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1. In a letter dated 30 July 1980, Sedgefield District Council requested us
to review the "boundary between the district of Sedgefield in the County of Durham
and the borough of Stockton-on-Tees, in the County of Cleveland. The request arose
out of Sedgefield District Council's parish boundary review. Two changes were proposed
as follows:
1) the transfer of part of Stillington Parish in Sedgefield District
to Whitton Parish in Stockton-on-Tees Borough in the County of Cleveland.
2) The transfer of part of the hamlet known as Thorpe Larches, part of
Grindon Parish in Stockton-on-Tees Borough, to Sedgefield Parish in Sedgefield
District.
2. The first change was proposed because the village of Stillington is divided between
the two counties, with the major part in the borough of Stockton-on-Tees. Following a
public meeting of the residents of both parishes there was unanimous agreement that the
village should be united as a whole with a majority view that it be included in the
County of Cleveland. The second change was proposed because the hamlet of Thorpe Larches
is split, by the county boundary and the majority of residents appear to want the hamlet
to be united in Sedgefield District,in County Durham.
3. Support for Sedgefield District Council's request had been expressed by Stockton-onTees Borough Council, Sedgefield Town. Council, Grindon Parish Council, Stillington
Parish Meeting, and by those who attended the majority of local meetings held in theparishes of Sedgefield: and Stillington. Cleveland and Durham County Councils had no
objections to Sedgefield District Council's proposals.
4. We considered the District Council's request, as required by section 48(4)
of the Local Government Act 1972, having regard to the Department of the Environment
Circular 33/78 and to our own Report No. 287.
5. We noted that the changes proposed were comparatively minor and that there was
agreement among the interested parties. In our view the proposals met the criteria
set out in paragraph 14 of the Department of the Environment Circular 33/78.
6\ As a result we decided that we should undertake a review, and that the
circumstances were sufficiently exceptional to enable us to shorten the normal
procedure by publishing draft proposals, based on Sedgefield District Council's
request, at the same time as we announced our intention to carry out a review.

T* On 21 January 1981 we issued a consultation letter announcing the start
of. the review and'giving details of our draft proposals.

The letter was addressed

to both Sedgefield District Council and Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council; copies
were sent to Durham and Cleveland County Councils, the parish councils and
parish meeting concerned, the Membersof Parliament for the constituencies
concerned, the headquarters of the main political parties, the Regional Health
and Water Authorities, the Regional Office of the Department of the Environment,
Durham County Association of Parish and Town Councils and to the editors both
of local newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government press.
A notice announcing the start of the review and the publication of our draft
i ::|J

i.

proposals was inserted for two successive weeks in appropriate local newspapers.
Sedgefield District and Stockton-on-Tees Borough Councils were asked to put
copies of the notice on display at places where public notices were customarily
'displayed, and to place copies of the draft proposals on deposit at their
main offices for a period of 6 weeks. Comments on the review and on the draft
proposals were invited by 2J March 1981,
8«

Our draft proposals were supported by Durham and Cleveland County Councils,

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council, Sedgefield Town Council, Grindon Town Council,
the Durham Association of Parish and Town Councils, and the Northern Regional
Health Authority:

no objection to them was received.

9. We are satisfied that in the interests of effective and convenient local
government the boundary between the District of Sedgefield and the Borough of
Stockton-on-Tees should be realigned as indicated in our draft proposals. We
.therefore confirm these as our final proposals.
10. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 1 and 2 to this
report.

Schedule 1 specifies the proposed changes in local authority areas and

Schedule 2 specifies the consequential adjustments to the existing electoral
arrangements.

The proposed boundary is shown on the attached map.

11. Copies of this report and of the nap are being sent to Sedgefield District
Council and Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council, and will be made available for
public inspection at the Councils' main offices.

Copies of the report, which

includes a small sketch plan, are being sent to those who received the
consultation letter.

L.S.

SIGNED

NICHOLAS KOrJRISON

PHYT-LIS BOV/DEN

BROCKBANK

C- S CHSRRY

R R THORNTON

Leslie Griiashaw (Secretary)
4 June 1981

Schedule 1

PROPOSALS FOR THE REALIGNMENT OP 'THE ADMINISTRATIVE BOUNDARY 3ET17EEN THE
DISTRICT OF SEDGEFIELD (COUNTY OF DURHAM) AND TEE BOROUGH OF STOCKTON-ON-TEES
(COUNTY OF CLEVELAND)
It is proposed that the boundary "between the district of Sedgefield in the
County of Durham and the borough of Stockton-on-Tees in the county of Cleveland
should be realigned. . as follows:Description of area of land proposed to be transferred from Sedgefield
District to Stockton-on-Tees Borough:
that area bounded by a line commencing at the point where Stillington
Beck meets- the southern boundary of Sedgefield District, thence
generally eastwards and northeastwards along said District boundary
to the southeastern boundary of Durham County, thence northwards
along said County boundary to- the western boundary of Parcel No 2042,
as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A*) NZ 3724, date of publication
1976, thence northwestwards and northwards along said western
boundary to the centre of Foxton Beck, thence generally southwestwards
along the centre of said beck to the southwestern boundary of
Parcel No 0010, as shown on OS. 1,2500 Microfilm (A*) NZ 3524, date, of
publication 1964* thence westwards,, northeastwards, northwestwards,
southwestwards, northwards, westwards, southwestwards and westwards
along said parcel boundary, and continuing generally westwards along1
the centre of Foxton Beck to Stillington Beck, thence southwards
along the centre of Stillington Beck to its culvert on the northern
side of the Durham to Stockton-on-Tees Railway, thence southwestwards
in a straight line, across said railway, to the culvert of Stillington
Beck on the southern side of the railway, thence generally southwards
and generally southeastwards along the centre of said beck to
Bishopton Beck, being the point of commencement.

Description of area of land proposed to be transferred from
Stockton-on-Tees Borough to Sedgefield District:
that area "bounded by a line, commencing at the point where the
western boundary of Cleveland County crosses the northeastern
boundary of the A177 road, thence southeastwards along the
northeastern boundary of said road to the northwestern boundary
of Parcel No 0005, as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) HZ 3825,
date of publication 1965* thence northeastwards along said
parcel boundary and continuing northeastwards, northwards and
northeastwards on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A1) HZ 3826, date of
publication Aug 1980, and OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) NZ 3926, date
of publication 1964i to the western boundary of Parcel No 2430,
thence northwestwards along said parcel boundary to its westernmost
point, thence due northwest from said point to the western boundary
of Cleveland County, thence southwestwards along said County
boundary to the point of commencement.

2f

Schedule 2
PROPOSALS FOR REVISED ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS CONSEQUENT UPON THE PROPOSED
REALIGNMENT OF THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE DISTRICT OP SEDGEFIELD (COUNTY OP DURHAM)
AND THE BOROUGH OF STOCKTON-ON-TEES (COUNTY OF CLEVELAND)

It is proposed:1.

that the Sedgefield electoral division, as defined in the County of Durham

(Electoral Arrangements) Order 1981* and the Sedgefield ward of the district
of Sedgefield as defined in the District of Sedgefield (Electoral Arrangements)
Order 1979* shall be altered (i)' by the separation of that part of the district
of Sedgefield and (ii) by the addition of that part of the borough of Stocktonon-Tees, which are within the realigned boundary of the district of Sedgefield,
as described in Schedule 1, and that the number of councillors for said electoral
division and the said ward shall be unchanged;
2.

that the Stockton No 2 electoral division, as defined in the County of

Cleveland (Electoral Divisions) Order 1973» and the Whitton ward of the borough
of Stockton-on-Tees, as defined in the Borough of Stockton-on-Tees (Electoral
Arrangements) Order 1976, shall be altered (i) by the addition of that part
of the district of Sedgefield and (ii) by the separation of that part of the
borough of Stockton-on-Tees which are within the realigned boundary of the
borough of Stockton-on-Tees, as described in Schedule 1, and that the number
of councillors for the said electoral division and said ward shall be unchanged.
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1. In a letter dated 30 July I960, Sedgefield District Council requested us
to review the boundary between the district of Sedgefield in the County of Durham
and the borough of Stockton-on-Tees, in the County of Cleveland. The request arose
out of Sedgefield District Council's parish boundary review. Two changes were proposed
as follows:
t) the transfer of part of Stillington Parish in Sedgefield District
to Whltton Parish in Stockton-on-Tees Borough in the County of Cleveland.
2) The transfer of part of the hamlet known as Thorpe Larches, part of
Grindon Parish in Stockton-on-Tees Borough, to Sedgefield Parish in Sedgefield
District.
2. The first change was proposed because the village of Stillington is divided between
the two counties, with the major part in the borough of Stockton-on-Tees. Following a
public meeting of the residents of both parishes there was unanimous agreement that the
village should be united as a whole with a majority view that it be included in the
County of Cleveland. The second change was proposed because the hamlet of Thorpe Larches
is split, by the county boundary and the majority of residents appear to want the hamlet
to be united in Sedgefield District,in County Durham.
3. Support for Sedgefield District Council's request
Tees Borough Council, Sedgefield Town. Council, Grindon
Parish Meeting, and by those who attended the majority
parishes of Sedgefield and Stillington. Cleveland and
objections to Sedgefield District Council's proposals.

had been expressed by Stockton-onParish Council, Stillington
of local meetings held in the.
Durham County Councils had no

4. We considered the District Council's request, as required by section 48(4)
of the Local Government Act 1972, having regard to the Department of the Environment
Circular 33/78 and to our own fieport No. 287.
5* We noted that the changes proposed were comparatively minor and that there was
agreement among the interested parties. In our view the proposals met the criteria
set out In paragraph 14 of the Department of the Environment Circular 33/78.
6B
As a result we decided that we should undertake a review, and that the
circumstances were sufficiently exceptional to enable us to shorten the normal
procedure by publishing draft proposals, based on Sedgefield District Council's
request, at the same time as we announced our intention to carry out a review.

T- On 21 January 1981 we issued a consultation letter announcing the start
of. the review and'giving details of our draft proposals.

The letter was addressed

to both Sedgefield District Council and Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council; copies
were sent to Durham and Cleveland County Councils, the parish councils and
parish meeting concerned, the Membersof Parliament for the constituencies
concerned, the headquarters of the main political parties, the Regional Health
and Water Authorities, the Regional Office of the Department of the Environment,
Durham County Association of Parish and Town Councils and to the editors both
of local newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government press.
A notice announcing the start of the review and the publication of our draft
proposals was inserted for two successive weeks in appropriate local newspapers.
Sedgefield District and Stockton-on-Tees Borough Councils were asked to put
copies of the notice on display at places where public notices were customarily
'displayed, and to place copies of the draft proposals on deposit at their
main offices for a period of 6 weeks. Comments on the review and on the draft
proposals were invited by 23 March 1981.
8. Our draft proposals were supported by Durham and Cleveland County Councils,
Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council, Sedgefield Town Council, Grindon Town .Council,
the Durham Association of Parish and Town Councils, and the Northern Regional
Health Authority:

no objection to them was received,

9. We are satisfied that in the interests of effective and convenient local
government the boundary between the District of Sedgefield and the Borough of
Stockton-on-Tees should be realigned as indicated in our draft proposals. We
therefore confirm these as our final proposals.
10. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 1 and 2 to this
report.

Schedule 1 specifies the proposed changes in local authority areas and

Schedule 2 specifies the consequential adjustments to the existing electoral
arrangements.

The proposed boundary is shown on the attached map.

11. Copies of this report and of the nap are being sent to Sedgefield District
Council and Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council, and will be made available for
public inspection at the Councils' main offices.

Copies of the report, which

includes a small sketch plan, are being sent to those who received the
consultation letter.

L.S.

SIGHED

NICHOLAS 1,:OI?JIISON

(CIIAJRI.M)

PHYLLIS BOY/DEN

TYRRELL BROCKBANIC

G E CHSRKY

D P l&HRISON

R R THORNTON

Leslie Grimshaw (Secretary)
4 June 1981

Schedule 1

PROPOSALS FOB THE REALIGNMENT OP 'THE ADMINISTRATIVE BOUNDARY BlOTrJiN THS
DISTRICT OF SEDGEFIELD (COUNTY OF DURHAM) AND THE BOROUGH OF STOCKTON-ON-TEES
(COUNTY OF CLEVELAND)
It is proposed that the boundary "between the district of Sedgefield in the
County of Durham and the borough of Stockton-on-Tees in the county of Cleveland
should be realigned.. as follows:Description of area of land proposed to be transferred from Sedgefield
District to Stockton-on-Tees Borough:
that area bounded by a line* commencing at the point where Stillington
Beck meets the southern boundary of Sedgefield District, thence
generally eastwards and northeastwards along said District boundary
to the southeastern boundary of Durham County, thence northwards
along said County boundary to- the western boundary of Parcel No 2042,
as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A*) NZ 3724, date of publication
19?6f thence northwestwards and northwards along said western
boundary to the centre of Foxton Beck, thence generally southwestwards
along the centre of said beck to the southwestern boundary of
Parcel No 0010, as- shown on OS. i,2500 Microfilm (£*) NZ 3524, date- of
publication 19^4, thence westwards,, northeastwards,, northwestwards,
southwestwards, northwards, westwards, southwestwards and westwards
along said parcel boundary, and continuing generally westwards along'
the centre of Foxton Beck to Stillington Beck, thence southwards
along the centre of Stillington Beck to its culvert on the northern
side of the Durham to Stockton-on-Tees Railway, thence southwestwards
in a straight line, across said railway, to the culvert of Stilling-ton
Beck on the southern side of the railway, thence generally southwards
and generally southeastwards along the centre of said beck to
Bishopton Beck, being the point of commencement.

Description of area of land proposed to be transferred from
Stockton-on-Tees Borough to Sedgefield District:
that area bounded by a line, commencing at the point where the
western boundary of Cleveland County crosses the northeastern
boundary of the A177 road, thence southeastwards along the
northeastern boundary of said road to the northwestern boundary
of Parcel Wo 0005, as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) HZ 3825,
date of publication 1965, thence northeastwards along said
parcel boundary and continuing northeastwards, northwards and
northeastwards on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A1) N2 3826, date of
publication Aug 1980, and OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) HZ 3926, date
of publication 1964» to the western boundary of Parcel No 2430,
thence northwestwards along said parcel boundary to its westernmost
point, thence due northwest from said point to the western boundary
of Cleveland County, thence southwestwards along said County
boundary to the point of commencement.
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Schedule 2
PROPOSALS FOR REVISED ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS CONSEQUENT UPON THE PROPOSED
REALIGNMENT OF THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THS DISTRICT OP SEDGEFIELD (COUNTY OP DUHEAn)
AND THE BOROUGH OF STOCKTON-OK-TEES (COUNTY OP CLEVELAND)
It is proposed:-

1.

that the Sedgefield electoral division, as defined in the County of Durham

(Electoral Arrangements) Order 1981, and the Sedgefield ward of the district
of Sedgefield as defined in the District of Sedgefield (Electoral Arrangements)
Order 1979» shall be altered (i)' by the separation of that part of the district
of Sedgefield and (ii) by the addition of that part of the borough of Stocktonon-Tees, which are within the realigned boundary of the district of Sedgefield,
as described in Schedule 1, and that the number of councillors for said electoral
division and the said ward shall be unchanged;
2.

that the Stockton No 2 electoral division, as defined in the County of

Cleveland (Electoral Divisions) Order 1975> and the Whitton ward of the borough
of Stockton-on-Tees, as defined in the Borough of Stockton-on-Tees (Electoral
Arrangements) Order 1976, shall be altered (i) by the addition of that part
of the district of Sedgefield and (ii) by the separation of that part of the
borough of Stockton-on-Tees which are within the realigned boundary of the
borough of Stockton-on-Tees, as described in Schedule 1, and that the number
of councillors for the said electoral division and said ward shall be unchanged.
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