Rainhill Parish Council

10th September 2002

Team Leader

St. Helens Review

The Boundary Committee for England

Trevelyan House

Great Peter Street

London

SW1P 2HW

Dear Sir,

Draft Recommendations – St Helens

On 4th September individual copies of the your draft recommendations relating to St. Helens were supplied to all Parish Councillors and on 9th September a specially convened meeting took place of the Parish Council to discuss your recommendations.  At that meeting the following reply to your proposals was formulated.

The Parish Council views with the grave concern the draft proposals that the Boundary Committee has formulated in relation to the future electoral arrangements for St. Helens. The proposals are an affront to the residents of Rainhill and will effectively serve to divide and separate the long established community of Rainhill.

Rainhill is a community known worldwide as the village that saw the birth of passenger railways when the Rainhill Trials were held in 1829 and Stephenson with his engine the Rocket won the competition to build the first passenger railway from Liverpool to Manchester. Because of its historical importance Rainhill village centre is also a Conservation Area with a number of listed buildings. Your draft proposals would split the village of Rainhill in two with a boundary running through the village centre. As regards our railway heritage your recommendations will produce the farcical situation of the Rainhill Station, Liverpool platform being in Bold and the Manchester platform being in Rainhill. The Boundary Committee for England will without doubt become world famous as being the organisation that removed half of the historical Rainhill Railway Station from Rainhill. 

Your own guidance indicates that parish boundaries should form the building blocks for principle local authority electoral arrangements. Section 3.16 of your guidance indicates that electoral imbalance is acceptable to cater for factors such as community identity.  As far as Rainhill is concerned you have completely ignored the requirement to consider community identity as you propose splitting the community in two. 

You have rejected one proposal which in paragraph 22 of your recommendations you indicate “…provided an excellent level of electoral equality” Again in paragraph 55 you confirm that this 18-ward proposal was an extremely good submission.  The rejection of this proposal was based upon your initial decision to accept on the scant evidence from St. Helens Council that 48 Councillors were the correct number of Councillors. This is especially puzzling as originally the full St. Helens Council agreed the correct Council size was 54 Councillors.  It would appear that you placed greater importance on reducing the number of Councillors than on ensuring that Rainhill as a community was not split in two.

Your recommendations as they stand are based upon the premise that electoral equality is the prime objective and the correct size Council for St Helens is 48 Councillors. Based on these two facts you have rejected the overwhelming desire of Rainhill residents that their community remains intact and recommend splitting the historical Rainhill community in two. You then adopt an entirely opposite approach as far as Rainford is concerned and decide that electoral equality is not the prime objective but rather maintaining Rainford as “a separate and distinct community” takes precedence over electoral equality. Hence in order for Rainford to maintain its community identity your recommendations are that it should have 18% fewer electors than the average.  Rainhill on the other hand could not be permitted remain as a distinct community by retaining its existing borough ward boundaries which would have only resulted in it having 14% more electors than the average. The Parish Council finds it difficult to comprehend this logic other than to conclude that in the eyes of the Boundary Committee the community identity of Rainhill known worldwide for its historical railway links is less important than the unknown community of Rainford.

The Parish Council would urge the Boundary Committee to revisit its recommendations with a view to retaining Rainhill as a community contained within one Borough Electoral Ward. 

If you feel you must split Rainhill across two Borough Wards we would urge that you mitigate the effect of such a decision on the Village of Rainhill by naming the Borough Ward into which you intend moving the parish ward of Rainhill East by the name of “Rainhill East and Bold Borough Ward”.  This simple decision would enable all the residents of Rainhill to maintain their Rainhill identity and a feeling of still being part of the Rainhill community.

The Parish Council would also like to stress that any future attempt to restructure the existing boundaries of Rainhill Parish Council in order to remove the new parish ward of Rainhill East from the Parish of Rainhill will be most strongly resisted by all means available to the Parish Council. The retention of the existing Rainhill Parish boundaries is seen as essential to maintaining the community of Rainhill and the infrastructure that goes with any long established village community.

Yours faithfully,

David Blanchflower

Clerk Rainhill Parish Council 

