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THE COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT AND PROPOSALS

INTRODUCTION

1.
On September 1987 we wrote to Sheffield City Council
announcing our intention to undertake a review of Sheffield as
part of our review of the Metropolitan County of South Yorkshire
and its Metropolitan Boroughs under Section 48(1) of the Local
Government Act 1972. Copies of the letter were sent to the
adjoining Metropolitan Boroughs; to the County and District
Councils bordering the Metropolitan County and to parishes in
Sheffield and the adjoining districts; to the Local Authority
Associations; to Members of Parliament with constituency
interests; and to the headquarters of the main political parties.
In addition, copies were sent to those government departments,
regional health authorities, water authorities, and electricity
and gas boards which might have an interest; and to British
Telecom, the English Tourist Board, the local government press,
and to local television and radio stations serving the area.
2.
To enable the Commission to fulfil its obligations under
Section 60(1) of the Local Government Act 1972, we requested the
Metropolitan Boroughs, in co-operation as necessary with other
local authorities, to insert a notice for two successive weeks
in local newspapers to give wide publicity to the start of the
review in the area concerned.

The authorities were also asked

to ensure that the consultation letter was drawn to the attention
of those services in respect of which they had a statutory
function.
3.

A period of seven months from the date of the letter was

allowed for all local authorities, including those in the
surrounding counties, and any person or body interested in the
review, to send us their detailed views on whether changes to
Sheffield's boundary were desirable; and, if so, what those
changes should be and how they would meet the criterion of
effective

and

convenient local

government as prescribed by

Section 47(1) of the 1972 Act.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US

4. In response to our letter of 1 September 1987, we received
representations
from
Sheffield
City
Council,
Barnsley
Metropolitan

Borough Council, Rotherham Metropolitan Borough

Council, the Borough of High Peak, the District Councils of North
East Derbyshire and Derbyshire Dales, and Derbyshire County
Council. We also received a large number of letters from the
residents of Killamarsh and Ridgeway in North East Derbyshire,
and from residents in the parishes of Bromley, Howbrook, Langsett
and Tankersley in Barnsley.
5.

We considered all the submissions made to us and formulated

draft proposals for alterations to several parts of the City of
Sheffield's boundaries.
6.

Suggestions for changes to Sheffield's boundary with the

Metropolitan Borough of Rotherham have been considered in the
context of our forthcoming report on our review of Rotherham,
which will also cover the Metropolitan Borough of Rotherham's
boundary with North East Derbyshire at Killamarsh (see paras 3639 and para 80 below).

7.
Our draft proposals and interim decisions to make no
proposals, together with maps of the areas concerned and tables
showing the electoral consequences, were published in a letter
sent to Sheffield City Council on 28 September 1990. Copies were
sent to the adjoining Metropolitan Districts; to the County and
District Councils bordering Sheffield; to parishes in Sheffield
and the adjoining districts; to Members of Parliament with
constituency interests; and to organisations and individuals who
had made representations to us or who might have an interest in
the boundary issues.
8.

The local authorities were asked to arrange publication of

a notice giving details of our draft proposals and interim
decisions and to place copies of it at places where public
notices were customarily displayed. They were also asked to
place copies of our letter on deposit for inspection at their
main offices for a period of eight weeks.
9.

Comments were invited by 30 November 1990.

PROPOSALS FOR RADICAL CHANGE TO SHEFFIELD'S SOUTHERN BOUNDARIES
10. In its submission in March 1988, Sheffield City Council made
particular reference to the Hope Valley and the North East
Derbyshire towns of Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh.
It
commented that, given wider terms of reference, there would be
a case for a substantial extension of Sheffield's boundary by
making these areas an integral part of the City.
11.
We invited the City Council to supply us with further
information about these areas and asked them to copy that
information to its neighbouring authorities, who were invited to
comment.
12.
Sheffield City Council submitted further information and
comments were received from Derbyshire County Council, from the
Districts of North East Derbyshire and Derbyshire Dales, and from

the Borough of High Peak.

We also received a petition bearing

16,000 signatures, 800 postcards and 1,500 letters from people
living in the areas concerned, opposing any transfer into
Sheffield.
13.
Sheffield City Council then wrote to the Commission
withdrawing its suggestion, emphasising that it had made no
formal proposals for transfer of the areas concerned.
14.

However, the three parishes of Dronfield, Eckington and

Killamarsh clearly had strong links with Sheffield and other
parts of South Yorkshire.

Together they form a salient of North

East Derbyshire running between Chesterfield and the metropolitan
districts of Sheffield and Rotherham and largely separate from
the rest of North East Derbyshire.

We therefore decided that we

would still need to consider these areas in the review.
The Hope Valley
15.

We noted

that the Hope Valley fell within Sheffield's

travel-to- work area and that Sheffield was favoured for shopping
visits.
However, we considered that the large geographical
divide created by the moorland between Sheffield and the Valley
provided a
communities.

clear break between two radically
different
We therefore took an interim decision to make no

proposals for major change in this area.
16.

We noted some criticism of Sheffield's management of the

countryside and considered the implications for the Peak District
National Park.
We concluded, however, that there was no
sufficient reason to guestion Sheffield City Council's role in
this respect and that it would not be in the best interests of
effective and convenient local government to propose the transfer
of land currently in the National Park out of Sheffield into
Derbyshire.

Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh
17. We noted the close ties which exist between Sheffield and
these three communities for employment, shopping, health and
leisure purposes, which are particularly strong at Killamarsh.
We also noted that Derbyshire's planning and employment policies
for the area tended to be conditioned by the presence of the City
and by the need to provide services for commuters who live in the
towns and work in Sheffield.
18.

We considered whether the salient of North East Derbyshire

could cause difficulty in providing effective and convenient
local government. We observed that none of the authorities had
discussed the possible extra costs involved in the present
pattern of local government in the area but noted the apparent
satisfaction of residents with current services. We also noted
the

large

number of representations made by residents

who,

despite their reliance on the City of Sheffield for employment,
considered themselves to be part of a different community in
North East Derbyshire.
19.
Whilst there appeared to be some community of interest
between these areas and Sheffield, the large number of
representations we received persuaded us that the wish of the
local people was to remain in Derbyshire.

Nor had we received

any evidence to show that service provision would become more
effective and convenient if these areas were to be transferred
to Sheffield. We therefore took an interim decision to propose
no major boundary change in these areas.

DRAFT PROPOSALS AND INTERIM DECISIONS TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SHEFFIELD AND NORTH EAST DERBYSHIRE
The Moss Valley and Plumbley
20.
to

Sheffield City Council proposed realignment of the boundary
Moss

Brook

on

the

grounds

that

the

boundary

required

clarification, and that farms and communities to the north of
Moss Brook were an integral part of the City.
21 .

Derbyshire

County Council

opposed

this

suggestion

and

considered that Plumbley should be transferred out of Sheffield,
and the valley considered as a single landscape in Derbyshire.
Residents of Ford, Ridgeway and Birley Hay also opposed the
suggestion on the grounds that they feared eventual loss of Green
Belt.
22. We considered the suggestions and noted that the special
status enjoyed by Green Belt could not be removed simply by
transfer. However, we further noted considerable opposition to
Sheffield's suggestion and we were not persuaded that the
transfer of Moss Valley would be in the best interests of
effective and convenient local government. We therefore took an
interim decision to make no proposals.
23.

In

considering

Derbyshire

County

Council's

suggestion

regarding Plumbley/ we felt that whilst Plumbley and Moss Valley
were both rural in nature, there was insufficient evidence to
show that local residents sought change or that there would be
significant improvement to effective and convenient local
government in making the change proposed. We therefore took an
interim decision to make no proposals.

The Watershed through Jordanthorpe
24. We considered a suggestion by a member of the public to
realign the boundary to the watershed between Sheffield and
Derbyshire in order to clarify water ownership among the recently
privatised local water companies.
25.

We noted that this would effectively transfer

Batemoor and Jordanthorpe,

Lowedges,

which form part of the continuous

development of Sheffield, from Sheffield into Derbyshire.
We
considered that this was unlikely to lead to significant
improvement in effective and convenient local government and took
an interim decision to make no proposal.
Jordanthorpe Substation
26.

Both Sheffield City Council and Derbyshire County Council

suggested identical realignments to unite the sub-station
Sheffield.

in

27. We considered that realignment would be in the interests of
effective and convenient local government and decided to adopt
the suggestion as our draft proposal.
Lightwood Traffic Training Ground and Bochum Parkway
28.

Sheffield City Council suggested transferring the Lightwood

Traffic Training Ground and the Lightwood Hospital into
Sheffield.
Derbyshire County Council suggested that the
Lightwood Traffic Training Ground should be united in Derbyshire,
and opposed Sheffield's suggestion on the grounds that it could
be a threat to the scenic quality of the Moss Valley. The County
Council suggested realigning the boundary to the southern side
of the A6102, (at Bochum Parkway - the Outer Ring Road) to
provide a readily identifiable boundary.

29. While Sheffield said that it had no major development in
mind for the Lightwood Hospital and Traffic Training Ground, it
objected to Derbyshire's proposal to unite the hospital site and
Traffic
Training Ground in Derbyshire because it felt this
proposal would limit its ability to widen the A6102 if that
should be required.
30.

We observed that the current boundary divided property and

bore little relation to the strong physical features of
area.

the

It appeared to us that Lightwood Traffic Training Ground

had a close affinity with the City as it was used to train the
City's employees, and was connected to the built up area.
We
therefore decided to adopt Sheffield's suggestion to unite
Lightwood Traffic Training Ground in Sheffield and to adopt
Derbyshire County Council's suggestion to use the southern side
of the A6102, (Bochum Parkway - the Outer Ring Road) to provide
a readily identifiable boundary.
Birley Wood Golf Course
31 . Sheffield City Council suggested realigning the boundary so
as to transfer Birley Wood Golf Course, which it owned, and which
it wished to develop for leisure use, into the City area.
Derbyshire County Council opposed the transfer on the grounds
that development of the site could adversely affect Moss Valley,
immediately below the golf course.
32.

We considered the submissions and agreed that it would be

in the interests of effective and convenient local government to
transfer this area to Sheffield, and we therefore' decided to
adopt the City Council's suggestion as our draft proposal.
Ribblesdale Estate, High Lane
33. A member of the public suggested the transfer of Ribblesdale
Estate, High Lane to Derbyshire, on the grounds that the estate
had an affinity with Ridgeway in North East Derbyshire and that
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children from the Ribblesdale Estate attended schools there. The
suggestion was to use Birley Lane and Birley Moor Road to provide
a clearly identifiable boundary. We considered that the estate
and Ridgeway were closely linked and decided to adopt the
suggestion as our draft proposal, but taking in a smaller area
of land than that proposed by the member of the public.
Windmill Greenway
34.

Both Sheffield City Council arid Derbyshire County Council

suggested identical realignments to unite properties on the north
side of Windmill Greenway in Sheffield.
35. We noted that the current boundary splits properties and was
therefore the cause of some administrative duplication.
We
therefore decided to adopt the joint suggestion as our draft
proposal.
Killamarsh
36. Our consideration of radical change to Sheffield's southern
boundaries included the possible transfer of all or part of the
North

East

Derbyshire

salient

to

Sheffield.

We

noted

that

Killamarsh was accessible from Sheffield, Rotherham and Bolsover,
but not from North East Derbyshire.
We therefore questioned
whether the present position of Killamarsh in North East
Derbyshire was the most effective and convenient arrangement in
terms of local government service provision.
37.

We noted the number of representations which pointed to

Killamarsh being a separate community with a strong Derbyshire
connection, and we concluded that the transfer of the town to
Sheffield would not be in the best interests of effective and
convenient local government.

38. While we took an interim decision to make no proposals for
major change at Killamarsh we also considered two proposals for
minor change to the current boundary in this area between
Rotherham and North East Derbyshire.
County Dyke
39.

Rotherham Borough Council had suggested an amendment to

clarify its boundary by realigning it to the course of County
Dyke.

We considered that the amendment would lead to a more

readily identifiable boundary and decided to adopt Rotherham1s
suggestion as our draft proposal.
Killamarsh Pond
40.
We noted that Rotherham's boundary with North East
Derbyshire near Killamarsh Pond was defaced and considered that
realignment would lead to a more readily identifiable boundary.
We therefore decided to issue a draft proposal to unite the pond
in North East Derbyshire.
SHEFFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH DERBYSHIRE DALES

41. We received no proposals relating to Sheffield's boundary
with Derbyshire Dales. As this was a moorland boundary, change
would achieve little in terms of effective and convenient local
government. We therefore took an interim decision to make no
proposal.
SHEFFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH HIGH PEAK
Howden Moors/Derwent Valley
42.
High Peak Borough Council proposed an amendment to the
boundary to transfer the Derwent Valley and Howden Moors from
Sheffield to its own authority. It considered that this would
simplify administration, particularly in relation to enforcement
10

powers in respect of the Howden and Derwent reservoirs and for
planning purposes. Derbyshire County Council opposed High Peak's
proposal, commenting that the reservoirs were under the control
of the Severn Trent Water Authority and that planning matters
were the responsibility of the Peak Park Joint Planning Board.
Sheffield City Council raised no objection to the suggestion.
43.
We took the view that it would be difficult to find an
identifiable boundary in this area, which is largely unpopulated,
and considered that there were insufficient grounds to propose
a boundary change. We therefore took an interim decision to make
no proposals.
SHEFFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH BARNSLEY
A616 Stocksbridge Bypass
(i)

Warren to Westwood

44. Sheffield City Council suggested realignment of the boundary
to follow the south side of the A616 on the grounds that the
current boundary divided a community and an industrial estate,
and that it was ill-defined.
45. Barnsley Borough Council opposed Sheffield's suggestion and
made two minor suggestions to improve the boundary at Thorncliffe
Industrial Estate and at Westwood Roundabout to resolve
environmental and administrative problems.
46.

Tankersley Parish Council and a number of residents on the

north side of Warren Lane objected to Sheffield City Council's
proposal.

The

Parish

Council

supported

Barnsley

Council's suggestions and considered that residents

Borough
currently

living in Barnsley were unlikely to have any affinity with
residents of Warren Lane who were living opposite them. A
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resident of High Green in Sheffield suggested that Warren Lane
should be left divided and that the boundary should be realigned
to the south side of the A616 to the west of the area.
47. We noted the problems caused by the current boundary and the
difficulties in identifying it.
We agreed with the local
authorities that an amendment to the boundary at Thorncliffe
Industrial Estate, to unite it in Sheffield, was likely to be
conducive to effective and convenient local government.
48.

Whilst noting objections to Sheffield's proposal regarding

Warren lane from residents living on the Barns ley side of the
lane, we considered that the dominant presence of the A616
isolated the area from Barnsley. We also considered it likely
that the residents on both sides of the lane had mutual ties and
noted

that

children

living

in the

area

attended

Sheffield

schools.
49. As the current arrangements appeared likely to give rise to
duplication of services by the local authorities in a number of
areas, we decided to adopt Sheffield City Council's suggestion
as our draft proposal, but amended at the M1 to provide better
boundary definition.
(ii)

Westwood to Deepcar

50.
Sheffield City Council suggested a realignment of the
boundary to the south side of the A616 because the current
boundary was ill-defined and divided industrial premises, in
particular, the British Tissues site at Oughtibridge.
The
realignment would transfer the villages of Howbrook and Bromley
and surrounding farmland into Sheffield. The City Council also
made an alternative suggestion, recognising possible opposition
from the two villages, to utilise streams and minor lanes to
divide the Thorncliffe area and eliminate problems said to be
caused by the boundary south of the salient.
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51. Barnsley Borough Council and Wortley Parish Council opposed
the suggestion. Residents of Howbrook and Bromley also sent a
petition to us expressing their opposition.
52. A resident of High Green made an alternative suggestion
which proposed utilising the eastern side of the A61 as a
boundary and using the River Don to continue as the boundary on
the western side of the salient.
53. Having considered all the submissions we concluded that we
should recommend only minor changes which would respect the
wishes of local people and community ties, and eliminate the
difficulties at Oughtibridge.
54. We decided, therefore, to issue a draft proposal for minimum
change, relating the boundary to a physical feature, as suggested
by Sheffield City Council. This would use the eastern side of
the Stocksbridge/Sheffield railway to provide a readily
identifiable boundary. We made a small number of minor proposals
to unite areas with a rural affinity and adopted within our draft
proposal Barnsley's suggestion for the Westwood roundabout area.
(iii)

Deepcar to Underbank

55. A member of the public suggested realignment of the boundary
to the southern side of the A616 Stocksbridge Bypass to improve
the clarity of the boundary.
We considered however that no
appreciable improvement in effective and convenient local
government was likely to arise from any boundary change in this
area. We therefore took an interim decision to make no proposal.
(iv)

Underbank to Langsett

56. Sheffield City Council suggested realignment of the boundary
to the A616 to transfer Langsett Village to Sheffield, and to
unite Midhopestones village within its authority as the residents
of the area were said to look more towards Sheffield than
13

Barnsley. The City Council also suggested uniting the reservoirs
in Sheffield.
57. Barnsley Borough Council opposed the proposal on the grounds
that the current boundary was satisfactory and reflected
community ties.
Langsett Parish Council and a number of
residents opposed Sheffield's suggestion because it would
transfer the populated part of the parish to Sheffield, leaving
the larger, unpopulated area in Barnsley.
reaffirmed

its

affinity

with

The Parish Council

Barnsley

and

Stocksbridge Town Council also opposed Sheffield's

Penistone.
suggestion.

58. We decided that the reservoirs and associated land should
be united within Sheffield in order to produce a clearly
recognisable boundary. We therefore decided to adopt Sheffield's
suggestion, subject to minor technical changes, as our draft
proposal.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
59.
The letter announcing our draft proposals and interim
decisions was published on 28 September 1990. Copies were sent
to the local authorities concerned and to all those who had made
representations to us. The City of Sheffield, the Metropolitan
Boroughs of Barnsley and Rotherham, the Borough of High Peak,
and the Districts of North East Derbyshire and Derbyshire Dales,
and Derbyshire County Council, were all asked to publish a notice
giving details of our draft proposals and interim decisions and
to post copies of it
customarily displayed.

at

places

where

public

notices

are

RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS

60.

In response to our draft proposals, we received comments

from Sheffield City Council; the Metropolitan Boroughs of
Barnsley and Rotherham; Derbyshire County Council; the Borough
of High Peak; the District of North East Derbyshire; and from the
14

Parish Councils of Harthill with Woodall, Killamarsh, Langsett,
Outseats, Tankersley, Wortley and from Dronfield Town Council.
We also received comments from Mr Harry Barnes MP; Councillor
D J Hunter; the North Derbyshire Health Authority; South
Yorkshire Police; South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive;
Barnsley Chamber of Commerce and Industry; North East Derbyshire
Constituency Labour Party; Ridgeway Primary School; and from over
100 members of the public.
RADICAL CHANGE TO SHEFFIELD'S SOUTHERN BOUNDARIES
The Hope Valley
61. Sheffield City Council, Derbyshire County Council, Outseats
Parish Council and three members of the public/ all supported the
Commission's interim decision to make no proposals affecting the
Hope Valley. In the absence of any opposition, we have therefore
decided to confirm it as final.
Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh
62. Sheffield City Council, Derbyshire County Council,
North
East Derbyshire District Council and Dronfield Town Council, all
supported our interim decision not to incorporate Dronfield,
Eckington and Killamarsh within the Sheffield boundary. We have
therefore decided to confirm it as final.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SHEFFIELD AND NORTH EAST DERBYSHIRE
The Moss Valley and Plumbley
63.

Sheffield City Council objected to our interim decision not

to propose the transfer of the Moss Valley to the City as it
considered the present boundary to be unsatisfactory. It urged
the adoption of its original proposal, to use Moss Brook as an
easily identifiable boundary, on the basis that it already formed
the boundary at Jordanthorpe and Mosborough.
15

64. Derbyshire County Council supported our interim decision not
to propose the transfer of the Moss Valley to Sheffield.
However, it restated its view that the whole of the rural parts
of the Moss Valley should be united in Derbyshire, by the
transfer of the Green Belt area around Plumbley from Sheffield.
Forty residents living in Ridgeway also supported our interim
decision to make no proposals for this area.
65.

Sheffield City Council commented that the area at Plumbley,

referred to by Derbyshire, included a small hamlet which was
connected

only to Mosborough; it maintained that it would be

inappropriate

for residents to be provided with services from

Derbyshire,
It also claimed that the boundary proposed by
Derbyshire did not currently follow a clear physical feature.
66.
We concluded that neither Sheffield nor Derbyshire had
provided any new evidence in support of their respective
proposals for change, neither of which enjoyed local support.
We therefore decided to confirm our interim decision as final.
The Watershed through Jordanthorpe
67. Sheffield City Council supported our interim decision not
/
to transfer the area around Jordanthorpe to North East
Derbyshire. In the absence of any opposition we have decided to
confirm it as final.
Jordanthorpe Substation
68.

Both Sheffield City Council and Derbyshire County Council

supported our draft proposal to unite the substation in Sheffield
to provide an identifiable boundary. We have therefore decided
to confirm our draft proposal as final.
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Lightwood Traffic Training Ground and Bochum Parkway
69. Both Sheffield City Council and Derbyshire County Council
supported our draft proposal to transfer the Lightwood Hospital,
Training Ground and Playing Field to Sheffield. The City Council
suggested these areas should be incorporated in Birley Ward.
Derbyshire County Council endorsed our draft proposal, subject
to the retention of Stoneley Wood in Derbyshire, and did not
object to the proposal for Bochum Parkway (Outer Ring Road
A6102).
70.

Sheffield City Council supported our draft proposal to use

Bochum Parkway (Outer Ring Road A6102) as an identifiable
boundary, with the north side of the Moss Valley remaining in
Derbyshire.
Since there were no substantial objections we
decided to confirm our draft proposal as final subject to the
inclusion of the Hospital and Traffic Training Ground within
Birley Ward which lies immediately to the north of the two sites.
71 .

As Derbyshire County Council had provided no substantial

reason for seeking the inclusion of Stoneley Wood in its area,
we decided to confirm our draft proposal as final, subject to the
inclusion of the Hospital and Training Ground within Birley Ward.
Birley Wood Golf Course
72.

Both Sheffield City Council and Derbyshire County Council

supported our draft proposal to transfer Birley Wood Golf Course
from

Derbyshire

to

Sheffield.

Six

residents

of

Ridgeway

objected. Derbyshire supported the draft proposal on the grounds
of

its

urban

orientation

and

its visual

separation

(by a

prominent ridge) from the Moss Valley.
73.
Additionally, the City Council and the South Yorkshire
Passenger Executive pointed out that the South Yorkshire Light
Rail Transit Act 1988 provided for a tramway to be constructed
from Mosborough to Sheffield. They both sought the transfer of
17

nearby additional land immediately to the east of Whitehouse End,
between White Lane and Birley Lane, to ensure that the tramway
lay entirely within Sheffield.
74.

Derbyshire County Council considered

that, whilst some

adjustment to the boundary would be desirable in the immediate
vicinity of Whitelane End to take account of the tramway, the
additional area proposed by Sheffield was larger than required
and would, at its eastern end, bring the boundary over the ridge
and into the landscape of the Moss Valley.
further

considered

The County Council

that it was premature to propose

further

alterations to the boundary at this point, as the tramway route
had not yet been determined.
75.
As the main users of the golf course were Sheffield
residents, we considered it logical to unite the golf course in
the City, despite opposition from the Ridgeway residents. As the
tramway route had not yet been finalised, we considered it
premature to transfer the additional areas of land suggested by
Sheffield and we therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal
as final.
Ribblesdale Estate, High Lane
76. Both Sheffield City Council and Derbyshire County Council
opposed our draft proposal to transfer the Ribblesdale estate
from Sheffield to Derbyshire.
Sheffield maintained that the
estate had always been part of the Mosborough
Township
development, and made a counter proposal for the Ridgeway area
to be transferred to Sheffield, on the grounds of the close
affinity demonstrated between Ridgeway and the Ribblesdale
Estate. Sheffield commented that the estate was an early phase
in the overall development of Mosborough Township.
Since it
would soon be joined to the rest of the development, the City
Council considered that our proposals would appear quite
arbitrary once adjacent development had been completed, and this
would result in a serious boundary anomaly.
18

77. Local public opinion appeared to favour the transfer of the
Ribblesdale Estate from Sheffield to Derbyshire but did not
demonstrate how this would provide more effective and convenient
local government.
78. We considered that Sheffield had made a convincing case for
leaving the Ribblesdale Estate in the City. We therefore decided
to withdraw our draft proposal and to propose only a small
technical amendment in the area to realign the boundary to•the
rear of properties on the Ribblesdale Estate.
Windmill Greenway
79. Both Sheffield and Derbyshire supported our draft proposal
to unite properties at Windmill Greenway in Sheffield. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Killamarsh
80. Further consideration is given to Killamarsh's boundary with
Rotherham

(including County Dyke and Killamarsh Pond) in the

report of the mandatory review of the Metropolitan Borough of
Rotherham, which will be submitted to you in due course.
SHEFFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH DERBYSHIRE DALES

81 . Sheffield City Council and a member of the public supported
our interim decision to make no proposals to this boundary; in
the absence of any opposition we have therefore decided to
confirm it as final.
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SHEFFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH HIGH PEAK
Howden Moors/Derwent Valley
82.

Sheffield City Council supported our interim decision to

make no proposals for Sheffield's boundary with the Borough of
High Peak.
High Peak Borough Council opposed our interim
decision and suggested that the present National Trust boundary,
which follows the ridge lines fairly closely, and which was
marked on Ordnance Survey maps, would make a better boundary.
83.

We concluded that there would be no significant improvement

in effective and convenient

local government

if the present

boundary were to be realigned and decided to confirm our interim
decision as final.
SHEFFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH BARNSLEY
A616

STOCKSBRIDGE BYPASS

(i)

Warren to Westwood

84.

Sheffield City Council supported our draft proposal

to

realign the boundary to the south side of the A616 (Stocksbridge
Bypass) with an amendment at the Ml to improve clarity.
85. The City Council considered that the Thorncliffe Industrial
Estate should be united in Sheffield because the estate is
central to the economy of Chapeltown. Sheffield commented also
that the A616 closely followed the high land to the north of
Warren Lane and Thorncliffe and that this formed the natural
boundary between Chapeltown/High Green and Tankersley to the
north.
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86. Barnsley Borough Council and Tankersley Parish Council both
opposed the draft proposal, on the grounds that it did not take
local people's wishes into account.
Barnsley also maintained
that the delivery of local government services had effectively
adjusted to the existing boundary.
87. Barnsley strongly opposed the transfer of the Thorncliffe
Industrial Estate into Sheffield on the grounds that it had a
shortage of industrial land with easy access to the M1 and that
the Estate was strategic to the Council's efforts to regenerate
Barnsley's industrial base.
This view was endorsed
Barnsley Chamber of Commerce and Industry.

by the

88. Tankersley Parish Council preferred Barnsley's suggestion,
to realign the boundary along the railway line, to the larger
scale changes proposed by Sheffield.
89.
We also received five letters from residents living in
Warren Lane in Sheffield, two of which suggested an alternative
boundary which would unite Warren Lane within Barnsley.
90.

We received little evidence to suggest that local opinion

favoured
uniting
the
Lane
in
Barnsley;
nor
did
the
representations indicate that this would provide more effective
and convenient local government.
91 . We considered, however, that realignment of the boundary at
the Thorncliffe Industrial Estate would be in the interests of
effective and convenient local government and, as the estate is
central to Chapeltown's economy, it would be logical to unite
it in Sheffield.

We therefore decided to confirm our draft

proposal as final.
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(ii)

Westwood to Deepcar

92. Both Barnsley and Wortley Parish Council supported our draft
proposal to use the eastern side of the Stocksbridge/Sheffield
railway to provide a readily identifiable boundary subject to a
minor realignment.

This would also unite areas with a rural

affinity within Barnsley.
93. Sheffield City Council strongly opposed our draft proposal
and considered that the large area of woodland, most of which lay
within the City boundary, should be united within Sheffield. It
suggested an alignment to incorporate this suggestion. The City
Council repeated its preference for a boundary along the A616
between Westwood and Deepcar, although it stated that another
option would be to follow the A61 and A629 roads, in the area
between Westwood and Deepcar.
94.
Barnsley Borough Council and Wortley Parish Council
supported our draft proposal but suggested the boundary be
realigned along an adjoining field.
95.

We considered that a realignment along the A616 between

Westwood and Deepcar, which was preferred by Sheffield, would
represent large-scale and radical change, and was unnecessary.
We concluded that relatively minor amendments would both
eliminate problems caused by the current boundary and tie it to
physical features. We decided, therefore, to confirm our draft
proposal as final, subject to the minor realignment suggested by
Barnsley and Wortley Parish Council.
(iii)

Deepcar to Underbank

96. Sheffield City Council supported our interim decision not
to amend the boundary between Deepcar and Underbank, and in the
absence of any opposition to our proposal, we decided to confirm
our interim decision as final.
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(iv)
97.

Underbank to Langsett
Sheffield City Council supported the Commission's proposal

to unite Langsett and Underbank reservoirs, and associated land
in Sheffield, together with the other minor boundary

changes

which we had proposed. However, the City Council considered that
the boundary should follow the A616 to Midhope Cliff Lane at
Langsett, rather than the Little Don River, so that Langsett
water treatment works, serving Langsett and Midhope reservoirs,
would be united with the facilities in Sheffield.
98. Barnsley Borough Council welcomed our draft proposal insofar
as it recognised historic ties between Langsett and Penistone,
but objected strongly to uniting the Underbank and Langsett
reservoirs in Sheffield. The Borough Council considered that
there was no evidence that local government services would
benefit from the proposed boundary realignment and commented that
Barnsley and Sheffield had an agreement that Sheffield would be
the enforcing authority for the two reservoirs.
99. The South Yorkshire police commented that, from a policing
point of view, it was "odd" for the filter station serving the
Langsett Reservoir to be in Barnsley, whereas the reservoir would
be wholly in Sheffield.
100. Langsett Parish Council commented that the proposal would
split both the land and buildings of Lower Handbank Farm.
\
101.
We decided that the boundary realignment proposed by
Sheffield City Council was sensible, subject to any views

expressed by the Yorkshire Water Company who owned the reservoir.
The Company later confirmed that the proposed boundary change
would have no significant impact on its operation and therefore
did not oppose Sheffield's suggestion. We have therefore decided
to confirm as final our draft proposal, incorporating the City
Council's amendment at Langsett.
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ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES

102. No substantive variations to existing electoral arrangements
at county or district level follow the Commission's proposed
boundary changes.

The consequences for electoral arrangements,

together with maps illustrating the proposed changes, are listed
at Annex A.
CONCLUSIONS
103.

Our final proposals and decisions on the review of the

boundaries of Sheffield, as described in this report, are
summarised at Annex B and we commend them to you as being apt for
securing effective and convenient local government.
PUBLICATION
104. We are sending a separate letter enclosing copies of this
report to the City of Sheffield, the Metropolitan Boroughs of
Barnsley and Rotherham, Derbyshire County Council and the
District Councils of North East Derbyshire, Derbyshire Dales and
.High Peak, asking them to deposit copies of this report at their
main offices for inspection for a period of six months. They are
also asked to put notices to that effect on public notice boards.
Arrangements have been made for similar notices to appear in the
local press.
The text of the notice will explain that the
Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in this matter and
it now falls to you to make an order implementing the proposals,
if you think fit, though not earlier than six weeks from the date
our final proposals are submitted to you. Copies of this report
are also being sent to all those who received our draft proposals
letter of 28 September 1990 and to those who have made written
representations.
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Signed
G J ELLERTON (Chairman)

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Secretary
7 November 1991
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ANNEX- B

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SHEFFIELD AND NORTH EAST DERBYSHIRE

Jordan thorpe
Substation

Minor boundary
realignment to unite
the substation in
Sheffield

Paragraph 68
Map 1

Lightwood Traffic
Training Ground and
Bochum Parkway

Boundary
realignments to
unite Lightwood
Training Ground in
Sheffield and use
Bochum Parkway as
identifiable
boundary

Paragraph 69
Map 1

Birley Wood Golf
Course

Boundary realignment
to transfer Birley
Wood Golf Course
from Derbyshire in
Sheffield

Paragraph 72
Map 1A

Ribblesdale Estate
High Lane

Technical amendment
to realign the
boundary to the rear
of properties on the
Ribblesdale Estate

Paragraph 76
Map 1B

Windmill Greenway

Minor boundary
realignment to unite
properties at
Windmill Greenway in
Sheffield

Paragraph 79
Map 2

THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SHEFFIELD AND BARNSLEY

A616 STOCKSBRIDGE BYPASS
Warren to Westwood

Westwood to Deepcar

Underbank to
Langsett

Realignment of the
boundary to the
south side of the
A616 between the Ml
and A61 at Westwood
Realignment of the
boundary using the
eastern side of the
Stocksbridge/
Sheffield railway
Realignment of the
boundary to A616 to
transfer Langsett
and Underbank
reservoirs to
Sheffield

Paragraph 84

Map 3

Paragraph 92
Maps 4-6

Paragraph 97
Maps 7-9

