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INTRODUCTION
1.
This report contains our final proposals for the boundaries
of the Metropolitan Borough of Kirklees with the Cities of
Bradford and Leeds and the Borough of High Peak in Derbyshire.
We are not suggesting any radical changes but are making a number
of minor proposals to make the boundary more clearly identifiable
and to remove anomalies. Our recommendations in respect of the
boundaries of Kirklees with Wakefield, Barnsley, Oldham and
Calderdale were contained in our earlier reports, no's 600, 601,
611, and 630 respectively.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE START OF THE REVIEW
2,
On 1 September 1987 we wrote to Kirklees Metropolitan
Borough Council announcing our intention to undertake a review
of Kirklees as part of the mandatory review of West Yorkshire and
its Metropolitan Districts under section 48(1) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
3.
Copies of the letter were sent to the adjoining Metropolitan
Boroughs; to county and district councils bordering the
metropolitan area; to parish councils in Kirklees and the
adjoining districts; to the local authority associations; to
Members of Parliament with constituency interests; to the

headquarters of the main political parties; to the local press,
television and radio stations; and to a number of other
interested persons and organisations.
4.

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.
5.
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
Kirklees1 boundaries 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
6.

In response to our letter of 1 September 1987 we received

submissions

from

Kirklees

Metropolitan

Borough

Council . and

Bradford
and
Leeds
City
Councils.
We
also
received
representations from Councillor Kath Pinnock, East Bierley C.E.
(C) First School and thirty four other members of the public.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS
7. After considering these representations, we published a
consultation letter on 30 May 1990 announcing our draft proposals
and interim decisions for Kirklees.

Copies were sent to the

local authorities concerned and to all those who had made
representations to us. Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council and

Bradford and Leeds City Councils were asked to publish a notice
giving details of our proposals, and to post copies of it at
places where public notices are customarily displayed. They were
also asked to place copies of our letter on deposit for
inspection at their main offices for three months. Comments were
invited by 25 July 1990.

RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS
8. In response to our draft proposals we received representations
from Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council, Bradford and Leeds
City Councils, Derbyshire County Council, the Bradford Chamber
of Commerce,

the Bradford

Conservative

Group, Mrs

Elizabeth

Peacock MP, Mr Bob Cryer MP, Councillors Kath Pinnock, R C Light,
E Durkin and D M Mathews, several local organisations and 1331
letters from local residents.
The Birstall and Birkenshaw
Liberal Democrats forwarded 100 standard forms and we received
100 letters from pupils of the Cleckheaton Music Centre and two
petitions containing a total of 1598 signatures.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS

9. After considering these representations we decided to issue
further draft proposals in respect of Kirklees' boundaries with
Bradford and Leeds.
The letter announcing our further draft
proposals was published on 5 April 1991. Copies were sent to the
local authorities concerned, to other interested parties and to
those persons and bodies who had made representations to us or
had expressed an interest. Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council
and Bradford and Leeds City Councils were asked to publish a
notice giving details of our proposals and to post copies of it
at places where public notices are customarily displayed.

They

were also asked to place copies of our ' letter on deposit for
inspection at their main offices. Comments were invited by 31
May 1991.

RESPONSE TO OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
10. In response to our further draft proposal we received
comments from Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council, Bradford and
Leeds City Councils, West Yorkshire Police Authority, Mrs
Elizabeth Peacock MP, Mr Barry Seal MEP, Councillors Kath
Pinnock, D M Matthews and R C Light and the East Bierley Village
Preservation Society. In addition, 59 local residents wrote to
us and we received 61 pro-forma slips, and 2 petitions signed by
a further 42 local residents.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR ADDITIONAL FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
11 . Having considered the response to our further draft proposals
we decided, before reporting to you, to issue additional further
draft proposals in respect of Kirklees1 boundaries with Bradford
and Leeds. Copies of our letter, which was issued on 21 February
1992, were sent to all those who had received our letter of 5
April 1991 and the local authorities concerned were asked to
ensure it received publicity on the same lines as our further
draft proposal.

Comments were invited by 5 May 1992.

RESPONSE TO OUR ADDITIONAL FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
12. In response to our letter of 21 February 1992 we received
submissions from Kirklees Metropolitan Borough Council, Bradford
and Leeds City Councils, Dewsbury Health Authority, Mr Graham
Riddick MP, Mrs Elizabeth Peacock MP, Councillor Kath Pinnock,
the Head Teacher of Birkenshaw County First School and 18 other
members of the public.

PROPOSALS FOR RADICAL CHANGE

Interim Decision
13. In response to our letter of 1 September 1987, four members
of the public suggested splitting Kirklees into two or more
separate boroughs. The main reason given for these suggestions
was that Huddersfield was felt to be incompatible with the
remaining parts of Kirklees.
14. We considered the suggestions that Kirklees should be split
up into two or more separate districts but felt that there was
little evidence, either to demonstrate that the present
arrangements did not provide for effective and convenient local
government, or to show that there was any strong support locally
for such a change. We therefore took an interim decision to make
no proposal in respect of these suggestions.
Final Proposal
15. Our interim decision to make no proposals for partitioning
Kirklees was opposed by ten members of the public who maintained
that Kirklees was too large and would benefit from being split
into two separate boroughs. The Morley and Leeds Liberal
Democrats suggested that, if the borough was split, any new
authority based on the town of Dewsbury should include the former
Borough of Morley, currently part of the Metropolitan District
of Leeds.
16. Following the announcement of our further draft proposals,
Mr Graham Riddick MP raised again the question of splitting
Kirklees. His main arguments were that people from Huddersfield
had nothing in common with people from Dewsbury and Batley and
the 17 years of "forced cohabitation" had not brought these areas
closer together. Mr Riddick suggested that Kirklees should be
abolished and that a new district of Greater Huddersfield should
be created.

17. We received 60 letters and two petitions, one with
signatures and the other with 55 signatures, supporting
Riddick's proposal, and 9 letters opposing it. Most of those
favour of dividing Kirklees emphasised the difference
character between the north and the south of the borough.
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Many

shared Mr Riddick's view that Kirklees was not providing services
efficiently or that preferential treatment was being given to the
north of the borough. Others felt strongly that Kirklees was too
large and too disparate to succeed as an entity and suffered from
a lack of identity.
18. Of those opposed to a split, most considered that the
services provided by Kirklees were good. Some felt that smaller
authorities would not be viable and could not adequately perform
the functions required of a local authority. Others referred to
the disruption and the cost such a reorganisation would entail.
19. Mr Riddick subsequently informed us of his presentation to
the House of Commons, on 9 March 1992, of a petition with over
8000 signatures, calling for the abolition of Kirklees and the
formation of a new council based on the Huddersfield area.
He also drew our attention to a telephone poll carried out in
1991 by the Huddersfield Daily Examiner Newspaper which, he
claimed, indicated that 14000 Kirklees residents were in favour
of splitting

the Borough.

Two members of the public wrote

directly to us to express a wish to see Kirklees divided into the
former boroughs of Huddersfield and Dewsbury.
20. Kirklees
Metropolitan Council disputed Mr Riddick's
assessment of local feeling, claiming that the 8000 signature
petition was drawn from only a part of the Borough and
represented only 2% of its population.
21 .

The guidelines set down for us by the Department of the

Environment state that proposals for radical change are only
appropriate where we consider that present arrangements clearly
fail to provide effective and convenient local government.

Although

a substantial amount of information was forwarded

about the differences in character between the two areas of
Kirklees, it seemed to us that much was based on historic
differences. Whilst we recognise the views of those wishing to
recreate new authorities based on the former authorities, we do
not feel that firm evidence has been produced that the present
arrangements are clearly failing or that public support for
separation is widespread. In view of this and in the light of our
guidelines, we see no case for radical change which could be both
costly and disruptive. We have therefore decided to confirm our
interim decision as final.

THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN KIRKLEES AND BRADFORD

The M62 Motorway

Draft Proposal
22. Kirklees and Bradford suggested several minor amendments to
the boundary.
23. The existing boundary is close to the M62 and we felt that
the motorway could provide a more clearly identifiable, and
longer lasting, boundary. We recognised that any proposal to use
the motorway as the boundary would involve the transfer of the
communities of Birkenshaw, Oakenshaw and Scholes from Kirklees
to Bradford. However, these communities seemed to have greater
affinities with Bradford than with Kirklees.
We therefore
decided to issue a draft proposal for the realignment of the
Kirklees/Bradford boundary to the motorway.
Further Draft Proposal and Final Proposal
24.

Our draft proposal was supported by the Bradford Chamber of

Commerce, the Bradford Conservative Federation, the Bradford City
Council Conservative Group and ten other members of the public.

However, it was opposed by Kirklees and Bradford Councils, Mrs
Elizabeth Peacock MP, Mr Bob Cryer MP, Councillors R C Light,
Kath Pinnock, E Durkin and D M Matthews and several local
organisations. The Birstall and Birkenshaw Liberal Democrats
forwarded 100 signed leaflets opposing our draft proposal. We
also received 100 letters from pupils of the Cleckheaton Music
Centre and two petitions containing a total of 1598 signatures,
all opposing our draft proposal. A delegation of school children
and councillors presented us with 3780 slips and letters
objecting to the proposal, and letters of objection were received
from 1331 members of the public.
25. We noted the strong opposition to our draft proposal and
were impressed by the evidence provided to us that there, were
strong links between the residents of Birkenshaw, East Bierley,
Scholes and Kirklees. We therefore decided to withdraw that part
of our draft proposal relating to these areas.
Oakenshaw/Whitehall Road
26. We felt, however, that Oakenshaw had closer links with
Bradford than with Kirklees and decided to continue with our
draft proposal to unite Oakenshaw in Bradford. In order to
achieve this, we made a further draft proposal that the boundary
should be realigned eastwards along the Whitehall Road until it
met the M606, and then follow the M606 northwards until it met
the present boundary.
Final Proposal
27. Both Kirklees and Bradford opposed our further
and resubmitted their suggestions for minor
Kirklees welcomed our withdrawal of that part
proposal relating to the use of the M62 for

draft proposal
change only.
of the draft
the boundary.

Kirklees suggested that Oakenshaw was part of the same community
as Scholes, East Bierley and Birkenshaw and that the arguments
that had persuaded us to withdraw our draft proposal to transfer

those villages to Bradford applied equally to Oakenshaw and to
the whole area of Kirklees north of the M62.

Our further draft

proposal was also opposed by Mrs Elizabeth Peacock MP, who had
been contacted by a number of local residents of whom 4 supported
the further draft proposal and 131 opposed it, and by Councillors
Kath Pinnock, D M Matthews and R C Light. As well as opposing the
proposed transfer herself/ and offering an alternative suggestion
for uniting Oakenshaw in Kirklees, Councillor Pinnock submitted
61 pro-forma slips opposing the further draft proposal and
offering suggestions
for alternative realignments to the
boundary.
We also received 45 letters and an eight signature
petition

opposing

our draft proposal.

Five

letters

were

received in support.
28. We noted the considerable opposition to our further draft
proposal. In the light of these clearly expressed views, we
acknowledged that the affinities of the residents of that part
of Oakenshaw currently in Kirklees appeared to lie with
Cleckheaton and the Spen Valley, within Kirklees. We concluded
that it would not be in the interests of effective and convenient
local government to seek to unite Oakenshaw in Bradford.and we
have decided to withdraw that part of our further draft proposal
affecting the M606.
29. We considered various alternative suggestions but concluded
that none were appropriate. We therefore decided to propose no
change

to the existing boundary

which, although

capable

of

improvement, seems to reflect the affinities of the residents of
Oakenshaw.
30. We noted the objections to our further draft proposal in
respect of Whitehall Road, but considered that the proximity of
the larger community of Wyke to the west was such that it must
inevitably exert a considerable influence on residents in this
area. We have therefore decided to confirm our further draft
proposal for Whitehall Road as final, as far as the east side of
Tarn House, subject to an alignment along the north side of the

road and a realignment northwards to follow the eastern curtilage
of Tarn House, to rejoin the existing boundary.
31. We also decided to issue a number of further draft proposals
based on earlier suggestions submitted by Kirklees and Bradford.
Toftshaw Lane
Further Draft Proposal
32.

Kirklees suggested realigning its boundary with Bradford so

as to unite properties split by the current boundary and to
improve highway maintenance. Bradford made an almost identical
suggestion, but excluded Model Farm from the area suggested for
transfer to its authority.
33.

We agreed that Kirklees'

suggestion would unite divided

property and facilitate highway maintenance. We therefore decided
to adopt it as the basis of our further draft proposal, subject
to a small modification to remove a stretch of undefined
boundary.
Final Proposal
34.

Our

further draft proposal

was supported by two local

residents and by the West Yorkshire Police Authority. Bradford
resubmitted its original suggestion which did not involve the
transfer of the Model Farm.

East Bierley Village Preservation

Society opposed the transfer of Model Farm on the grounds that
they wished to preserve the rural environment around East
Bierley.
35. We considered that there was no evidence that Bradford would
be any less effective as the guardian of the rural environment
than Kirklees and, in the absence of any other support for
Bradford's resubmitted suggestion, we have decided to confirm our
further draft proposal as final.
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Tong Cemetery
Further draft proposal
36. Kirklees suggested that Tong Cemetery should be united in
Bradford and an area of derelict land earmarked for development
should be united within Kirklees. Bradford supported this
suggestion for the derelict land, but made no comment concerning
that part of the suggestion relating to Tong Cemetery.
37.

We agreed that it would be logical to unite both areas and

decided

to adopt

Kirklees1

suggestion

as our

further

draft

proposal.
Final proposal
38.

Bradford resubmitted its original suggestion for this area

which made no reference to Tong Cemetery. Kirklees asked that our
further draft proposal be amended to give access to the
development site located to the south east of the Cemetery by
realigning the proposed boundary to the Cemetery side of the
track. Our further draft proposal was supported by the West
Yorkshire Police Authority and by two local residents.
39. We have therefore decided to confirm our further draft
proposal as final, subject to the minor modification to include
in Kirklees the access track to the development site.
Westgate Hill/North View Road
Further draft proposal
40. Kirklees suggested uniting North View Road and properties
divided by the present boundary in Kirklees. Bradford made an
almost identical suggestion.

11

41 . we agreed that it would be sensible to unite the divided
properties in one authority and decided to adopt
suggestion as our further draft proposal.

Kirklees'

Final Proposal
42. Our further draft proposal was supported by West Yorkshire
Police Authority and two local residents. Bradford resubmitted
its original suggestion, which differed from our further draft
proposal only to the extent of adopting a side of road alignment.
Kirklees supported Bradford's resubmitted suggestion.
43. We have received no other representations and have therefore
decided to confirm our further draft proposal as final.
Tong Moor
Further draft proposal
44.

Kirklees suggested realigning its boundary with Bradford so

as to reflect the authorities' ownership of the Moor. Bradford
made a similar suggestion but one that did not unite all the part
of Tong Moor owned by them in Bradford.
45.

We concluded that the boundary in this area should reflect

the ownership of the Moor and decided
suggestion as our further draft proposal.

to adopt

Kirklees'

Additional Further Draft Proposal
46. Our further draft proposal was supported by the West
Yorkshire Police Authority and by one member of the public. It
was opposed by both Kirklees and Bradford who considered that the
whole of Tong Moor should be within Kirklees. Bradford commented
that our further draft proposal would result in the two
authorities exchanging land ownerships. Opposition to our further
draft proposal was also expressed by a local councillor, East

12

Bierley Village Preservation Society, a member of the public and
by the residents of North View Road and other roads abutting the
Moor who submitted a 34 signature petition. All the respondents
commented that the Moor should be united in Kirklees. The local
councillor stated that Tong Moor was used mainly by Kirklees
residents and that access to properties on the moor was from that
authority. A member of the public pointed out that Tong Moor
formed a clean break between Bradford and Kirklees.
47. We also received a suggestion for a more major realignment,
to follow Westgate Street and the Drighlington by-pass as far as
Gildersome, in Leeds. However, we noted that this would transfer
a significant number of Bradford residents and an area of land
currently in Leeds to Kirklees. In the absence of any obvious
benefits in terms of effective and convenient local government,
we concluded that such a major realignment would not be
justified.
48. In the light of the representations

received, we decided to

withdraw that part of our further draft proposal for the north
western part of the Moor and to consider the alternative
realignment suggested by Kirklees, Bradford and by local
residents. We agreed that their suggested realignment, to follow
the rear of properties on the south side of Thorndene Way, would
unite Tong Moor in Kirklees and provide a clear boundary and
decided to adopt it as our additional further draft

proposal,

subject to a modification to unite with the Moor a further small
area of land to the north of the present boundary.
Final Proposal
49. There was no opposition to our further draft proposal
affecting the south eastern part of Tong Moor and we decided to
confirm that part of our further draft proposal as final.
50.

We

received

support

for

our

additional

further

draft

proposal from Kirklees, Bradford, Mrs Elizabeth Peacock MP, and
13

three members of the public. Dewsbury Health Authority also
indicated that it had no objections.
51 . We received no other representations and have decided to
confirm our additional further draft proposal as final.

THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN KIRKLEES AND LEEDS
The M62 Motorway
Draft proposal
52. Kirklees and Leeds both suggested amending the boundary in
the vicinity of the M62 motorway so as to unite an industrial
development in Kirklees.
53.

We agreed that it would be in the interests of effective and

convenient local government to unite the industrial development
in Kirklees and decided to endorse the joint suggestion as our
draft proposal, subject to the proposed new boundary
aligned to the northern side of the motorway.

being

Final proposal
54.

Kirklees supported our draft proposal. Leeds withdrew its

earlier support for the proposal and opposed it on the grounds
that the area which had historically formed the former Borough
of Morley should not be divided between authorities and that
Leeds should retain some planning control over development on the
Kirklees side of the boundary. The Morley Civic Society also
objected on historical grounds.
55. Although Leeds had referred to planning control arguments,
we concluded that no convincing evidence had been provided as to
why the site should not be united. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft proposal as final.
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Birkby Brow Wood
Draft proposal
56. Kirklees suggested realigning its boundary
warehouse and milk depot in Kirklees.
57.

to unite a

We agreed that it would be in the interests of effective and

convenient local government to unite these properties in Kirklees
and decided to adopt Kirklees suggestion as our draft proposal.
Final proposal
58. Kirklees and Leeds supported our draft proposal.
We
received no other representations and have decided to confirm it
as final.
Lower Mill
Draft proposal
59. Kirklees suggested amending the boundary to unite the hamlet
of Lower Mill in Leeds.
60.

We felt that as the greater part of the Lower Mill was

already in Leeds it would be logical to unite it within that
authority.

We decided therefore to adopt Kirklees' suggestion

as our draft proposal, incorporating a minor modification to
improve clarity.
Final proposal
61. Both Kirklees and Leeds supported our draft proposal. We
received no other representations and have decided to confirm it
as final.
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Lady Anne Mills
Draft Proposal
62. Kirklees suggested realigning the boundary so as to unite
the Lady Anne Mills industrial complex in Kirklees.
63.

We considered that as the greater part of the industrial

complex together with its access already lay in Kirklees, it
would be logical

to unite the complex within Kirklees.

We

decided therefore to adopt Kirklees' suggestion as our draft
proposal, incorporating a minor modification to improve clarity.
Final proposal
64.

Both Kirklees and Leeds supported our draft proposal.

We

received no other representations and have decided to confirm it
as final.
Quarry Lane
Draft Proposal
65. Kirklees suggested realigning the boundary to avoid the need
for jointly rated properties and to unite an industrial estate
in Leeds. Leeds made an alternative suggestion which would bring
all industrial and tipping activity based on Quarry Lane within
Leeds.
66. We considered that Kirklees' suggestion would solve the
problems caused by split properties and provide an easily
identifiable boundary whereas Leeds' suggestion appeared to take
in an unnecessarily large area of land and to provide a less
satisfactory boundary. We decided therefore to adopt Kirklees'
suggestion as our draft proposal, but using the Lady Anne Dyke
as

the

boundary

to

eliminate extensive

boundary.
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lengths

of

defaced

Final Proposal
67. Kirklees supported our draft proposal. Leeds opposed it and
asked for its original suggestion to be adopted. The Morley Civic
Society objected to our draft proposal on historical grounds.
68. Leeds produced no new evidence to support its original
suggestion.
As our draft proposal provides, in our view, a
better boundary than that suggested by Leeds we have decided to
confirm it as final.
69.

In view of our decision to withdraw part of our draft

proposal to use the M62 as the Kirklees/Bradford boundary
(paragraph 25), we reconsidered suggestions put to us in respect
of the Kirklees/Leeds/Bradford boundary, in the vicinity of
Hodgson Lane and the proposed Drighlington by-pass, which had
been superseded by the M62 proposal. Our proposals are set out
below.
Hodgson Lane in the vicinity of Hill Top Farm
Further draft proposal
70. Both Kirklees and Leeds suggested uniting Hodgson Lane in
Kirklees.
71.

We noted that the existing boundary crosses and recrosses

the lane and considered that it would be logical for this section
of the highway to be within one authority. We therefore decided
to adopt the suggestion as our further draft proposal.
Our final proposal
72. Our further draft proposal was supported by Kirklees, Leeds,
the West Yorkshire Police Authority and two local residents. We
received no other representations and have decided to confirm it
as final.
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Proposed Drighlington by-pass
Further draft proposal
73.

Both Kirklees and Leeds suggested realigning the boundary

in this area to the
Drighlington by-pass.

southern

perimeter

of

the

proposed

74. We concluded that as the route of the by-pass had been fixed
it was logical to use it as the boundary in this area. We
therefore decided to adopt the suggestion as our further draft
proposal.
Additional further draft proposal
75. Both Kirklees and Leeds supported our further draft proposal
but supported the request from a local resident that the proposed
realignment be modified to unite his land in one authority. We
consequently decided to adopt as our additional further draft
proposal a realignment to unite a landholding east of Field Head
Lane in Leeds.
Final Proposal
76. Four residents of Newcastle Close opposed our further draft
proposal on the grounds that they would be transferred to Leeds
whilst their affinities lay with Kirklees.
realigning the boundary along Whitehall Road.

They

suggested

77. Following the issue of our additional further draft proposal
representations opposing our earlier further draft proposal were
received from Mrs Elizabeth Peacock, MP, who wrote to us on
behalf of four local residents and the Headteacher of a local
school. We also received letters from the residents themselves
and from nine other local residents all of whom expressed their
opposition to our further draft proposal. The main thrust of the
opposition to our proposal for this area centred on the perceived
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effect on local education facilities and what was considered to
be a greater local affinity with Kirklees than with Leeds.
78. Two members of the public residing in Field Head Lane
opposed our additional further draft proposal on the grounds that
it would realign the boundary around their property, thus
transferring it from Kirklees to Leeds.
79. We considered the suggestion submitted by the residents of
Newcastle Close, but concluded that it would not provide a clear
boundary or be in the interests of effective and convenient local
government. The rights of parents to send their children to the
school of their choice have been strengthened by recent court
judgements which have established that local authorities cannot
give priority to their own residents in allocating places where
schools are over-subscribed. They can, however, give priority to
those who live nearest or who have a brother or sister at the
school.
80.

The completion of the Drighlington by-pass has created a

distinct boundary between the communities of Drighlington and
Birkenshaw.
Whilst we recognise the residents' views, we
consider that the by-pass is a more appropriate and more clearly
identifiable boundary.
81. We also believe that the minor modification contained in our
additional further draft proposal realigns the boundary to strong
physical features and, while we have noted the objections which
we have received, we do not believe it to be in the interests of
effective
and
convenient local
government for
adjacent
residential properties in Field Head Lane to be served by two
local authorities.
82. We have therefore decided to confirm as final our further
draft proposal and our additional further draft proposal, subject
to an amendment to realign the boundary to the northern side of
the M62.
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THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN KIRKLEES AND HIGH PEAK
Interim Decision
83.

No submissions were received in respect of this boundary.

We noted that it was a moorland boundary and considered that
little would be achieved in terms of effective and convenient
local government by proposing any amendment. We therefore decided
to issue an interim decision to make no proposals for this area.
Final Proposal
84. Both Kirklees and Derbyshire supported our interim decision
to make no proposals for change to this boundary. We have
received no other representations and have decided to confirm it
as final.

ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES, ANNEXES AND MAPS
85. The maps at Annex A to this report illustrate the proposed
new boundaries, and the schedule at Annex B explains the
consequential changes to borough, county and district electoral
arrangements.

CONCLUSIONS
86.

We believe that our final proposals, which are summarised

in Annex C to this report, are in the interests of effective and
convenient local government, and we commend them to you.

20

PUBLICATION
87.

A separate letter is being sent to the Boroughs of Kirklees

and High Peak, the Cities of Bradford and Leeds and Derbyshire
County Council, asking them to deposit copies of this report at
their main offices for inspection for a period of six months.
They are also being asked to put notices to that effect on public
notice boards. Arrangements have been made for similar notices
to be inserted in the local press. The text of the notice will
explain that the Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in
this matter and that 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, with the maps attached at Annex
A illustrating the proposed changes, are being sent to all those
who received our draft, further draft and additional further
draft proposals letters of 30 May 1990, 5 April 1991 and 21
February 1992, and to those who made written representations to
us.
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Signed:

K F J ENNALS (Chairman)

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

PROFESSOR K YOUNG

R D COMPTON

Secretary to the Commission
4 June 1992

ANNEX A

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
COUNTY BOUNDARY REVIEW

KIRKLEES MB
AFFECTING CITY OF BRADFORD AND CITY OF LEEDS

FINAL PROPOSALS

Existing County Boundary
——^
Proposed County Boundary — — —

Produced by Ordnance Survey for the
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
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ANNEX B

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
Map
No.

Area
Ref.

To

From

Kirklees MB
Cleckheaton Word

City of Bradford
Wyke Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Word

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstoll and Birkenshaw Ward

B
D

Kirklees MB
Birstall ond Birkenshaw Ward

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

A
C

City of Bradford
Tong Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Word

Kirklees MB
Birstall ond Birkenshow Ward

City o( Bradford
Tong Ward

City of Leeds
Morley North Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

2
R

A
4

C E

5

- 6

A

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
Map
No.

7

Area
Ref

9

To

B
D

City of Leeds
Morley South Ward

Kirklees MB
Batley East Ward

c

Kirklees MB
Batley East Ward

City of Leeds
Morley South Ward

Kirklees MB
Batley East Ward

City of Leeds
Morley South Ward

A

8

From

A
C
C

A

City of Leeds
Morley South Ward
City of Leeds
Morley South Ward

City of Bradford
Tonq Ward

Kirklees MB
Batley East Ward
Kirklees MB
Batley East Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshow Ward

10
City of Leeds
Morley North Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

City of Leeds
Morley North Ward

City of Leeds
Morley North Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward

City of Leeds
Morley North Ward

1

B

12

B

City of Leeds
Morley North Ward

Kirklees MB
Birstall and Birkenshaw Ward
*

ANNEX C
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES BETWEEN THE METROPOLITAN
BOROUGH OF KIRKLEES, THE CITIES OF BRADFORD AND LEEDS, AND THE
BOROUGH OF HIGH PEAK IN DERBYSHIRE
BOUNDARY BETWEEN KIRKLEES AND BRADFORD
to
realign
the
boundary to the
north
side
of
Whitehall Road as
far as Tarn House
then to follow the
eastern curtilage
of
Tarn
House
northwards to join
the
existing
boundary.

Para 30
Maps 1

Toftshaw Lane

to
realign
the
boundary
around
the southern and
eastern sides of
Model
Farm
and
then
along
the
soth
side
of
Toftshaw Lane to
join the existing
boundary
at
Toftshaw
Moor
Side.

Para 35
Maps 2 and 3

Tong Cemetery

To realign" the
boundary along the
s ou t h e m
and
eastern sides of
the cemetery
to
the Bradford Road
and then eastwards
to
meet
the
existing boundary.

Para 39
Map 4

Westgate hill
to
North View Road

To
realign
the
b o u n d a r y
northwards across
Bradford Road to
Westgate
Hill
Street,
then
eastwards as shown
to the junction
with North View
Road,
then
southwards to join
the
existing
boundary.

Para 43
Map 4

Whitehall Road
to
Tarn House

Tong Moor

To
realign
the
boundary along the
rear of properties
in Thorndene Way,
then southwards as
shown to join the
existing boundary.

Para 51
Map 5

BOUNDARY BETWEEN KIRKLEES AND LEEDS
M62 Motorway

To
realign
the
boundary to the
northern side of
the motorway.

Para 55
Map 12

Birkby Brow Wood

To
realign
the
boundary as shown
to
include
a
warehouse and milk
depot in Kirklees.

Para 58
Map 6

Lower Mill

To
realign
the
boundary as shown
to
unite
the
Hamlet of Lower
Mill in Leeds.

Para 61
Map 7

Lady Anne Mills

To
realign
the
boundary as shown
to
unite
the
industrial complex
in Leeds.
To
realign
the
boundary as shown
to
unite
an
industrial estate
in Leeds.

Para 63
Map 7

Hodgson Lane

To
realign
the
boundary as shoen
to unite Hodgson
Lane in Kirklees.

Para 72
Maps 10 and 11

Drighlington
By-Pass

To
realign
the
boundary as shown
to the southern
side of the ByPass,
around
property in Field
Head Lane, then
eastwards
along
the northern side
of the M62.

Para 82
Maps 11 and 12

Quarry Lane

Para 68
Maps 8 and 9

