identifiable boundary in this
area.

I have chosen the public road running round the reservoir in preferenci

to the reservoir perimeter roads which both schemes chose, as the perimeter
road is on private property and on the view revealed itself as no more than
an unmade up track.

In general however there is probably nothing to choose
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"between the edge of the reservoir and the perimeter road.

Where I

have marked such a "boundary on the map I have marked it as the edge of
the reservoir, if only "because I was una"ble to inspect to ensure there was always a perimeter road.

Access to the reservoirs is, understandably,

not easy to obtain.
To the north of Stanwell village lies London airport.

I have

taken the boundary between the wards in this area along Bedfont Road rather
than along what might otherwise be an imaginary line northwards across the
airport*

There are no houses, and clearly will be none, between Bedfont

Road and the airport perimeter, and although there are many buildings
immediately inside the perimeter, for it is the cargo terminal and no doubt
of great rateable interest to the borough, it contains no electors, and even
if it did, their access from the airport would be into Stanwell village and
not into West Bedfont, so that they should more properly be in the ward
containing Stanwell village.

i
57„

Staiuea and Lalehanu

The area, has an entitlement of 9.03*

Laleham is really at the root of the controversy.

The existing ward

stretches to the north and includes housing some of which is in the estate
bordering Kingston Road.

The conservatives proposal is to take from the

existing ward that estate, known as the Royal estate (because of the names
given to its roads), and to give the reduced Laleham ward 2 councillors.
The Royal estate in their proposals becomes part of their controversial
Staines East ward.

The labour party retain the Royal estate in Laleham

ward and give the ward 3 councillors.

If Laleham is to have only 2

councillors, then the remainder of the area will have 7) which means that
it must be divided into at least 3 wards.
One way in which Staines and Laleham differ from other areas in
the borough, and which has some influence upon whether the Staines area,
Lalehaia, is "betteT divided into 2 OT 3 ^S-TOS, is that it is the
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area where the greatest increase of electorate is expected.

Staines

is expected to show an increase of 1983 electors "by 1979 (see CE 14)
which is more than half the total increase for the whole borough for
that period.

In terms of entitlements, it means that the forecast

electorate for Staines and Laleham in 1979 is 1?»961 out of a total
forecast electorate of 75*293* which in turn, if the figures are
realised, vail give it an entitlement of 9»54»

I do not consider the

increase is sufficient to justify an extra councillor at this review,
"but since a substantial part of the increase is expected to occur at
one site called the Staines lino site (see CE 8) it is obviously better
to try to include this development in a 3 councillor rather than a 1 or 2
councillor ward.

If this is done, and the site lies to the north of Staines,

the wards readily fall into a pattern of 3 wards of 3 councillors each. One
would be a ward based on the labour party's proposed Staines Town ward, but
with an altered northern boundary to take account of the southern boundary
I propose for the Stanwellmoor ward, and in the vicinity of Knowle Green'
excluding'the houses in Knowle Park Avenue and Gordon Close.

A second ward

would be a Laleham ward of 3 councillors and the 3rd ward would be based on
the labour party's Staines East ward but with the important difference that
it includes the Brookside estate to the south of the by pass.
ward which contains the new development area I have mentioned.

It is this
It is

clearly separated from its adjoining ward in the area of the development by
boundaries which follow a main railway line and a river.

At the junction

of these 3 suggested wards in the vicinity of Kingston Road and Worple 3oad,
a number of boundary lines are available and the precise choice of boundary
will depend on the number of electors required in each ward.

If the expected

increase in Staines is to be reflected at all in the present electoral figures
then Laleham should clearly be the largest ward now in the expectation that
the others will have overhauled it by or before 1979-
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I consider that wards with suitable "boundaries and acceptable
electorates can be formed.'

The labour party's Staines Town ward can be

taken but with its eastern boundary running in a northerly direction along
a stream called Sweep's Ditch, until, where it leaves the line of the backs
of the houses in Knowle Park Avenue, it follows a footpath along the backs
of the houses and then reaches Kingston Eoad along the south-eastern
boundary of the curtilage of the new court building, which is now being
built. The boundary between the other 2 wards can then be drawn from where
the boundary I have just described meets Kingston Road, then in an easterly
direction along Kingston Road to the footpath which commences at the eastern
side of no. 182A Kingston Road and runs between nos 182A and 184 Kingston
and
-Road/then in a southerly direction along the western boundary of the
Matthew Arnold School (Matthew Arnold County Secondary School) to Elizabeth
Avenue, then in an easterly direction along Elisabeth Avenue and Charles
Road to Ashford Road, then in a northerly direction along Ashford Road to
the aqueduct (which is a ground level aqueduct and not one raised to pass
over anything, as its name implies), and then in an easterly direction along
the aqueduct to the River Ash.
The electorates of these 3 proposed wards, both on 1974 and 1979
figures, together with entitlements, are:

1974

Ent.

1979

Ent.

Staines Town

5186

2.97

6100

3.241

Laleham

5790

5.31

5846

3.106

Staines East

4812

2.75

6015

3.196

15,788

9.05

17,961

9-543

Totals

It is not difficult to find a reasonably satisfactory boundary
between the Laleham and Staines East wards which gives better entitlements
on 1974 figures, but because of the expected increases I consider that on
balance the boundaries, and consequently the figures, I have set out are
preferable.

J8.

Ashford.

Its entitlement is 12,01.

select themselves as wards.

Two areas naturally

There is an area north of the main railway

line and bounded on the north by the Staines reservoirs and the A. 30.
It has an electorate of 3555* an& an entitlement of 2.03.
2 councillor ward.

It is an ideal

The only difficulty is fixing its western boundary

across the open land lying to the north of the Ashford remand centre. I
looked carefully at this land.

It is farmland, with no very readily

identifiable features across i.t.

At its eastern, Ashford, end the housing

and some school fields appear to have encroached upon it further than is
shown on the maps and plans.

The proposed conservative boundary is drawn

along the backgarden fence line, although if it followed the green line
shown on the maps and plans it would cut through what now appears to be
partly housing and playing fields.

The labour party proposal takes a

straight line south from where the hosing1 ends.

It seems to me that if

there are development pressures on ihis land, although no development is
scheduled up to 1979? i"t will come from the Ashford side.

The choice is

between a straight line boundary across quite a wide tract of land or trying
to find some line across it.

There is one identifiable line on the ground

which is also shown on the plans and I consider it is preferable to a long
straight line boundary.

The line I suggest starts where the public footpath

between Ashford and Staines crosses the railway line near the end of Queens
Walk, follows the footpath until it comes to the south-east corner of the
allotment gardens lying south of Shortwood Avenue and then goes in a northerly
direction to the southern boundary of the Staines Cemetery.

This line is a

well defined and substantially grown hedge and the allotments which it bounds
are in use.

The boundary then follows the southern and eastern boundaries

of the cemetery to the A. 30 London Road and continues in a straight line
across a small distance of open ground' to the reservoir embankment and then
the edge of. the reservoir.

The boundary here has to follow the edge of the

reservoir and not the A. 30 as to east and west there are scattered buildings
north of the A.30, although there are none opposite the cemetery.

The second obvious area i'oi1 a ward is Ashford Common.

This

ward would take in Littleton Common and the housing "bounded on the north
by Staines Road West and on the east by Windmill Road.

On the north side

of Staines Road West the most identifiable boundary is formed by Chertsey
Road, Feltham Hill Road and School Road.
4890 and its entitlement is 2.79.
ward.

The electorate of this area is

I consider it should foxro a 3 councillor

To try to extend it so as to increase its electorate by the extra

350 to give it an entitlement of J.O -inevitably produces a tortuous and far
less satisfactory northern boundary*

In the south, the boundary problem

is to draw a line from the edge of the Queen Mary reservoir to Windmj.ll Road
where it crosses the MJ.

A suitable line can be taken down the embankment

from the edge of the reservoir to meet the junction of Ashford Road with
Charlton Road and Spelthorne Lane.

This line comes down the emankment of

the reservoir at the side of b-orae Thames Water Authority Workshops! which
lie inside the reservoir fencing.

Thereafter the best line appears to be

south along Charlton Road to the point where the conservatives' proposed
boundary goes in an easterly direction south of the filter beds, and to follow
that proposed boundary to Windmill Road where it will meet the motorway.
The remainder of Ashford does not fell so readily into a ward
pattern.

The obvious boundary across it in a generally northerly direction

is provided by School Road and Convent Road arid then either Clockhouse Lane
or Church Road.-

The electorate of the area lying to the east of the Clock-

house Lane line, and excluding the part in the Sunbury Common ward I -have
suggested, is 4516, which is an entitlement of 2.58.

The similar area

lying east of Church Road has an electorate of 6058 and an entitlement of
3o46.

Accordingly neither of these lines can be chosen in toto*

On the

western side the obvious boundaries dividing the area are Stanwell Road and
Fordbridge Road.

The electorate of the part to the west of Stanwell Road

is 1869, which has an entitlement of 1,07, and the electorate of-the area

bounded "by these 2 roads and by Church Road is 2096 with an entitlement
of 1.20.

Obviously several permutations are possible.

I consider the

best configuration of wards to elect the 7 councillors who will come from
this area is as follows:
(i)

a 3 councillor ward at the eastern side of the area, with its
western boundary formed by the line proposed by the labour party
for its Ashford East ward, namely by Feltham Hill Road, Feltham
Road and Clockhouse Lane.

Its electorate is 4983* giving an

entitlement of 2.85.
(ii)

a single councillor ward at the western end of the area, lying west
of Stanwell Road.

Its electorate is 1869 and its entitlement is

1.07.
(iii)

a 3 councillor ward of the remaining central portion.

Its

electorate is 5688 and its entitle rant is 3.26.
Clearly better figures can be obtained, as both the other proposals show,
but in this area the penalty of ideal figures is an unsatisfactory boundary.
On balance I consider the main roads I have chosen as boundaries produce
wards which are preferable to those in either of the proposals.
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Sunbury.

This area has an entitlement of 8.63.

It is crossed

by the MJ but only the liberals suggested that the motorway should be a ward
boundary.

I consider that they are right about that, but that their

arrangement to the south of the motorway is not acceptable as it provides
inadequate representation; and to the north it provides an unsatisfactory
boundary line.

There are 9964 electors south of the motorway.

Their

entitlement is 5.7 and so there should be 6 councillors and not the 5
suggested by the liberals.

In general terms, the liberals and the

conservatives wished to divide this area with a boundary running generally
south-west to north-east.

The labour party suggested a north-south line.'

The north-so\ith line is clearer on the ground, following a main road all

the way, whereas the other lines tended to "he tortuous.

The labour

party suggested that the "boundary should "be Green Street, which is the
main road leading north to Sunbury cross.

If the 2 wards are bounded by

the motorway, Green Street and the River Ash in the south west, which was
a boundary line that both labour and conservatives chose and is clearly
satisfactory, then the figures are 4949 and 5015) giving entitlements of
*

-

*

i
t
;

2.8J and 2.87 respectively.

These are acceptable figures and the wards

have acceptable boundaries.

The only snail point to make on the boundaries

is that at the southern end of Green Street, where it joins Thames Street,
a line has to be drawn for the boundary to reach the river.

i

.

There are no

hottses along the southern side of Thames Street at this point, but there is
a small public open space called Flower Pot Green which gives a pleasant
access to the edge of the river and clearly will not be developed.

!

I

consider the boundary can go from the end of Green Street across '.Thames

j
t
i
i
i
t
'

Street and then continue in a straight line across this open space to the
liver.
Worth of the motorway, the electorate in the area east of Cadbury
Road and Windmill Road is 5119, which gives it an entitlement of 2.93.
can have 3 councillors.

It

It differs from the proposed liberal ward only in

that the liberals, by choosing a boundary running along the backs of gardens
and buildings, kept the houses in the small roads that lie to the west side

;

i

of Windmill Road in the Sunbury ward rather than in the Ashford ward.

I

do not consider that this is a suitable boundary, and the effect of choosing
a main road as a boundary must be to put those electors into Ashford.
the liberal figures are correct, 754 electors are involved.

If

If they were

put into the Sunbury ward, its entitlement would become 3»36, and the
j

Ashford entitlement would be similarly disturbed.

I consider the more

satisfactory ward is the one I suggest, both on its figures and its boundaries.
j

.

The labour and conservative proposals for this area do not fall to be
considered once the motorway has been selected as the appropriate boundary.
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40.

Shepperton.

The entitlement is 5.02.

area, divided "by the motorway.

It is a clearly defined

The areas lying north and south of the

motorway have 3775 and 4992 electors respectively, giving them entitlements
of 2.16 and 2.35,

The labour party suggested this should be the division

as far as the River Ash, hut they abandoned the line of the motorway north
of that river and put half of the village of Upper Halliford with Shepperton
Green, from which it is divided by Shepperton Town and the motorway.

No

doubt this odd-shaped ward is the result of the labour party adhering to 3
councillor wards.

Upper Halliford clearly has closer associations with

Sunbury than with Shepperton Green, and the rejection of the rigid 3
councillor ward pattern enables a 2 councillor ward to be formed from
Shepperton Green, Littleton and Charlton.

The conservatives ignored the

motorway altogether and chose what I consider is an unacceptable boundary
which, as the labour party pointed outs managed to divide both Shepperton
Green and Shepperton Town in two.
By choosing the motorway as the boundary line throughout the area
Shepperton Town is allied with lower Halliford, to which it is virtually
joined, and the houses at Chertsey Bridge are also in the Shepperton Town
ward, which as the liberals pointed out in Li 4* is more approprJabe than
having them in Laleham,
The boundary to the west of Shepperton Green is difficult to define,
for the area between the communities of Shepperton and Laleham is open land.
I looked carefully at this area and I think the only possible boundary north
of Littleton Lane is one that runs north-east from the junction with Laleham •
Road along what is a private road to some large nurseries and then to the
River Ash, and thence in a north-westerly direction along the River Ash to
its junction with the aqueduct I mentioned in connection with the Laleham ward*
This is in fact the line chosen, I think, by Ordnance Survey as an alternative
to what is both the existing boundary and the one chosen by the conservatives.
Although it crosses private property in that, it uses a private road, the road
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does lead directly onto the river, where there is still SOL old and
dilapidated bridge in existence, and it seems to me to be the only
possible boundary.

41.

Future Development.

So far I have only considered entitlements

on the basis of 1974 figures.

The forecast for 1979 is of an overall

increase of 5592 electors, (5225 on the other set of figures) to 75»293
which is 7.71%.

The actual increase in 1974-5 has been 369, which is

only *53^» so the actual rate of increase has so far been nowhere near
what it vri.ll have to be if expectations are to be realised.
already dealt with the increase in Staines.

I havo

Other significant increases

are expected in Stanwell, in 2 wards in Sunbury and in Shepperton.
is in addition the Shepperton Studios site to consider.

There

The existing

entitlements of the wards which I' have suggested and in which these increases
should occur are 2.01, 2.87, 2.93, 2.85 and 2.16 respectively.

If the

figures are realised the entitlements for the first 4 of these wards (on
an average ward electorate in 1979 of 1882) will be 2.31, 2.90, 3.1? and 2.80.
The 1979 entitlements of the areas in which these increases will occur,
namely Stanwollmoor and Stanwell, Sunbury and Shepperton, will be 5-42, 8.75
and 4-86 respectively and they will have 5? 9 and 5 councillors, so that
only in the northern area of Stanwellmoor and Stanwell will there be underrepresentation-on 1979 figures.

However I do not consider it will be of

sufficient degree to justify the allocation of an additional councillor to
the area now.

No figure can be given for the 5th ward which is the

Shepperton ward containing the studios.

Plans a.re still indefinite and

figures showing the size of any expected increase are not set out in any of
the documents I was given.

I think the decision to develop there was only

made within days before the meeting was held, and the application for planning
permission may yet be called in by the Minister.

I have included the 1974

and 1979 entitlements in the first schedule to this report.

However it is

clear that even the wards where maximum development will occur will not be
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unwieldy by 1979Stanwell.

The largest entitlements will be in Staines and in

I think they are within acceptable limits.

42.

Electoral Figures.

wards I have been discussing,

In setting out electoral figures for the
I have set out figures and entitlements

without saying how I calculated them.

'She figures have come from CE 15 - 15,

and I have used an average electorate of 1747 for 1974 and 1882 for 1979 in
calculating entitlements.

In a second schedule I have set out precisely

how each ward is formed in terms of the various areas drawn on plan CE 13
and the figures given on CE 14 and 15.

43»

Names.

By suggesting a scheme which does not accord with the

proposals made at the meeting, there was no opportunity to discuss names.
However the naming of wards was not an issue, and the wards I have suggested
identify closely with wards suggested by either the conservatives or labour
party.

Accordingly rather than re-open the meeting just to discuss names,

I recommend that the names of the 16 wards I suggest should follow those
names.
In the north of the borough the ward including Stanwellmoor and
Poyle identifies with the conservative ward called The Moors, and the wards
t
'

which cover Stanwell and its associated housing similarly are identifiable
.

as the conservatives' Stanwell North and Stanwell South.

| j
i

In Staines and Laleham, it' is the labour party proposals which

i

provide a similar, though of course not identical, pattern and I recommend

\

that the 3 wards should be called Staines Town., Laleham and Staines East.
In Ashford, the similarity with the other proposals is not quite
so close.

The labour party's Ashford Common ward resembles one of my

i

suggested wards and I think it should be called Ashford Common.
,
j

To the

west of that, the existing wards are known as Ashford Vest and Ashford East,
and' in their proposals all"parties kept largely to the compass nomenclature, .
labour having East, Vest and Town and the conservatives having South-East,

North-East, Central and West.

The wards I propose are most readily

identifiable by the addition of East, Town, West and North (for the
area lying north of the railway line) to the description Ashford.
In Sunbury, the ward north of the motorway would obviously
be called Sunbury Common, following the proposal of all 3 parties for
this area.

South of the motorway, labour has Sunbury East and Sunbury

West, and the liberals and the conservatives, who both include Upper
Halliford in their westernmost ward, call them Lower Sunbury and, in one
case, Halliford and Centra]. Sunbury and in the other Halliford and
Sunbury West.

Because of the line my boundary takes I think the most

appropriate names are Sunbury East, rather than Lower Sunbury, and
Halliford and Sunbury West.
In Shepperton the obvious names are those suggested by the
labour party of Shepperton Green and Shepperton Town.

44»

Conclusion.

For the reasons I have set out in this report I

do not consider that any of the proposed schemes are acceptable.

I think

the disadvantages inherent in those schemes -can however be overcome and in
Paragraphs 35 to 40 of this report I have set out the details of the scheme
I recommend.

I have endeavoured to keep to clear, easily identifiable

boundaries, and only 3 ward entitlements are outside the 10% range, and
all are within 20%, which I consider is acceptable.
Accordingly I recommend that the 16 wards described in the body
of this report, and shown in red en map CE 5 should be the new wards of the
borough and that they should elect a council of 40 councillors.

The

electorates on 1974 figiires, the number of councillors for each ward, the
entitlements of the wards, and the names of the wards are set out in the 1st
schedule to this report.
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45-

County Electoral Divisions,

Mr. Williams of the Clerk'c

Department of the County Council has ssen the scheme.

The new wards fit

into a pattern whereby 7 acceptable county electoral divisions can be
formed.

The electoral divisions that can be formed can avoid what I was

told at the meeting was the anomaly of joining in the same electoral
division the Moors area with the centre of Staines, and Stanwell with
Ashford East, which were matters about which Mr. Dodwell had particular
complaint.

Because of the figures, one of the electoral divisions had

to be formed from wards taken from different communities, and both the
arithmetic and the presence of the motorway seemed to make it most
appropriate that it should be Shepperton which was split.
There may be other ways in which it is possible to form 7 electoral
divisions, but the ones I.have in mind are set out in a Third Schedule to
this report.

46.

Boundary Descriptions*

In inquiries held under the Local

Government Act, 1933 it used to be the task of the commissioner (as he was)
to draft the verbal description of the boundaries, which was then incorporated
in the statutory instrument.

This was a time consuming task and often

finished with so many 'suggested* alterations to his description-that one
could be forgiven for thinking it would have been better left to other
persons in the first place.

I have not attempted to describe the boundaries

I have recommended in words, but if that is something required of an assistant
commissioner then of course I would attempt to do so.

However I anticipate

the map I have marked (CE 5) together with the descriptions^ such as they are>
of the more difficult boundaries, which I have set out in this report, will
be sufficient to enable others to do the task with far greater regard for
cartographical accuracy and verbal felicity than I could show.

Jv\\ i *^\
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First Schedule

'ecomraended wards, ward names and electorates

Ward name

Entitlement

No of
Councillors

Electorate

1. The Moors

1

2078

1*19

2160

1.15

21 Stairwell North

2

3511

2.01

4347

2.31

3.. Stanwell South

2

3689

2*11

3689

1.96

4. Staines Town

3

5186

2.97

6100

3-24

5. Staines East

3

4812

2.75

6015

3.20

6. Lalehara

3

5790

3.31

5846

3.11

7. Ashford North

2

3555

2.03

3640

1.93

.!' 8. Ashford West

1

1869

1.0?

1897

1.01

j 9. Ashford Town
*
.10. Ashford East

3

5688 •

3.26

5837

3.10

3

4983

2.85

5081

2*70

11* Ashford Common
i
.12. Sunbury Common
i
13. Sunbury East

3

4890

2,80

5071

2.69

3

5119

2.93

5037

3-13

3

4949

2.83

5121

2.72

3

5015

2.87

5459

2.90

'15. Shepperton Town

3

4992

2.86

5281

2.81

•16. Shepperton Green

2

3775

2.16

3863

2.05

1974

1979

Entitlei

Electorate

i

14. Upper Halliford and
Sunbury West

Second Schedule

of recommended wards "by areas from CE 1 '

Electorate

Areas

The Moors

2078

1 (adjusted
southern
boundary)

2. Stanwell North

5

3. Stanwell South

4

422

5

3267

4. Stalnes Town

5. Staines East

6. Laleham

2

4

7

675

8

5824

less B

856

6503

c

. 461

1317

9

3859

H

4

25

1657

less D

119

E

259

F

330

5520
708

10

3769

B

856

C

461

D

119

E

259

P

33g

less H

4

5794

>790

7.

Ashford North

6

-

24

2973

8. Ashford West

23

9. Ashford Town

21

4059

22

2096

10. Ashford East

11. Ashford Common

i
»

582

186

less N

87

6155

J

380

467

19

2376

20

2140

IT

87

J

380

16

4028

27

862

12. Sunbury Common

17

13. Sunbury East

14

3355

5688

sasz
4890

5119

1521

15

292

16

3097

26

33

28

6

14. Upper Halliford and
Sunbury West

13
29

5015

15. Shepperton Town

12

16. Shepperton Green

11

nil
nil

1242

5015

4992

.

"

3775

Third Schedule

Details of Suggested County Electoral Divisions

Division

Wards

Electorates

Total electorate

Entitlement

(ave. 9983)

1.

2.

3-

4.

6.

7.

The Moors

2078

Stanwell IT.

5511

Stanwell S.

368?

Ashford N.

3555

Ashf ord V.

1 869

Ashford Town

5688

Ashford East

498?

Ashford Common

4890

Sunbury Common

5119

Sunbury East

4949

Halliford & Sunbury
West

501 5

Shepperton Town

4992

Shepperton Green

3775

Laleham

5790

Staines Town

5186

Staines East

4812

9278

.93

11112

1.11

9873

.99

10068

1.01

10007

1*00

9565

.96

9998

1.00

SCHEDULE OF JDOCMEHTS

CE 1

2j" map of Borough showing labour party's and conservatives' proposed
wards, together with 2 overlays of the same proposals.

CE 2

2ijfl! overlay of existing wards and polling districts.

CE 3

6" O.S. plans of Borough (not marked).

CE 4

Extracts from Council minutes referring to this review.

CE 5

2j" map of Borough.

CE 6

6" street plan of Borough.

CE 7

Official Guide to Borough including a street map. •

CE 8

Two annotated 6" plans and supporting documents showing proposed
development in Borough.

CE 9

2^" plan of exist5.ng wards and polling districts.

CE 10

List of Council members.

CE 11

List of persons speaking at meeting on 16th May 1975-

CE 12

Polling district electorates for 1974 and 1975.

CE 1.3

6" plan setting out areas for which electorates requested.

CE 14

List of electorates for areas 1 to 29.

CE 15

List of electorates for areas A to P.

C 1

Draft scheme submitted to Boundary Commission.

C 2

Letter from Major North.

La 1

Labour Party submission including 6 appendices.

La 2

Suribury Common ward submission.

La 3

Map accompanying La 2.

La 4

Letter from Ashford wards.

La 5

Letter from Stanwell ward.

Li 1

Letter of objections dated 19th September 1974.

Li 2

Letter of 27th January 1975 from Sunbury Branch.

Li 3

Map accompanying Li 2.

Li 4

Letter of objections dated'2nd February 1975-

M 1
.
M 2

Numerical analyses of proposed schemes.
{re**
Letter for Mr. Geleit.

'

SCHEDULE 2

BOROUGH OF SPELTHQRNE: NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

•

.

NO.OF COUNCILLORS

ASHFORD COMMON

3

ASHFORD EAST

3

ASHFORD NORTH

2

ASHFORD TOWN

3

ASHFOHD WEST

1

HALLIFORD AND SUNBURY WEST

3

LALEHAM

'

3

SHEPPERTON GREEN

2

SHEPFERTON TOWN

3

STAINES EAST
- STAINES TOWN

.

3
3

STANWELL NORTH

2

STANWELL SOUTH

' 2

SUHBURY COMMON

3

SUNBURY EAST

3

THE MOORS

1

SCHEDULE 3
BOROUGH OF SPELTHORNE: DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

SKEPFERTON TOWN V/ARD

Coirjsencing at a point where the western boundary ci the District meets
the 1-13 Motorway, thence eastwards and following said motorway to the River*
Ash, thence southeastward^ and following said river to the southern
boundary of the District, thenco southwest war (is and following the said
southern boundary and the western boundary of the District to the point
of commencement.

SH3PFEBTON GREEN WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Shspperton Town Ward
neets Littleton Lane, thence northeastwards and .following said lane, crossing Lalehar.i Road, to the access road on the northwestern boundary of
Littleton Park Nurseries, thence northeastwards along said access road to
the River Ash, thence northwestwards and following said river to the Track
running parallel to the Intake Channel from Aaliford Road to the steps on
the side of Queen Mary Reservoir, thence northeastwards along said track
and steps to the top of the sloping nasonary surrounding the said reservoir,
thence southeastv;arciG and following the top r>f the sloping nasonary to grid
rof TQ 0826269700, thence due east to and continuing &lon£ the boundary to
the north of the Works and in prolongation thereof to Charlton Road, thence
couthv.'ards along said road to" a point opposite the northern boundary of

parcel ^559 on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 plan TQ OS/0969, Edition 1962,thence to and alonj
the said northern boundary, the northern and eastern -boundaries of ?[:-53 and
the northern boundaries of 06^6 and 16-1-5 ^nd in prolongation thereof to
V/indrnill Read, thence southwards along said roan to the MjS l-lotorv/ay, thence
scuthwestwards along said r.iotorway and continuing along the northern boundary
of Shepperton Tcvm V.'ard to the point of co^nencerisnt.

HALLIFORD A1ID SUMSURY USST WARD

Comoncing at a point where the northeastern boundary of Shepperton Town
Ward meets the southeastern boundary of Shepperton Green Ward, thence
northeastwards alor.g said southeastern boundary and continuing alone the
K3 Motorway to Green Street, thence southwards and following said street
tc Thames Street, thence southcastwards in a straight line through Flower
Pot Green to the southeastern boundary of the District, thence southwestwards and follov/ir_g said southeastern boundary to the northeastern boundary
of Shepperton Town Ware, thence northwestwards and following said northeastern boundary to the point of commencement.

SUNBURY EAST WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of the District
.meets the-eastern boundary of Halliford and Sunbury West Ward, thence
northwestwards and following said eastern boundary tc the M3 Motorway,
thence northeastwards and following said motorway and the AJ16 (under
construction) to the eastern boundary of the District, thence southeastwards and following said eastern boundary and the southeastern boundary
of the District to the point of commericawent.

LALEHAI-i WARD

Commencing at a point v.'here the northern boundary'of Shepperton Tov/n Ward
nects the v;estem boundary of the District, thence northwards and following
said western boundary to a point due south of Sweep's Ditch, thence northwards and following said ditch to a point opposite the Path to the east of
the bowling green, thence to -and along said path, thence northeo.otv;ards
through grid ref TQ OU453710C8 to the boundary on the northwest of Meadowside, thence alon^ said boundary and continuing northeastwards along the

rear boundaries of 22 to 2 Knowle Park Avenue and the northwestern boundary
of Pelhani Court, and in prolongation thereof to Kingston Road, thence southeastwards along said road to the Path joining Kingston Road to Elizabeth
Avenue, thence southwards along said path to Elizabeth Avenue, thence southeastwards and following said avenue to Charles Road, thence southeastward^;
along said road to Ashford Roa-d, thence northeastwards along said road to
Staines Reservoir Aqueduct, thence eastwards along said aqueduct to River
Ash, thence southwards and following said river to the western boundary of
Shepperton Green Ward, thence southeastwards and following said western
boundary to the northern boundary of Sheppcrtcn Town Ward, thence westwards
and following said northern boundary to the point of commencement.

STAIIIES TOWN WARD

Corancncing at c. point where the western boundary of Lalehaia Ward. Elects the
.western boundary of the District, thence southwestwards and following the
said district boundary to Stanwell Road, thence eastwards and following
said road and Moor Lane to. grid ref TQ 0298874210, thence due east in a
straight line crossing Wraysbury River to the West Drayton to Staines Rail-'
way Line, thence southwestvards and following said railway line to Staines
By-pass, thence eastwards along said By-pass to River Colne,thence south. wards and following said river to the Windsor to Felt hair. Railway Line,
thence southeastwards and following said railway line to Kingston Road,
thence southeastwards along said road to the western boundary of Lalehan
Ward, thence southwestwards and following said wesbern boundary to the
point of cor.irr.encernent.

STAINES EAST WARD

Commencing at a point whore the northern boundary of Lalcham Ward meets

eastern boundary of Staines Town Ward thence northwestwards and following
said eastern boundary to the Staines By-pass (-V50) thence eastwards and
following said By-pass to the northern carriageway of the A30 - B379
Roundabout, thence eastwards along said northern section of the roundabout
to B379, thence northwards and following said B379 and Stanwell New Road
to the Path leading from said road to Staines Reservoirs, thence to and
along said path to the top of the sloping raasonary surrounding the reservoir,
thence southwards and following said top of sloping nasonary to grid ref
TQ 051207231^, thence southeastwards in a straight line to and along the
northeastern and southeastern boundaries of parcel Vi19 on Ordnance Survey
TO
1:2500 plan/0 V0572, Edition 1963i the western boundary of parcel V?00 and
the western boundary of parcel ;*500 on Ordnance Survey 1:2500 plan
TQ OV0571, Edition 1971, to the Path joining Shortwood Common to Woodthorpe
Road, thence eastwards and following said path to the Feltham-Staines
Railway Line, thence westwards along said railway line to Staines By-pass,
thence southeastwards and following said by-pass to River Ash, thence southeastwards along said river to the northern boundary of Laleham V/ard, thence
southwestwards and following said northern boundary to the point of commencement.

ASHFQRD WEST WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Staines East Ward meets
the Staines-Feltham Railway Line, thence northeastwards along said railway
line to Stanviell Road, thence southv:estv;ards along said road, crossing
Chesterfield Road and continuing southeastwards along Stanwcll Road to Ford
Bridge Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary
of Staines East V/ard, thence northwestwards and following said eastern
"boundary to the point of co.viir.encement.

ASItFORD TOVfN WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Shepperton Green Ward
nsets the eastern boundary of LalehiMn Ward thence northwards and following
said boundary to the eastern boundary of Staines East Ward snd the eastern
boundary of Achford West Ward, thence northeastwards and following said
eastern boundary to the Staines - Feltham Railway Line, thence northeastwards along said railway line to the eastern boundary of the District thence
southwards and northeastwards along said eastern boundary to deckhouse
Lane thence southwest wards along said lane to J?'altham Road, thence couthwestwards and followir-s said road to School Road, thence southeastwards
along said road, crossing Staines Road V/est and continuing alone Ashford
Road to the northern boundary of Shepperton Green Ward, thence westwards,
southwards and following said northern boundary to the point of commencement.

ASHFORD COMMON WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Ashforcl Town Uard meets
Fcltharahill Road, thence southeastwards along said road to Chertaey Road,
thence northeastwards along said road to Cadbury Road, thence southeastwards
along said road and crossing Stainer; Road Vest to and along Windmill Road
to the northern boundary of Shepperton Green Ward, thence westwards and
following said northern boundary to the eastern boundary of Ashford Town
V.'ard, thence northwestwards alon^ said eastern boundary to the point of ,
connoncenent.

/J3IIFORD E;VST WARD

Conmencing at a point v/lierc the northern boundary of Ashford Cordon V/ard

meets the eastern boundary of Ashford Town Ward, thence northwestwards
and following said eastern boundary to the eastern boundary of the
District, thence eastwards and following s£xid eastern boundary to grid
ref TO 09382711^ being a point in Chertsey Road, thence southwards
along se.id road to the northern boundary oi Ashi'ord Common Ward, thence
southwestwards and following said northern boundary to the point of
commencement.

SUNBUHY COMMON WARD

Commencing at a point where the northwestern boundary of Halliford and
Sunbury Vest Ward meets the eastern boundary of Shepperton Green Ward,
thence northwards along said eastern boundary and continuing northwards
along the eastern boundaries of Ashford Coition Ward and Ashford East
Ward to the eastern boundary of the District, thence northwards, eastwards
and following said eastern boundary to the northern boundary of Sunbury
East Ward, thence southwestv/srds and following said northern boundary and
northwestern boundary of Halliford and Sunbury West Ward to the point of
commencement.

ASHFORD NORTH WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Ashford West V/ard
meets the eastern boundary of Staines East Ward, thence northwards, westwards and following said eastern boundary to the top of the sloping masonary
of Staines Reservoirs, thence northeastwards and following said top of
sloping nascnary to the prolongation northwestwards of the southwestern
boundary of Bulldog Nursery, thence southeastwards along said prolongation
and southwestern boundary to London Road, thcr.cc northeastwards along said
road to the eastern boundary of the District, thence southwards and follow.%
ins said eastern boundary to the northern boundary of Aehford Town V.'ard,
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thence south-westwards along the said northern boundary and the northern
boundary- of Ashford West Ward to the point-of commencement.

THE MOORS WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Stainos East Ward
*

meets the eastern boundary of Stainea Town Ward, thence northwestwards
and following said eastern boundary to the western boundary of the District,
9

. thence northwards and following said western boundary and the northern
•

boundary of the District to Stanwell Koor Road, thence southeastward^ and
following said road to the northern boundary of Staines East V.'ard, thence
continuing southwards and following said northern boundary to the point
of commencement.

STAMUELL NORTH WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Ashford North Ward
meets the northern boundary of Staines East Ward, thence southwestwarda
and following the said northern boundary to the eastern boundary of The
Moors V/ard, thence northwards and following the said eastern boundary to
the northern boundary of the District, thence southeastward^ and following said northern boundary and the eastern boundary of the District to
'A.

Bedfont Road, thence northwestwards and following said road to Clare Road,
thence southwards and following said road to the centre of the roundabout
at the junction of said road and Town Lane, thence clue southweetwards in
a straight 'line crossing Town Lane to the top of the sloping masonary
surrounding Stainos Reservoirs, thence southeastwards and following said
top of sloping masonary to the northern boundary of Ashford North Ward,
thence southwestwards and following said northern boundary to the point
of commencement.

STANU3LL SOUTH V/ASD

Commer.cinc at a point where the northern boundary of Ashford North Ward
meets the eastern boundary of Stanwell North Ward, thence northwards and
following said eastern boundary to the eastern boundary of the District,
thence southwards and following said eastern boundary to the northern

*
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boundary of Ashford North V'ard, thence southv/estwardr; and following said
' northern boundary to the point of commencement.

