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INTRODUCTION
1 . On 1 September 1987, we wrote to Stockport Metropolitan
Borough Council announcing our intention to undertake a review
of Stockport, as part of our review of the Metropolitan County
of Greater Manchester and its Metropolitan Districts under
section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972. Copies of our
letter were sent to the adjoining Metropolitan District Councils,
to the County and District Councils bordering the Metropolitan
County; to Parish Councils in 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 and statutory
undertakers which might have an interest, as well as to the
English Tourist Board, the local press and the local television
and radio stations serving the area.
2. The Metropolitan District Councils were requested, in cooperation as necessary with the other principal authorities, to
assist us in publicising the start of the review by inserting a
notice for two successive weeks in local newspapers so as to give
a wide coverage in the areas concerned.

The Councils were also

asked to ensure that our consultation letter was drawn to the
attention of those involved with services such as the police and
the administration of justice.
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3.

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

allowed for all local authorities, including those in the
surrounding districts, and any person or body interested in the
review, to send us their views on whether changes to the borough
boundary were desirable and, if so, what those changes should be
and how they would serve the interests of effective and
convenient local government, the criterion laid down in the Act.
4.

This report concerns Stockport's boundaries with Tameside,

and with High Peak in Derbyshire and Macclesfield in Cheshire.
We have given separate consideration to Stockport's remaining
boundary, with Manchester, as part of our review of the City of
Manchester's boundaries, and shall be reporting our conclusions
at a later date.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US
5.

In response to our letter of 1 September 1987, we received

representations from the Metropolitan Boroughs of Stockport and
Tameside, Derbyshire County Council, Cheshire County Council,
High Peak Borough Council and Macclesfield Borough Council. We
also received representations from Disley Parish Council,
Poynton-with-Worth Parish Council, the Werneth Low Residents'
Association, the Disley Conservatives, Mr Nicholas R Winterton
MP, two local councillors and over 200 members of the public.
6.

We consider that, taken as a whole, the present area of

Stockport

is apt for securing effective and convenient local

government and we have decided to propose no major change to its
boundaries. Our proposals relate only to the minor realignments
described in this report.

SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE AND OUR INITIAL CONSIDERATION
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND TAMESIDE
(a) Reddish Lane/Thornley Lane North/Thornley Lane South
7.

Tameside suggested minor side of road realignments along

Reddish Lane, Thornley Lane North and Thornley Lane South, to
facilitate highway maintenance and to transfer a small group of
houses from Stockport to Tameside. Tameside commented that road
access to those houses on Thornley Lane South could only be
gained from its authority.
Stockport submitted an identical
suggestion in respect of the houses on Thornley Lane South but
made no suggestion in respect of Reddish Lane or Thornley Lane
North.
8.

We received letters from seven residents, together with a

petition bearing fifty six signatures, objecting to the transfer
of the houses on Thornley Lane South to Tameside, on the grounds
that Stockport provided better services and charged lower rates.
9.
We considered the suggestions received from the two
authorities and concluded that it would be in the interests of
effective and convenient local government to unite the properties
on Thornley Lane South in Tameside, and to move the boundary to
the eastern side of the railway line.

We therefore decided to

adopt Tameside's suggestion for Reddish Lane, Thornley Lane North
and Thornely Lane South as our draft proposal, subject to an
amendment to avoid creating a section of undefined boundary.
(b)

River Tame

10.

Stockport and Tameside both suggested the realignment of the

existing boundary to follow the centre of the River Tame, so as
to provide an

easily identifiable boundary and

to end

the

isolation of pockets of land on the opposite side of the river
from the authority in whose administrative area they fall.

11 . We accepted the case put forward by the two authorities and
decided to adopt their suggestion as our draft proposal.
(c) Werneth Low
12.

Tameside suggested the realignment of its boundary with

Stockport in the Werneth Low area, tying the boundary to firm
ground detail and transferring
either

Tameside

or

several areas of open land to

Stockport,

and

facilitating

highway

maintenance.
Stockport submitted a similar suggestion, but
excluded Woodley Bank from the areas to be transferred. However,
in the light of concern expressed by residents of the area
affected, Stockport subsequently withdrew its suggestion in its
entirety.
We also received three letters from residents
objecting to Tameside's and Stockport's suggestions.
13.

We noted that the existing boundary cuts across open fields

and that Tameside's suggestion would tie the boundary to clearly
defined features.
We therefore decided to adopt Tameside's
suggestion as our draft proposal subject to the exclusion of
Woodlen Bank, in view of the apparent affinity which the
residents of that area claimed to have with Stockport.
(d)

Gigg Brook

14.

Tameside suggested realigning its boundary with Stockport

in the vicinity of Gigg Brook, so as to transfer a number of farm
buildings to its area.
Stockport submitted an identical
suggestion, but subsequently withdrew it as a result of
objections from residents of "the area.
We also received
representations from two local residents; one opposed the
transfer while the other supported it, on the grounds that the
area could be better serviced from Tameside.
15.

We noted

that access

to the area and the properties

concerned was from Tameside, and concluded that it would be in
the interests of effective and convenient local government to

transfer the area to that authority. We therefore decided to
adopt Tameside's suggestion as our draft proposal, subject to two
minor amendments to tie the boundary to firm ground detail.
THE BOUNDARIES BETWEEN STOCKPORT, HIGH PEAK AND MACCLESFIELD
Disley
16.

In our Report Number 562, reporting on our review of

Cheshire, we indicated that we would defer consideration of the
suggestions we had received affecting Newtown and the Parish of
Disley until they could be considered together, in the context
of this Review of Greater Manchester. We have now considered
these suggestions in the context of this review.
(e)

The Parish of Disley

17. The Stockport Family Practitioner Committee suggested the
realignment of the boundary to transfer the Parish of Disley from
Macclesfield to Stockport, on the grounds that residents of the
area use Stockport*s health service facilities and that they have
closer geographical links with Stockport.
18.
We noted the geographical location of Disley, between
Stockport and High Peak on a commuter corridor out of Manchester,
and

its comparative remoteness

from Macclesfield.

However,

notwithstanding these transport links, we felt that its residents
still seemed to have a strong affinity with Cheshire.
Accordingly, we took an interim decision to make no proposal in
respect of the transfer of the parish to Stockport.
(f)

High Lane

19.

Stockport suggested the realignment of the boundary in the

vicinity of Light Alders Lane, to unite the residential area
known as High Lane in Stockport.
Macclesfield opposed the
suggestion, on the grounds that the result of a survey of

residents had shown that a large majority wished to remain in its
authority. As an alternative, Macclesfield suggested realigning
the boundary to property curtilages. Two residents of the area
wrote to us in support of Stockport's suggestion; eight other
residents opposed it.
20. We agreed with Stockport that the existing boundary between
High Lane and Disley is anomalous and represents an artificial
divide between the two parts of what apears to be a single
residential area.

While noting that the proposed A6(M) Motorway

might to an extent isolate High Lane from the rest of Stockport,
we still felt that the area as a whole would continue to look
more towards Stockport than Macclesfield. We therefore decided
to adopt Stockport's suggestion in principle, but to propose a
realignment along the northern edge of the railway line and to
the side of Light Alders Lane, in order to provide a technically
better boundary.
We accordingly^ decided to adopt a draft
proposal to that effect.
(g)

The Newtown Area

21. Derbyshire County Council suggested the realignment of its
boundary with Cheshire at Newtown, so as to unite the village of
Newtown in Derbyshire.
22.

High Peak Borough

Council supported the suggestion but

proposed that it be extended so that the entire Parish of Disley,
with the exception of the residential estate at High Lane, be
transferred to High Peak.
Both the Derbyshire and High Peak
suggestions were opposed by Cheshire County Council, Macclesfield
Borough Council, Disley Parish Council, Mr Nicholas Winterton MP,
the
Macclesfield
Conservative
Association,
the
Disley
Conservatives, a local Councillor and 213 residents, on the
general grounds that the existing boundary had caused no problems
in relation to the provision of services, and that the suggestion
would produce no obvious improvements which would benefit the
local communities.

23. We considered the suggestions submitted by Derbyshire and
High Peak but did not feel that sufficient evidence had been
produced to justify a boundary change in this area. We therefore
took an interim decision to make no proposals in respect of
Newtown.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND MACCLESFIELD
(a)

Stanley Green Playing Field

24. Stockport suggested the realignment of its boundary in the
vicinity of the Stanley Green Playing Fields, to unite the
Macclesfield-owned playing fields in that authority and to
provide a more clearly defined boundary in the area of an
adjacent industrial estate. However, Macclesfield submitted an
alternative suggestion which, in addition to uniting the playing
fields, would also transfer a substantial part of the industrial
estate to its authority.
25. We noted that the existing boundary bisects the playing
fields and splits factory units in the industrial estate. While
noting that both suggestions would rectify the playing fields
anomaly and provide a clearer boundary, we considered that
Stockport's suggestion would be less disruptive.
decided

to adopt

it as our

draft proposal,

We therefore

subject

to an

amendment to remove a section of defaced boundary.
(b) River Dean - Red Brook - Woodford
26. Stockport, supported by Macclesfield, suggested realigning
its boundary with Macclesf ield, to follow the River Dean and Red
Brook in the vicinity of Woodford Aerodrome, so as to unite Lumb
Farm and adjoining fields in Macclesfield.
27.

We noted that the use of the River Dean and Red Brook would

provide a clear boundary in this area.

We therefore decided to

adopt Stockport*s suggestion as our draft proposal, subject to

amendments in two areas, to avoid the boundary's encroachment
into the aircraft factory at Woodford Aerodrome.
(c)

Chester Road - Woodford Road

28.

Stockport suggested the realignment of its boundary with

Macclesfield in the vicinity of Chester Road and Woodford Road,
in order to unite in Macclesfield properties currently split by
the existing
suggestion,

boundary.

Macclesfield

submitted an identical

which was supported by Poynton-with-Worth

Parish

Council.
29. We noted that the existing boundary is unsatisfactory and
considered that uniting the split properties in Macclesfield
would be in the interests of effective and convenient

local

government. We therefore decided to adopt Stockport's suggestion
as our draft proposal, subject to a side of road alignment.
(d)

Norbury Brook

30.
Stockport
suggested realigning
its boundary with
Macclesfield to follow the Norbury Brook with a minor exception,
in the vicinity of Fernlea, where access appears to be wholly
from

Stockport.

The effect of the suggestion

would

be to

transfer to Macclesfield the Brookside Nurseries and the caravan
site at Norbury Hollow.
31 . We acknowledged that, with the exception of Fernlea, access
to the area is from Macclesfield. We therefore decided to adopt
Stockport's suggestion as our draft proposal.
(e) Strines Road
32.

A member of the public suggested the realignment of the

boundary in the vicinity of Strines Road and the transfer of four
houses from Macclesfield to Stockport, on the grounds that the

dwellings are isolated from those in the remainder of the road,
which are already in Stockport.
33. We accepted the principle of the suggestion which we agreed
would be in the interests of effective and convenient local
government. We therefore decided to issue a draft proposal to
realign the boundary to follow Strines Road and the curtilages
of the four properties, uniting them in Stockport.
(f) Poynton
34. The Stockport Family Practitioner Committee suggested
the realignment of the boundary in this area, so as to transfer
Poynton from Macclesfield to Stockport, on the grounds that
residents of the area use Stockport health service facilities and
that the area is more geographically linked to Stockport than to
Macclesfield. Poynton-with-Worth Parish Council objected to the
suggestion, as did two residents.
35. We considered the suggestion but felt that Poynton is likely
to have more affinity with Cheshire than with Greater Manchester.
We therefore took an interim decision to make no proposal in
respect of the transfer of Poynton.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND HIGH PEAK IN DERBYSHIRE
(a) Strines and Strines Station
36. Stockport suggested the realignment of its boundary with
High Peak in the area of Strines Station, the effect of which
would be to transfer a factory and farm from High Peak to
Stockport. Derbyshire County Council objected to the suggestion,
on the grounds that the area has a strong historical association
with Derbyshire and that part of it would form an important
access point on a future recreational route linking the Etherow
and Goyt Valleys.
As an alternative, the County Council
suggested minor realignments of the boundary, to follow the River

Goyt, thereby transferring to Stockport some agricultural land
which had no access from Derbyshire.
37.

We considered

that the area in the vicinity of Strines

Station appeared to be part of Strines, and that it would be in
the interests of effective and convenient local government for
it to be united in Stockport.
Stockport's

suggestion

We therefore decided to adopt

as our draft proposal,

subject to an

amendment to make better use of ground detail.
(b)

Brook Bottom-High Cliff-Shaw Farm

38. Stockport suggested the realignment of its boundary with
High Peak in the vicinity of Brook Bottom, so uniting the
community of Brook Bottom in High Peak and transferring Shaw Farm
to that authority.

High Peak suggested extending Stockport's

suggestion, to encompass High Cliff and Lower Cliffe.

Derbyshire

County Council submitted an identical suggestion to Stockport's.
In relation to High Peak's suggestion, it commented that High
Cliff and Lower Cliffe look more to Stockport.
39. We agreed that the Brook Bottom area appeared to look more
to High Peak than Stockport but felt that the additional areas
sought by High Peak seemed to relate more to Stockport.

We

therefore decided to adopt Stockport's suggestion as our draft
proposal, subject to a minor amendment to make better use of
ground detail.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS
40.
The letter announcing our draft proposals and interim
decisions was published on 31 January 1990. Copies were sent to
the

local

authorities

concerned

and to all

those who made

representations to us. The Metropolitan Boroughs of Stockport
and Tameside, the Boroughs of Macclesfield and High Peak and
Derbyshire and Cheshire County Councils were asked to publish a
notice giving details of our decisions and to post copies of it
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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 a period of eight weeks.
Comments were invited by 2 April 1990.
RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS/INTERIM DECISIONS
OUR PROPOSALS AND DECISIONS
41. In response to our letter of 31 January 1990, we received
comments from the Metropolitan Boroughs of Stockport and
Tameside, the Boroughs of High Peak and Macclesfield, Derbyshire
and Cheshire County Councils, the Greater Manchester Police, the
Disley Residents Action Group, Disley Parish Council, Poyntonwith-Worth Parish Council, Mr Nicholas Winterton MP and a local
Councillor. We also received further comments from members of
the public, mainly residents of the Disley and High Lane areas,
as well as of Gigg Brook and Strines. Late representations were
received from the Disley Conservatives and Sir Thomas Arnold MP,
who enclosed forms signed by 47 residents of the area, and the
Werneth Low Residents Association, which submitted a 30 signature
petition.45.
42.

As required by section 60(2) of the Local Government Act

1972, we have carefully considered all the representations made
to us and set out below our final and further proposals.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND TAMESIDE
(a)

Reddish Lane/Thornley Lane North/Thornley Lane South

43. Stockport and Tameside both supported our draft proposal for
realignments along the above-mentioned roads and the transfer of
a small group of houses from Stockport to Tameside.

We have

therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
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(b) River Tame
44.

Stockport and Tameside both supported our draft proposal to

realign the boundary to follow the centre of the River Tame.
have therefore decided to confirm it as final.
(c)

We

Werneth Low

45. Stockport opposed our draft proposal to realign the boundary
in the vicinity of Werneth Low, which would transfer

several

areas to either Tameside or Stockport and would in our view
facilitate highway maintenance. Stockport re-affirmed its view
that the boundary in this area should remain unchanged. Tameside
supported our draft proposal but also sought the transfer of
Woodley Bank to its authority, as it had originally suggested,
on the grounds that Woodley Bank has no historical ties with
Stockport.
We also received objections against Tameside's
suggestion for the transfer of Woodley Bank from two residents,
on the grounds that the Council's record on protecting the Green
Belt was inferior to Stockport's.
46.

We took the view that the existing boundary was clearly

unsatisfactory and could not be left unchanged. However, we did
not consider

that Tameside had provided any new evidence to

justify the inclusion of Woodley Bank in the area proposed for
transfer.
We have therefore decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.
(d)

Gigg Brook

47.

Our draft proposal to transfer a number of farm buildings

from Stockport to Tameside was supported by Tameside and by two
local residents. It was opposed by Stockport, which re-affirmed
its view that the boundary in this area should remain unchanged.
We also received objections from the Werneth Low Residents'
Association and six individual residents. The objectors claimed
to have no affinity with Tameside, and several suggested the use
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of Werneth Low Road as an alternative boundary. A further letter
from a resident, requesting us to reconsider our draft proposal,
was forwarded by Sir Thomas Arnold MP.
The Werneth Low
Residents' Association submitted a petition opposed to change
bearing 30 signatures.
48.

We noted that the area concerned is closer to the built up

area of Blackbower in Tameside than it is to the areas of Cherry
Tree or Compstall in Stockport. We further noted that the owner
of one of the farms in the area, who supported our draft
proposal, had indicated that access to the area is from Tameside.
We considered the suggestion that the Weneth Low Road should be
adopted as the boundary. However, we observed that the effect
of this would be to transfer to Stockport some properties south
of the road which appear to have more affinity with Tameside.
In view of this, we have decided to confirm our draft proposal
as final.
THE BOUNDARIES BETWEEN STOCKPORT, HIGH PEAK AND MACCLESFIELD
(e)

The Parish of Disley

49.

Our interim decision to make no proposal to transfer Disley

to Stockport

was supported by Macclesfield, Cheshire County

Council, Disley Parish Council and Mr Nicholas Winterton MP. In
the absence of objections, we have decided to confirm our interim
decision as final.
(f)

High Lane

50. Stockport and the Greater Manchester Police supported our
draft proposal to unite High Lane in Stockport. However, the
Greater Manchester Police suggested moving the proposed boundary
to the southern side of the railway line, for ease of access in
the event of a major disaster. Our draft proposal was opposed
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by Macclesfield, Cheshire County Council, Disley Parish Council,
Mr Nicholas Winterton MP, a local councillor and 45 residents of
the area.
51 .

Macclesfield stated that the properties concerned are no

closer to that part of High Lane which is in Stockport than to
Disley, and that there would be no improvement in services if the
transfer took place. It also requested a local meeting prior to
confirmation of the draft proposal. Cheshire County Council felt
that the wishes of the residents to remain in Macclesfield should
be paramount, and also sought a local meeting.

Disley Parish

Council made a similar point in respect of Disley residents,
stating that they would lose the benefit of a parish council if
the transfer took place.
52.

We were aware of the views of the residents of the area when

our draft proposal was formulated, and did not consider that any
new evidence would be provided through the medium of a local
meeting.
53. We were in little doubt that the existing boundary in this
area is anomalous; it is defaced for virtually its entire length,
running through property curtilages and splitting dwellings. It
also divides what is clearly a single residential community which
looks to Stockport, splitting streets between a metropolitan
borough and shire county.
54.
Our guidelines from the Secretary of State (set out in
Department of the Environment Circular 20*/86 in the case of
metropolitan reviews) advise us that special care is required in
considering changes to the outer boundaries of the metropolitan
counties/

because the distribution of functions is different

within and without those boundaries.

In the light of this

guidance, we take the view that, in terms of the provision of
local authority and associated services, the current division of
the High Lane community cannot be conducive to effective and
convenient local government. Accordingly, in the absence of any
14

new justification for not uniting High Lane in Stockport, we have
decided to confirm our draft proposal, subject to adoption of the
suggestion submitted by the Greater Manchester Police.
(g)

Newtown

55. Our interim decision was supported by Macclesfield, Cheshire
County Council, Disley Parish Council, Mr Nicholas Winterton MP,
a local councillor and 16 residents of the area. However, it was
opposed by Derbyshire County Council and High Peak, both of which
claimed that uniting the village of Newtown in Derbyshire would
be in the interests of effective and convenient local government.
High Peak repeated its previous assertion that, from a transport
and highway maintenance point of view, it would be better if
Disley were united in High Peak. Both High Peak and the County
Council suggested some minor realignments, should we be minded
to confirm our interim decision.
56. We considered that High Peak had made a case in terms of
effective and covenient local government, for seeking to unite
Newtown in Derbyshire. We therefore decided to issue a further
draft proposal to this effect.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND MACCLESFIELD
(a)
57.

Stanley Green Playing Fields
Stockport supported

our draft proposal to transfer the

Stanley Green Playing Fields to Macclesfield, and to provide a
more clearly defined boundary in the area of the adjacent
industrial estate. Macclesfield, whilst not opposing our draft
proposal, asked that further consideration be given to its
original suggestion, to use the line of the proposed Manchester
Airport Eastern Link Road as the boundary.

Its suggestion for

the link road was supported by Cheshire County Council.
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58. We noted that work has not yet commenced on the airport link
road, and that it is not due to be completed until 1993. In our
view, it is desirable that boundary realignments should relate
to existing ground detail in order to provide a clearly defined
boundary, rather than be based upon development which has yet to
take place.

Accordingly, we have decided to confirm our draft

proposal as final.
(b) River Dean - Red Brook - Woodford
59. Stockport and Macclesfield both supported our draft proposal
to realign the boundary to follow the River Dean and Red Brook
in the vicinity of Woodford Aerodrome, and to unite Lumb Farm and
adjoining fields in Macclesfield. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft proposal as final.
(c) Chester Road - Woodford Road
60. Stockport and Macclesfield both supported our draft proposal
to realign the existing boundary in the vicinity of Chester Road
and Woodford Road, thereby uniting split properties in
Macclesfield. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.
(d) Norbury Brook
61 . Stockport and Macclesfield both supported our draft proposal
to realign the boundary along the Norbury Brook, transferring the
Brookside Nurseries and the caravan site at Norbury Hollow to
Macclesfield. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.
(e)
62.

Strines Road
Stockport supported our draft proposal to transfer four

houses on Strines Road from Macclesfield to Stockport.
objections

However,

were received from Macclesfield, Cheshire County
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Council, Disley Parish Council, a local councillor, the residents
of the four houses concerned, and one other member of the public.
63. All the objectors claimed that the houses concerned have a
strong affinity with Disley in Macclesfield, and wished them to
remain in that district.
The Greater Manchester Police
suggested that our draft proposal be extended, so as to transfer
the whole of Strines Road up to Woodend Bridge to Stockport.
64.
We considered that the Greater Manchester Police's
suggestion appeared sensible on operational grounds.
However,
in the light of the objections received, and the expressed wish
of all the residents affected to remain in Macclesfield, we have
decided to withdraw our draft proposal.
(f)

Poynton

65. Macclesfield, Cheshire, Poynton-with-Worth Parish Council
and Mr Nicholas Winterton MP, all supported our interim decision
to make no proposal. We have therefore decided to confirm it as
final.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND HIGH PEAK
(a)

Strines and Strines Station

66. Stockport supported our draft proposal to transfer a factory
and farm from High Peak to Stockport. However, objections were
received from Derbyshire County Council and High Peak.
Derbyshire claimed that the area has a historical association
with the County, whilst High Peak suggested changes to the
boundary between High Peak and Macclesfield which were not within
the scope of this review.
67.

We considered all the representations made to us.

However,

we were not persuaded that Strines Station was other than a part
of Strines itself and that in the interests of effective and
17

convenient local government; it should be united in Stockport.
We have therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
(b) Brook Bottom - High Cliff - Shaw Farm
68.
Stockport supported our draft proposal to unite the
community of Brook Bottom in High Peak and transfer Shaw Farm to
that authority.

However, High Peak expressed the view that our

proposal appeared to have drawn the boundary too tightly round
Brook Bottom. The Council asked that further consideration be
given to its case for the transfer of High Cliff and Lower
Cliffe. Derbyshire supported the principle of our proposal, but
suggested a minor modification to encompass the car park adjacent
to a Methodist Church.
69.

We concluded that there was insufficient new evidence to

justify adoption of High Peak's suggestion for the transfer of
High Cliff and Lower Cliffe. However, we accepted the suggestion
by Derbyshire to modify our draft proposal to encompass the car
park adjacent to the Methodist Church. We therefore issued a
further draft proposal based on Derbyshire's suggestion.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
70.

The letter announcing our further draft proposals was

published on 15 January 1991. Copies were sent to the local
authorities
concerned
and to all those who
had made
representations to us. The Metropolitan Boroughs of Stockport
and Tameside, the Boroughs of Macclesfield and High Peak, and
Derbyshire and Cheshire County Councils were asked to publish a
notice giving details of our decisions 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 a period of eight weeks.
Comments were invited by 5 March 1991.
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RESPONSE TO OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
OUR FINAL PROPOSALS AND DECISION
71.

In response to our letter of 15 January 1991, we received

comments from the Metropolitan Borough of Stockport, the Boroughs
of High Peak and Macclesfield and from Derbyshire and Cheshire
County Councils.

We also received comments from

Disley Parish

Council, the Werneth Low Residents' Association, Mr Nicholas
Winterton MP, two local councillors and fifty-five members of the
public.

72. As required by section 60(2) of the Local Government Act
1972, we have carefully considered all the representations made
to us and set below our final proposals.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN MACCLESFIELD AND HIGH PEAK
(a) Newtown
73. Our further draft proposal was to unite Newtown in High Peak
so as to reflect the claimed pattern of community life, and to
promote the effective operation of local government and other
services to the town.
74. Derbyshire County Council and High Peak both supported our
further draft proposal. However, it was opposed by Macclesfield
Borough Council, Cheshire County Council, Disley Parish Council,
Mr Nicholas Winterton MP, two local councillors and fifty-five
members of the public.
75.

Cheshire and Macclesfield both felt that there was no

overriding need, on educational grounds, for uniting Newtown in
High Peak.

Both authorities pointed out that the cross-boundary

movement of pupils is a common feature of communities adjacent
to County boundaries, and that children from Derbyshire also
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attend schools in Cheshire. The Councils also felt that it would
be wrong to consider as a relevant factor the decision to
construct a Disley By-pass, an issue raised by High Peak in
support of its suggestion that Newtown be united, as the route
had yet to be fixed.
76.

Macclesfield

provided details of the local

government

services, which it considered to be of. a high standard, to that
part of Newtown currently in its area.

The claimed level and

quality of service provision was supported by those residents who
wrote to us. Cheshire and Macclesfield both suggested a local
meeting were we minded to confirm our further draft proposal.
77.

On

further

consideration

we

felt

that

Cheshire

and

Macclesfield had produced compelling arguments for maintaining
the status quo in the Newtown area, and for a return to our
original interim decision.
of the residents

We acknowledged that the opposition

to uniting Newtown

in High Peak had been

consistent throughout the course of this review and felt that
local opinion had been clearly reflected in the representations
we had received.
78. We concluded that while the arguments in terms of effective
and convenient local government for uniting Newtown may be fairly
evenly balanced, public opinion was clearly against change . We
have therefore decided to withdraw our further draft proposal and
to confirm our original interim decision to make no proposal.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN STOCKPORT AND HIGH PEAK
(a)

Brook Bottom - High Cliff - Shaw Farm

79.

Stockport and High Peak both supported our further draft

proposal to include the Methodist Church car park within the area
to be transferred to High Peak.

A member of the public opposed

it, on the grounds that the car park formed part of High Cliff
Farm and had only been let to the church. The objector also
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claimed that our further draft proposal would leave the farm
divided if the lease on the car park were to revert to the farm
owners.
80. We also received a petition bearing six signatures from
residents of that part of Brook Bottom which would transfer to
High Peak as part of our original draft proposal for this area.
The petition opposed the transfer on the grounds that there were
no benefits to be derived from it.
81. We considered the representations made to us in respect of
our further draft proposal and concluded that the reversion of
the lease on the car park was unlikely to take place in the
foreseeable future. Accordingly, we have decided to confirm our
further draft proposal as final.
82. So far as the wider area of Brook Bottom is concerned, we
concluded that the petition from residents contained no new
evidence which would warrant us changing our view over the
desirability of uniting the area in High Peak. We have therefore
reaffirmed our decision to confirm our draft proposal for Brook
Bottom.
CONCLUSIONS
83.

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

accordingly.
PUBLICATION
84. A separate letter is being sent to the Metropolitan Boroughs
of Stockport and Tameside, the Boroughs of Macclesfield and High
Peak, and Derbyshire and Cheshire County Councils, 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
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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 a period of
six weeks from the date our final proposals are submitted to you.
Copies of this report, with the attached maps illustrating the
proposed changes, are being sent to all those who received our
draft and further draft proposals letters of 31 January 1990 and
15 January 1991 respectively, and to those who made written
representations to us.
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Signed

G J ELLERTON

(Chairman)

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

PROFESSOR K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Secretary
10 October 1991
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ANNEX C
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES
Boundary between Stockport and Tameside
Reddish
Lane/
Thornley
Lane
North/Thornley
Lane/South

Minor realignment
to
transfer
a
small
group
of
houses
from
S tockport
to
Tameside

Paragraph 43
Maps 1 and 2

River Tame

Minor realignment
of
existing
boundary to the
follow the centre
of the River Tame

Paragraph 44
Maps 2,3 and 5

Werneth Low

Minor realignment
to
transfer
several areas to
either Tameside or
Stockport

Paragraph 46
Maps 6 and 7

Gigg Brook

Minor realignment
to
transfer
a
number
of
farm
buildings
from
Stockport
to
Tameside

Paragraph 46
Maps 8,9 and 10

Boundaries between Stockport, High Peak and Macclesfield
High Lane

Minor realignment
to the existing
boundary to unite
High
Lane
in
Stockport

Paragraph 54
Map 12

Boundary between Stockport and Macclesfield
Stanley
Green
Playing Fields

Minor realignment
to transfer the
Stanley
Green
Playing Fields to
Macclesfield and
provide
a
more
clearly
defined
boundary in the
area
of
the
a d j a c e n t
industrial estate

Paragraph 58
Map 20

River Dean - Red
Brook - Woodford

Minor realignment
of the existing
boundary to follow
the River Dean and
Red Brook in the
vicinity
of
Woodf ord Aerodrome
and to unite Lumb
Farm and adjoining
f i e l d s
in
Macclesfield

Paragraph 59
Maps 8, 18 and 19

Chester
Road
Woodford Road

Minor realignment
of the existing
boundary to uni te
split
properties
in Macclesfield

Paragraph 60
Map 17

Norbury Brook

Minor realignment
to transfer the
B r o o k s i d e
Nurseries and the
Caravan Site at
Norbury Hollow to
Macclesfield

Paragraph 61
Maps 13, 14,
and 16.

Boundary between Stockport and High Peak
Strines
and
Strines Station

Minor realignment
to
transfer
a
factory and farm
from High Peak to
Stockport

Paragraph 67
Map 11

Brook
Bottom
High Cliff - Shaw
Farm

Minor realignment
of the boundary to
u n i t e
the
community of Brook
Bottom
in
High
Peak.

Paragraph 82
Map 11
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