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Local Government Commission for England

24 November 1998

Dear Secretary of State
On 2 December 1997 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of High Peak under the Local
Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in June 1998 and undertook an eight-week
period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have been persuaded
to modify our draft recommendations in a number of areas in the light of further evidence (see paragraphs
118-119). This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to electoral arrangements in High
Peak.
We recommend that High Peak Borough Council should be served by 43 councillors representing 28 wards,
and that changes should be made to ward boundaries in order to improve electoral equality, having regard to
the statutory criteria. We recommend that the Council should continue to be elected together every four
years.
We note that you have now set out in the White Paper Modern Local Government – In Touch with the People
(Cm 4014, HMSO), legislative proposals for a number of changes to local authority electoral arrangements.
However, until such time as that new legislation is in place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.
I would like to thank members and officers of the Borough Council and other local people who have
contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much appreciated by
Commissioners and staff.
Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of High Peak on
2 December 1997. We published our draft
recommendations for electoral arrangements on 2
June 1998, after which we undertook an eightweek period of consultation.
●

This report summarises the representations
we received during consultation on our draft
recommendations, and offers our final
recommendations to the Secretary of State.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements
provide unequal representation of electors in High
Peak because:
●

●

in 14 of the 25 wards, the number of
electors represented by each councillor varies
by more than 10 per cent from the average
for the borough, and six wards vary by more
than 20 per cent from the average;
this level of electoral equality is not expected
to improve significantly over the next five
years.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figure 1 and paragraphs
118-119) are that:
●

●

●

●

High Peak Borough Council should be
served by 43 councillors, one less than at
present;
there should be 28 wards, three more than at
present;
the boundaries of 24 of the existing wards
should be modified, while one ward should
retain its existing boundaries;

●

●

In 27 of the 28 wards, the number of
electors per councillor would vary by no
more than 10 per cent from the borough
average.
By 2002, the number of electors per
councillor is forecast to vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the average in all 28
wards.

Recommendations are also made for changes to
parish and town council electoral arrangements
which provide for:
●

new warding arrangements for New Mills
Town Council and Chapel-en-le-Frith and
Charlesworth parish councils.
All further correspondence on these
recommendations and the matters discussed
in this report should be addressed to the
Secretary of State for the Environment,
Transport and the Regions, who will not
make an order implementing the
Commission’s recommendations before 5
January 1999:
The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Review
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

elections for the whole council should
continue to take place every four years.

These recommendations seek to ensure that the
number of electors represented by each borough
councillor is as nearly as possible the same, having
regard to local circumstances.
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Figure 1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

viii

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

1

Barms (in Buxton)

1

Barms ward (part)

Map A5

2

Blackbrook

2

Blackbrook ward (Chinley, Buxworth &
Brownside parish and Barren Clough,
Combs & Whitehough ward of Chapelen-le-Frith parish); Chapel West ward
(part – West ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith
parish (part))

Map 2 and
Map A3

3

Burbage (in Buxton)

1

College ward (part); Corbar ward (part);
Limestone Peak ward (part – Hartington
Upper Quarter parish)

Map A6

4

Central (in Buxton)

2

Barms ward (part); Central ward (part);
Corbar ward (part); Cote Heath ward
(part)

Map A5

5

Chapel East

1

Chapel East ward (part – East ward of
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish); Barmoor
ward (part – Dove Holes & Sparrowpit
ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part))

Maps A3 and
A4

6

Chapel West

2

Chapel West ward (part – West ward of
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part))

Maps A3 and
A4

7

Corbar (in Buxton)

2

Barms ward (part); College ward (part);
Corbar ward (part)

Map A5

8

Cote Heath
(in Buxton)

2

Cote Heath ward (part); Limestone Peak
ward (part – King Sterndale parish)

Map A5

9

Dinting
(in Glossopdale)

1

All Saints ward (part); St Charles’ ward
(part); St James’ ward (part)

Large map

10

Gamesley
(in Glossopdale)

1

Gamesley ward (part)

Large map

11

Hadfield North
(in Glossopdale)

1

St Andrew’s ward (part); St Charles’
ward (part)

Large map

12

Hadfield South
(in Glossopdale)

2

Gamesley ward (part); St Andrew’s
ward (part)

Large map

13

Hayfield

1

Hayfield ward (part – Hayfield Town
ward of Hayfield parish as proposed)

Maps A2 and
A3

14

Hope Valley

2

Barmoor ward (part – Peak Forest parish); Map 2
Ladybower ward (the parishes of Bamford,
Brough with Shatton, Derwent, Hope
Woodlands and Thornhill)
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

15

Howard Town
(in Glossopdale)

2

All Saints ward (part); St James’ ward
(part)

Large map

16

Limestone Peak

1

Barmoor ward (part – Dove Holes &
Sparrowpit ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith
parish (part)); Chapel East ward (part –
East ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith parish
(part)); Limestone Peak ward (part – the
parishes of Green Fairfield and Wormhill)

Map 2 and
Map A4

17

New Mills East

2

New Mills South ward (part – Beard &
Ollersett ward (part) and Newtown ward
(part) of New Mills parish); New Mills
North ward (part – Thornsett ward (part)
of New Mills parish)

Map 2 and
Map A2

18

New Mills West

2

New Mills North ward (part – Whitle
ward of New Mills parish); New Mills
South ward (part – Newtown ward (part)
of New Mills parish)

Map 2 and
Map A2

19

Old Glossop
(in Glossopdale)

2

All Saints ward (part)

Large map

20

Padfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

St Andrew’s ward (part); St Charles’
ward (part)

Large map

21

St John’s
(in Glossopdale)

1

Gamesley ward (part); St John’s ward
(part – St John’s ward of Charlesworth
parish as proposed)

Large map

22

Sett

1

Hayfield ward (part – Hayfield Rural
ward of Hayfield parish as proposed);
New Mills North ward (part – Thornsett
ward of New Mills parish (part))

Maps A3 and
A4

23

Simmondley
(in Glossopdale)

2

St James’ ward (part); St John’s ward
Large map
(part – Chisworth parish and Simmondley
ward of Charlesworth parish as proposed);
Simmondley ward

24

Stone Bench
(in Buxton)

2

Barms ward (part); Stone Bench ward

Map A5

25

Temple (in Buxton)

1

College ward (part)

Map A5

26

Tintwistle
(in Glossopdale)

1

St Charles’ ward (part); Tintwistle ward
(Tintwistle parish)

Large map

continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Map reference

27

Whaley Bridge

3

Unchanged (Whaley Bridge parish)

Map 2

28

Whitfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

All Saints ward (part); St James’ ward
(part)

Large map

Notes: 1 Buxton and Glossop are the only unparished areas in the borough.
2 Map 2 and the maps in Appendix A illustrate the proposed wards outlined above.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for the borough of
High Peak in Derbyshire. We have now reviewed
all the districts in Derbyshire as part of our
programme of periodic electoral reviews of all
principal local authority areas in England.

1

In undertaking these reviews, we have had
regard to:

2

●

●

Stage Three began on 2 June 1998 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for High Peak
in Derbyshire, and ended on 27 July 1998.
Comments were sought on our preliminary
conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four we
reconsidered our draft recommendations in the
light of the Stage Three consultation and now
publish our final recommendations.

5

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5)
of the Local Government Act 1992;
the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral
Arrangements contained in Schedule 11 to the
Local Government Act 1972.

We have also had regard to our Guidance and
Procedural Advice for Local Authorities and Other
Interested Parties (published in March 1996,
supplemented in September 1996 and updated in
March 1998), which sets out our approach to the
reviews.

3

This review was in four stages. Stage One began
on 2 December 1997, when we wrote to High
Peak Borough Council inviting proposals for future
electoral arrangements. Our letter was copied to
Derbyshire County Council, Derbyshire Police
Authority, the local authority associations,
Derbyshire County Association of Parish and Town
Councils, parish councils in the borough, Members
of Parliament and the Member of the European
Parliament with constituency interests in the
borough, and the headquarters of the main political
parties. At the start of the review and following
publication of our draft recommendations, we
published notices in the local press, issued a press
release and invited the Council to publicise the
review more widely. The closing date for receipt of
representations was 9 March 1998. At Stage Two
we considered all the representations received
during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.

4
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2. CURRENT ELECTORAL
ARRANGEMENTS

The borough of High Peak covers an area of
some 54,000 hectares. It is bounded by the district
of Derbyshire Dales to the south, and the counties
of South Yorkshire to the east, and Greater
Manchester and Cheshire to the west. The borough
is somewhat isolated in nature, with three-quarters
of its area situated within the Peak District
National Park. Over 90 per cent of the borough’s
population of some 88,000 live within a thin urban
ribbon abutting Cheshire and Greater Manchester,
which stretches from Buxton in the south, through
Chapel-en-le-Frith, Whaley Bridge and New Mills
to Glossop in the north.

6

six wards by more than 20 per cent. The worst
imbalance is in Simmondley ward, which has 43
per cent more electors per councillor than the
average.

To compare levels of electoral inequality
between wards, we calculated the extent to which
the number of electors per councillor in each ward
(the councillor:elector ratio) varies from the
borough average in percentage terms. In the text
which follows, this calculation may also be
described using the shorthand term ‘electoral
variance’.

7

The electorate of the borough (February 1997)
is 67,401, which the Council forecasts will increase
to 69,673 by 2002. The Council currently has 44
councillors who are elected from 25 wards, 37 of
which represent the urban areas and seven of which
represent the rural area (Map 1 and Figure 3). Four
of the 25 wards are each represented by three
councillors, 11 wards are each represented by two
councillors, while the remaining 10 are each
represented by a single councillor. The Council
holds whole-council elections every four years.

8

Since the last electoral review in High Peak,
there has been an increase in population in the
borough, with around 13 per cent more electors
than 1977. In particular, there has been significant
growth in Hayfield and the Simmondley area of
Glossop. As a result, the number of electors per
councillor in 14 of the 25 wards varies by more
than 10 per cent from the borough average, and in

9
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Map 1:

Existing Wards in High Peak
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Figure 2:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 All Saints
(in Glossopdale)

3

5,149

1,716

12

5,563

1,854

17

2 Barmoor

1

1,067

1,067

-30

1,106

1,106

-30

3 Barms (in Buxton)

2

2,898

1,449

-5

2,944

1,472

-7

4 Blackbrook

2

2,913

1,457

-5

3,002

1,501

-5

5 Central (in Buxton)

1

1,651

1,651

8

1,719

1,719

9

6 Chapel East

1

1,497

1,497

-2

1,533

1,533

-3

7 Chapel West

2

3,543

1,772

16

3,637

1,819

15

8 College (in Buxton)

2

2,704

1,352

-12

2,647

1,324

-16

9 Corbar (in Buxton)

2

2,856

1,428

-7

3,223

1,612

2

10 Cote Heath
(in Buxton)

2

3,572

1,786

17

3,606

1,803

14

11 Gamesley
(in Glossopdale)

2

2,299

1,150

-25

2,219

1,110

-30

12 Hayfield

1

2,090

2,090

36

2,182

2,182

38

13 Ladybower

1

1,255

1,255

-18

1,221

1,221

-23

14 Limestone Peak

1

1,252

1,252

-18

1,251

1,251

-21

15 New Mills North

3

4,259

1,420

-7

4,377

1,459

-8

16 New Mills South

2

3,085

1,543

1

3,188

1,594

1

17 Peveril

1

1,648

1,648

8

1,601

1,601

1

18 St Andrew’s
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,142

1,571

3

3,206

1,603

1

19 St Charles’
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,543

1,772

16

3,732

1,866

18

20 St James’
(in Glossopdale)

3

4,264

1,421

-7

4,444

1,481

-6

21 St John’s
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,974

1,974

29

2,130

2,130

35
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Figure 2 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

22 Simmondley
(in Glossopdale)

1

2,184

2,184

43

2,342

2,342

48

23 Stone Bench
(in Buxton)

2

2,593

1,297

-15

2,624

1,312

-17

24 Tintwistle
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,081

1,081

-29

1,116

1,116

-30

25 Whaley Bridge

3

4,882

1,627

6

5,060

1,687

7

Totals

44

67,401

-

-

69,673

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,532

-

-

1,583

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on High Peak Borough Council’s submission.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. For example, in
1997, electors in Tintwistle ward were relatively over-represented by 29 per cent, while electors in Simmondley ward were
relatively under-represented by 43 per cent. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

6

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

During Stage One we received representations
from High Peak Borough Council, a joint
submission from High Peak Conservative
Association and the Conservative Group on the
Council, the Liberal Democrat Group, four parish
councils, one local group and 29 residents. In the
light of the representations and evidence available to
us, we reached preliminary conclusions which were
set out in our report, Draft Recommendations on the
Future Electoral Arrangements for High Peak in
Derbyshire.

10

Our proposals would have resulted in significant
improvements in electoral equality, with the number
of electors per councillor in all 26 wards varying by
no more than 10 per cent from the borough average.
This level of electoral equality was forecast to remain
constant over the next five years.

12

While the scheme submitted by the Borough
Council achieved good electoral equality, we
considered that the proposals put forward by the
Conservatives and Liberal Democrats better
reflected community identity and interests in the
borough in some areas. Accordingly, our draft
recommendations reflected elements from all three
borough-wide schemes which we received at Stage
One, with some further modifications. We also
concluded that we should put forward the Borough
Council’s proposal for a change to its electoral cycle.
We proposed that:

11

(a)

High Peak Borough Council should be served by
43 councillors representing 26 wards;

(b)

the boundaries of 24 of the existing wards should
be modified, while one ward should retain its
existing boundaries;

(c)

the Council should in future be elected by thirds;

(d)

there should be new warding arrangements for
New Mills Town Council and Chapel-en-le-Frith
and Charlesworth parish councils.

Draft Recommendation
High Peak Borough Council should comprise
43 councillors, serving 26 wards. The
Council should in future be elected by thirds.
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, 64 representations were
received. A list of all respondents is available on
request from the Commission. All representations
may be inspected at the offices of High Peak
Borough Council and the Commission.

13

High Peak Borough Council
The Borough Council commented in some
detail on our draft recommendations. It was
“disappointed” that the Commission had not
reflected its views in the north of the borough.
Nevertheless, in its response to our draft
recommendations, it indicated that it had
attempted to build on our draft recommendations
wherever possible, but that in certain cases there
was merit in “returning to the principles behind its
original submission”.

14

In Glossopdale, the Council opposed our draft
recommendation for a new Melandra ward, which
would comprise the existing Gamesley ward
together with part of the Hadfield area, and argued
that the retention of the existing pattern of wards
would offer a better warding arrangement. It
argued that the Gamesley estate suffered from
“high levels of poverty and deprivation”, and that
to include part of the Hadfield area in a revised
ward would affect statistical indicators, and
adversely impact upon programmes which had
been established to tackle deprivation. It
considered that this factor, and the lack of
community ties between Gamesley and other areas
of Glossopdale, justified the continuation of a
higher level of electoral inequality in the area
(Gamesley ward currently has 25 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average).
However, as a second preference, it proposed a
single-member Gamesley ward comprising the
majority of the Gamesley estate, with the
remainder of the ward forming part of a new
Hadfield South ward. The Council also opposed
our draft recommendation that Hadfield and
Padfield be separately represented, and proposed
the retention of the existing St Charles’ ward,
subject to several minor boundary modifications. It
also expressed reservations over the proposed Old
Glossop and Whitfield wards on account of local
ties in the area, and argued that a three-member

15
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ward combining the two (or Norfolk and Whitfield
wards) would be more appropriate. It also
proposed several further minor boundary
modifications and changes to ward names in the
Glossopdale area to better reflect communities.
Elsewhere in the borough, the Council opposed
our proposals for the Hayfield and New Mills area,
in particular our proposal for a new two-member
Hayfield & Sett ward, and reaffirmed its initial
proposals. However, as a second preference, the
Council proposed an alternative arrangement. It
proposed to divide Hayfield parish into three new
parish wards, with the proposed West and Little
Hayfield parish wards being combined with part of
New Mills parish to form a new Sett ward, while
the proposed Hayfield Town parish ward would
become a borough ward in its own right. The
Council also proposed minor modifications to
boundaries in Glossop, New Mills, Chapel-en-leFrith and Buxton.

16

High Peak Conservative
Association and High Peak
Borough Council
Conservative Group
The Conservative Group on the Borough
Council and the High Peak Conservative
Association, in a joint submission, supported
several of the modifications to our draft
recommendations proposed by the Council.
However, while it supported the Council’s
proposal for the retention of the existing Gamesley
ward, it indicated that it would support our draft
recommendations in the area as a second option.
The Conservatives also supported our draft
recommendations for Hadfield and Padfield to be
separately represented on the grounds that singlemember wards are “more acceptable in terms of
accountability and efficiency”. However, it
opposed the Council’s proposal to combine the
proposed Old Glossop and Whitfield wards on the
grounds that the two areas have little or no shared
community identity.

17

The Conservatives supported our proposals for
the Hayfield and New Mills areas. They argued that

18
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9

our proposals for New Mills would provide wards
which would have a “mixture of local authority
housing, private development and rural areas” in
contrast to the Watford Road area (which would
form part of the new Hayfield & Sett ward), which
was distinct from New Mills. The Conservatives
opposed our draft recommendation for a threemember Chapel-en-le-Frith ward, and maintained
that the different characteristics of the two halves of
the town justified separate representation, while
they supported the creation of a two-member
Hope Valley ward. The Conservatives also argued
against a change in the electoral cycle, and
contended that “the expense is not justified and ...
will not lead to more voter interest, but less”.

High Peak Borough Council
Liberal Democrat Group
The Liberal Democrat Group on the Borough
Council broadly accepted our draft recommendations.
However, it supported the Council’s second option
for a single-member Gamesley ward to comprise
the majority of the estate. It also supported
separate representation for Hadfield and Padfield
given that the two areas have separate identities.
For similar reasons, it opposed the Council’s
proposal to combine the proposed Old Glossop
and Whitfield wards.
19

The Liberal Democrats broadly supported our
draft recommendations in the Hayfield and New
Mills areas, although they considered that further
improvements to electoral equality could be
achieved within New Mills. They opposed our
draft recommendation for a three-member Chapelen-le-Frith ward, but, as with the Conservatives,
supported the creation of a two-member Hope
Valley ward. They also opposed the proposed
change to the electoral cycle of the borough, and
expressed concern in relation to the possible
expense of this proposal.

20

Members of Parliament
Two submissions were received from Members
of Parliament at Stage Three. Tom Levitt, MP,
supported the proposed change in the electoral
cycle of the borough. However, he noted that our
draft recommendations would result in only two
wards being represented by three councillors
which, under a system of elections by thirds, would
only afford a minimal number of electors the
opportunity to participate in elections annually. As
a result, he proposed the merger of several wards in
order to create a greater number of three-member

21

10

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

wards. He also commended the Borough Council’s
Stage Three submission. Arlene McCarthy, MEP,
also supported the Council’s Stage Three
submission and, in particular, its proposals for the
Gamesley, Hadfield, Sett Valley and Chapel-en-leFrith areas.

Parish and Town Councils
We received a total of eight submissions during
Stage Three from parish and town councils in the
borough. New Mills Town Council opposed our
draft recommendations for a new Hayfield & Sett
ward, and argued that this would create “an
artificial ward which bears no community ties”,
and that a better warding arrangement would be to
include part of Hayfield parish in a revised New
Mills East ward. It also proposed that the River
Sett should form the boundary between New Mills
East and New Mills West wards. Chapel-en-le-Frith
Parish Council opposed our proposal for a threemember ward to cover the town. It argued that the
existing Chapel East ward covers a largely rural area
and would therefore be better served by a member
who would represent the “rural needs”, while it
also opposed the proposal to transfer part of
Chapel West ward into Blackbrook ward.
Charlesworth Parish Council accepted our draft
recommendations for its area, while Tintwistle
Parish Council proposed that Longdendale ward be
named Tintwistle ward to avoid confusion with the
neighbouring ward of the same name in Tameside
borough. It also expressed concern that the
northern part of the borough would lose one
councillor as part of this review.

22

Hope with Aston Parish Council and Brough
with Shatton Parish Meeting supported the
creation of a two-member Hope Valley ward for
the eastern rural area of the borough which, it
considered, would “enhance the community”.
Edale Parish Council opposed our proposal to
include the parish in a revised Ladybower ward. It
argued it had little in common with the majority of
other parishes in the proposed ward, many of
which are commuter settlements for Sheffield, and
proposed instead the retention of the existing
Peveril ward. Failing this, it proposed an enlarged
two-member ward for the area (similar to that
proposed by Hope with Aston and Brough with
Shatton parish councils). It considered that this
would result in better representation for an area
with a perceived sense of under-representation in
comparison with the more densely populated areas
in the west of the borough. Peak Forest Parish
Council opposed our draft recommendation to
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include the parish in a revised Peveril ward. It
argued that it had no community ties with other
parishes in the proposed ward as a result of the
geography of the area, and that the parish would be
better represented by being combined with either
Chapel-en-le-Frith or Wormhill.

Other Representations
A further 52 representations were received in
response to our draft recommendations from
Derbyshire County Council, local councillors and
residents.
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such an arrangement would not reflect the diversity
of the town. Three residents of Buxton supported
our proposals for their area, as did two residents of
Simmondley and one from Charlesworth. One
respondent expressed concern that our proposals
for the Gamesley area would affect indicators used
to decide the provision of medical funding, while a
resident of Padfield expressed support for separate
representation for the area. Two respondents made
detailed comments relating to particular areas,
while a total of 16 respondents opposed our draft
recommendation for a change to the electoral cycle
of the borough.

Derbyshire County Council stated that it
“generally ... supports the Local Government
Commission’s proposals”. However, it expressed
concern regarding our draft recommendations for
the Hayfield, New Mills, Gamesley, Hadfield and
Padfield areas. It also opposed the proposed change
to the electoral cycle of the borough on the
grounds that there had been little evidence or
argument in support of our draft recommendation.
Councillor Doughty argued that our draft
recommendations for the New Mills area were
inappropriate as they would link areas with little or
no shared community identity, and expressed his
support for the Borough Council’s Stage One
proposals. Councillor Wilcox supported the
retention of a single-member ward for the
Tintwistle area, but opposed our recommendations
for Hadfield and Melandra wards. He argued that
the A57 was the natural delineation between these
two areas, and would offer a clearer boundary than
that proposed in our draft recommendations.
Councillor Bull supported the retention of the
existing Gamesley ward, in order that the ward
should “retain its integrity for funding purposes”
and as a result of the lack of community of interest
with other areas of Glossop. Councillor Priestley
supported the creation of a two-member Hope
Valley ward comprising the proposed Ladybower
and Peveril wards.
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We received 32 submissions from residents of
the area opposing our draft recommendation that
part of New Mills should be transferred to the
proposed Hayfield & Sett ward. The majority of
these respondents argued that the two areas were
entirely distinct, and a number of others contended
that the community ties of the area to be
transferred lay with New Mills rather than
Hayfield.
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Three residents of Chapel-en-le-Frith opposed
our draft recommendation for a single threemember ward to cover the town, and argued that
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

As indicated previously, our prime objective in
considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for High Peak is to achieve electoral
equality, having regard to the statutory criteria set
out in the Local Government Act 1992 and
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972,
which refers to the ratio of electors to councillors
being “as nearly as may be, the same in every ward
of the district or borough”.
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However, our function is not merely
arithmetical. First, our recommendations are not
intended to be based solely on existing electorate
figures, but also on assumptions as to changes in
the number and distribution of local government
electors likely to take place within the ensuing five
years. Second, we must have regard to the
desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries, and to
maintaining local ties which might otherwise be
broken. Third, we must consider the need to secure
effective and convenient local government, and
reflect the interests and identities of local
communities.

29

It is therefore impractical to design an electoral
scheme which provides for exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every ward of
an authority. There must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the
statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum.
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Our Guidance states that, while we accept that
the achievement of absolute electoral equality for
the authority as a whole is likely to be unattainable,
we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
kept to the minimum, such an objective should be
the starting point in any review. We therefore
strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral
schemes, local authorities and other interested
parties should start from the standpoint of absolute
electoral equality and only then make adjustments
to reflect relevant factors, such as community
identity. Regard must also be had to five-year
forecasts of change in electorates. We will require
particular justification for schemes which result in,
or retain, an imbalance of over 10 per cent in any
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ward. Any imbalances of 20 per cent and over
should arise only in the most exceptional of
circumstances, and will require the strongest
justification.

Electorate Forecasts
At Stage One High Peak Borough Council
submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2002,
projecting an increase in the electorate of just over
3 per cent from 67,401 to 69,673 over the fiveyear period from 1997 to 2002. The Council
estimated rates and locations of housing
development with regard to structure and local
plans, and the expected rate of building over the
five-year period and assumed occupancy rates. In
our draft recommendations report we accepted that
this is an inexact science and, having given
consideration to the forecast electorates, we were
satisfied that they represented the best estimates
that could reasonably be made at the time.

32

We received no comments on the Council’s
electorate forecasts during Stage Three, and remain
satisfied that they represent the best estimates
presently available.

33

Council Size
Our Guidance indicates that we would normally
expect the number of councillors serving a borough
or district council to be in the range of 30 to 60.

34

High Peak Borough Council is at present served
by 44 councillors. At Stage One, the Borough
Council, the Conservatives and the Liberal
Democrats proposed a reduction in the number of
councillors to 43. It was noted that the existing
arrangements provided lower councillor:elector
ratios in the southern and eastern areas of the
borough than elsewhere, and that a reduction of
one councillor for Buxton and the surrounding area
was appropriate. In our draft recommendations
report we considered the size and distribution of
the electorate, the geography and other
characteristics of the area, together with the
representations received. We concluded that the
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statutory criteria and the achievement of electoral
equality would best be met by a council of 43
members.
At Stage Three, the Borough Council
reconsidered its original proposals, and proposed
the retention of the existing two-member Gamesley
ward, which would result in the retention of the
existing council size of 44. However, in view of the
general support for a council of 43 members, we
are confirming our draft recommendation for a
council size of 43 as final.

(a)

Glossopdale
– Gamesley, St Andrew’s and St John’s wards;
– St Charles’ and Tintwistle wards;
– All Saints, St James’ and Simmondley
wards;

(b)

Sett Valley
– Hayfield, New Mills North and New Mills
South wards;

(c)

Chapel-en-le-Frith and Whaley Bridge
– Blackbrook, Chapel East and Chapel West
wards;
– Whaley Bridge ward;

(d)

Eastern Rural Areas
– Barmoor, Ladybower, Limestone Peak and
Peveril wards;

(e)

Buxton
– Cote Heath and Stone Bench wards;
– Barms, Central, College and Corbar wards.

36

Electoral Arrangements
As set out in our draft recommendations report,
we carefully considered all the representations
received during the initial stage of the review,
including the three borough-wide schemes from
the Borough Council, the Conservatives and the
Liberal Democrat Group. We noted that there was
a degree of consensus, with all three schemes
proposing that there should be no radical change to
the council size for the borough and the
continuation of a mixture of single- and multimember wards.
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Given this factor, we considered that the
proposals which achieved the best balance between
electoral equality and the statutory criteria should
form the basis for our draft recommendations. We
consulted with officers from the Borough Council
with regard to the detail of the proposals made to
us by both the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats, and adjusted their electorate figures
accordingly. In relation to electoral equality, all
three schemes would achieve an improvement over
the current arrangements, although the proposals
put forward by the Borough Council would have
secured slightly better electoral equality than those
put forward by the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats. In contrast, however, we considered
that in certain instances, the proposals put forward
by the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats would
appear to better reflect community identities and
interests in the borough than those proposed by
the Borough Council. Accordingly, in our draft
recommendations report we reflected elements
from each of the three schemes, with some further
modifications.
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We have reviewed our draft recommendations
in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. The
following areas, based on existing wards, are
considered in turn:

39
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Glossopdale
Gamesley, St Andrew’s and St John’s wards
Gamesley and St Andrew’s wards, both of
which are represented by two councillors, cover the
western part of Glossop, and currently have 25 per
cent fewer and 3 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average. St John’s
ward comprises Charlesworth and Chisworth
parishes, and covers an extensive rural area to the
south and east of Glossop, in addition to an area of
development south of Simmondley. It is
represented by a single councillor, and currently has
29 per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed a
new Trinity ward, which would be represented by
three councillors, and would comprise the existing
Gamesley and Simmondley wards, together with
the area of recent development in St John’s ward
that adjoins the Simmondley area. It proposed no
change to St Andrew’s ward. The Conservatives
and Liberal Democrats proposed to enlarge
Gamesley ward by combining it with the southern
half of St Andrew’s ward, while the northern half
of the ward would form a new Hadfield ward with
part of the existing St Charles’ ward. Both minority
groups proposed to transfer part of St John’s ward
to Simmondley, a similar arrangement to that
proposed by the Borough Council.
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The Borough Council’s proposal to combine
the existing Gamesley and Simmondley wards was
opposed by the Gamesley Residents’ Association
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and 22 local residents, who argued that there was
no shared community interest between the two
areas, and that both should continue to be
separately represented.
In our draft recommendations report, we noted
the physical divide between the settlements of
Gamesley and Simmondley and the lack of any
obvious community ties, and concluded that the
proposals put forward by the Liberal Democrats
for the Gamesley area offered the best balance
between community identity and electoral equality.
As these proposals included part of the existing St
Andrew’s ward in the revised Gamesley ward (to be
known as Melandra ward), we concluded that the
remainder of the ward should form a new Hadfield
ward with the eastern section of St Charles’ ward.
We also proposed some minor modifications to the
boundary between Gamesley and St John’s wards.
These proposals would result in the new wards of
Hadfield and Melandra, both represented by two
councillors, varying by 3 per cent and 10 per cent
respectively from the average number of electors
per councillor for the borough, while St John’s
ward, which would continue to be represented by
one councillor, would vary by 3 per cent.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council opposed
our proposals for this area of the borough. It
argued that the Gamesley estate “continues to
portray high levels of poverty and deprivation”,
and that the proposal to combine it with part of the
Hadfield area would affect statistical indicators,
therefore impacting upon programmes which have
been set up to tackle deprivation. Furthermore, it
argued that the estate had “a complete lack of any
kind of community of interest” with its
neighbouring areas. It therefore proposed that the
most appropriate solution would be the retention
of the existing Gamesley ward, which it contended
would best preserve the community identity of the
area and enable its effective representation. As a
consequence of this proposal, the Council also
proposed the retention of the existing St Andrew’s
ward, and the retention of the existing boundary
between Gamesley and St John’s wards, together
with a minor boundary modification between St
John’s and Simmondley wards which would not
affect any electors. The Borough Council also
proposed that the Mouselow area should be
included in the revised St Andrew’s ward. It argued
that Mouselow shares no community ties with the
Padfield area and its proposal would represent “a
far more satisfactory community of interest”.
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These proposals would mean that the number
of electors per councillor in the proposed Gamesley
and St Andrew’s wards, both represented by two
councillors, would vary by 25 per cent and 3 per
cent from the borough average currently, and 30
per cent and 1 per cent by 2002. St John’s ward,
which would be represented by a single councillor,
would have 6 per cent fewer electors per councillor
than the borough average now, and 2 per cent
fewer by 2002. Failing this, the Council proposed
(as a second preference) a new single-member
Gamesley ward to include the majority of the
Gamesley estate, with the remainder of the existing
ward being combined with the existing St
Andrew’s ward to form a new two-member
Hadfield South ward.
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The Conservatives shared the concerns of the
Borough Council. They argued that there was a
strong community identity in the existing
Gamesley ward, and that grants to tackle
deprivation in the area would be “diluted” by the
inclusion of other areas. They further argued that
these factors justified the retention of the existing
Gamesley ward. In addition, the Conservatives
proposed that the existing St Andrew’s ward, less
the area that would be transferred to the new
Padfield ward under our draft recommendations,
should form a new two-member Hadfield South
ward. As an alternative option, the Conservatives
stated that they would be prepared to support our
draft recommendations for this area. The Liberal
Democrats supported the Council’s second option
for a single-member Gamesley ward, largely as a
result of the electoral inequality that would
continue to exist should we recommend the
retention of current arrangements in the area.
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Arlene McCarthy, MEP, argued that our draft
recommendation utilised an unsatisfactory
boundary between the proposed Hadfield and
Melandra wards, and therefore supported the
retention of the existing ward. Derbyshire County
Council also opposed our draft recommendation
for a new Melandra ward. It argued that Gamesley
is a self-contained community, that it has “special
interests because of its establishment as a
Manchester overspill estate”, and that the
boundaries proposed in our draft recommendations
were not as strong as at present. It therefore argued
that we should consider possible alternatives.
County Councillor Bull also argued that the
existing Gamesley ward should “retain its integrity
for funding purposes”, and that there was a lack of
community of interest with other areas of Glossop,
while one respondent argued that our draft
recommendation for the Gamesley area would
47

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

15

affect indicators used in healthcare provision and
should be reconsidered. County Councillor Wilcox
argued that the existing Gamesley ward should be
retained “in the light of levels of deprivation”.
Charlesworth Parish Council and one resident of
the parish supported our draft recommendation for
St John’s ward.
Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we note that our draft
recommendations for this area have failed to
achieve a significant degree of support at Stage
Three, with the Borough Council and the two
minority groups on the Council maintaining that
better alternatives existed. We note that two
alternatives have emerged as a result of the
consultation process: the retention of the existing
arrangements, as supported by the Borough
Council and the Conservatives; and a singlemember Gamesley ward, to comprise the majority
of the Gamesley estate, with part of the estate
being combined with Hadfield in a new twomember ward, as supported by the Liberal
Democrats and the Borough Council (as a second
preference). We have therefore re-examined our
draft recommendations against these alternative
arrangements.
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We note that the retention of the existing
arrangements would appear to have the greatest
support, and consider that it would best reflect the
interests and identities of communities in the area.
We agree with those respondents who have argued
that the Gamesley estate is distinct from other areas
in Glossopdale, and that it encounters problems
and issues which other areas do not. Nevertheless,
we remain persuaded that the retention of
the existing arrangements would not offer a
better warding arrangement than our draft
recommendation, largely as a result of the
significant electoral inequality in the Gamesley
ward that would continue to exist, with the
number of electors per councillor varying by 27 per
cent from the borough average.
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We have studied the Borough Council’s second
option for the area, and consider it to have some
merit. While it would divide the existing Gamesley
ward (and estate) between two new wards, we note
that the majority of its area would be retained in a
revised ward, and that the majority of St Andrew’s
ward would be retained in a new Hadfield South
ward. We also note that this proposal is supported
by the Liberal Democrats, while the Conservatives
have supported a similar arrangement for the
proposed Hadfield South ward. Although we
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consider these proposals to be less than ideal in
terms of community identity, we believe that they
offer a better balance between the statutory criteria
and electoral equality than the draft
recommendations. While the new Gamesley ward,
represented by a single councillor, would initially
contain 14 per cent more electors per councillor
than the borough average, this is forecast to
improve to 5 per cent by 2002. Hadfield South and
St John’s wards, represented by two and one
councillor respectively, would have 6 per cent more
and 1 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the borough average currently, and 5 per cent and
2 per cent more by 2002. Accordingly, we have
concluded that we should endorse these proposals
as our final recommendations, including the
Borough Council’s proposals to include the
Mouselow area in Hadfield South ward and for a
minor boundary modifiation to St John’s ward.
Our recommendations are detailed in Figures 1
and 4 and illustrated on the large map at the back
of the report.
St Charles’ and Tintwistle wards
Tintwistle ward and parish covers a large rural
area at the northern extreme of the borough,
together with the village of Tintwistle. It is
represented by one councillor and has 29 per cent
fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average. St Charles’ ward, represented by two
councillors, lies to the south of Tintwistle ward,
and covers the communities of Hadfield and
Padfield. St Charles’ ward currently has 16 per cent
more electors per councillor than the borough
average.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
minimal change in relation to both these wards. It
proposed that a small section of St Charles’ ward
should be merged with Tintwistle ward to form a
new Longdendale ward, on the grounds that these
proposals would provide a good level of electoral
equality, and would also continue to respect the
separate identity of Tintwistle parish. These
proposals would mean that the number of electors
per councillor in St Charles’ and Longdendale
wards would vary by no more than 2 per cent from
the borough average, either now or in 2002.
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The Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats
both proposed similar warding arrangements as the
Borough Council in the Tintwistle area (expanding
Tintwistle ward southwards and renaming it
Longdendale), although both proposed the
transfer of a larger section of the existing St
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Charles’ ward than the Borough Council.
However, both minority groups contended that the
existing St Charles’ ward failed to properly reflect
the well-established communities of Hadfield and
Padfield, and therefore both proposed similar
arrangements in order to secure separate
representation for the two settlements. The
proposed Padfield ward would cover the eastern
half of St Charles’ ward and the area of St Andrew’s
ward to the east of the railway line, while the
proposed Hadfield ward would cover the western
half of St Charles’ ward and the northern section of
St Andrew’s ward.
In our draft recommendations report, we
considered that the proposal to combine Tintwistle
parish with part of St Charles’ ward to form a new
Longdendale ward was an appropriate solution,
particularly given that much of the electorate of the
existing ward is within Tintwistle village adjoining
the Hadfield area. We also concluded that we
should endorse the Liberal Democrats’ proposal for
the southern boundary of the new ward, as it
appeared to follow the most clearly identifiable
ground detail, while also providing a good level of
electoral equality. While we considered that there
was some merit in the Borough Council’s proposal
for St Charles’ ward, particularly as it would
minimise disruption to the current arrangements
and provide a reasonable level of electoral equality,
we considered that the proposals to secure separate
representation for the communities of Hadfield and
Padfield had greater merit. Under our draft
recommendations, the number of electors per
councillor in Hadfield, Longdendale and Padfield
wards would vary by no more than 6 per cent from
the average for the borough, either now or in 2002.
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more than 3 per cent from the average number of
electors per councillor for the borough, either now
or in 2002.
Both the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats
supported our draft recommendation for
Longdendale ward, although the Conservatives
supported the Borough Council’s proposal that the
ward should continue to be known as Tintwistle.
In addition, both minority groups supported our
draft recommendation that the communities of
Hadfield and Padfield should be separately
represented. The Conservatives argued that “this
arrangement would reflect the local communities
well”, while the Liberal Democrats considered that
“it is important to recognise that Padfield and the
eastern end of St Charles’ ward are markedly
different from the western end”. Both the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats also
proposed a new single-member Hadfield North
ward, which would comprise the western half of
the existing St Charles’ ward.
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Tintwistle Parish Council also expressed
concern as to possible confusion regarding the
name of our proposed Longdendale ward.
Derbyshire County Council did not support our
draft recommendation for separate Hadfield and
Padfield wards, as it considered that the boundary
between the two would be “artificial”, while
County Councillor Wilcox argued that our
proposed Padfield ward would contain an equal
number of electors from the Hadfield area. A
resident of the Padfield area argued that the area
had a strong local identity, and that this should be
reflected on the Borough Council.
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After careful consideration of the evidence
received during Stage Three, we consider that the
minor modifications proposed by the Borough
Council to our proposed Longdendale ward have
merit, and we propose to adopt them as part of our
final recommendations. In particular, we note that
they would not affect the majority of the proposed
ward, which would continue to comprise
Tintwistle parish together with part of the
adjoining Hadfield area, but would ensure that the
Etherow Industrial Estate is included in the ward
to the south from which it is accessed. Given the
views expressed regarding the name of the
proposed ward, we have also decided to endorse
the Borough Council’s proposal that the ward
should continue to be known as Tintwistle.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council opposed
our draft recommendation for a new Padfield ward.
It argued that while Padfield is a distinct settlement
in its own right, it did not contain enough electors
to sustain its own borough ward, and the proposed
ward contained areas which had a greater affinity
with Hadfield. The Council therefore reaffirmed its
support for the retention of the existing St Charles’
ward (which it proposed should be known as
Hadfield North ward), subject to modifications to
its boundary with the proposed Longdendale ward
to the north, in the Padfield Main Road and
Woolley Bridge Road area. The Council also
proposed the retention of the name Tintwistle to
avoid confusion with a neighbouring ward in
Tameside borough. These proposals would achieve
a good level of electoral equality, with neither
Hadfield North ward or Tintwistle ward varying by

55

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

However, we note that the area covered by the
existing St Charles’ ward is less straightforward,
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and that there has been conflicting evidence
submitted during Stage Three of the review. The
Borough Council argued that as the Padfield area
did not contain sufficient electors to justify its own
borough ward, our draft recommendation for a
new Padfield ward included electors who have a
greater affinity with the Hadfield community, and
that it did not therefore properly reflect community
identities in the area. It also considered that the
communities at either extreme of the existing St
Charles’ ward have been represented in a single
ward for many years, and that “there is no
justification for splitting the ward”. However, both
the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats
supported our draft recommendation for the
Padfield area.
Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we note the concerns of those
respondents who expressed doubts as to our draft
recommendations for the proposed Hadfield and
Padfield wards. We acknowledge that our proposed
Padfield ward would include an area which
traditionally has been regarded as part of the
Hadfield community, and that the proposed
boundary may not reflect the historic boundary
between the two communities. Nevertheless, we
consider that our draft recommendations have
advantages over the existing St Charles’ ward,
particularly given our proposal that the existing
southern boundary of St Charles’ ward should be
retained for the new Hadfield South ward. We also
note that there are clear differences in character
between the areas at either extreme of the existing
St Charles’ ward, and that these would be largely
reflected by our draft recommendations, and by
both the Conservative and Liberal Democrat Stage
Three proposals. Given these factors, we have
concluded that we should confirm our draft
recommendation for a new single-member Padfield
ward as final, and we have also decided to endorse
the Conservatives’ and Liberal Democrats’ Stage
Three proposal for a new single-member Hadfield
North ward as part of our final recommendation.
We are content that these warding arrangements
would offer the most appropriate balance between
the statutory criteria and electoral equality.
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Under our final recommendations, the number
of electors per councillor in Hadfield North,
Padfield and Tintwistle wards (all represented by a
single councillor) would vary by no more than 5
per cent from the borough average either now or in
2002. These recommendations are detailed in
Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on the large map at
the back of the report.
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All Saints, St James’ and Simmondley wards
All Saints and St James’ wards, both of which
are represented by three councillors, currently have
12 per cent more and 7 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the borough average. St James’
ward covers the Dinting area north of the town
centre, the town centre itself and a small section in
the south of the town, while All Saints ward covers
most of the eastern section of the town.
Simmondley ward, which is represented by a single
councillor, lies on the south-western edge of
Glossop and currently has 43 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
the transfer of part of All Saints ward (east of
Norfolk Road) to St James’ ward, while the
southern boundary of St James’ ward would be
extended to Turnlee Road. As already indicated, the
Borough Council proposed that Simmondley ward
should be merged with Gamesley ward to form a
new three-member Trinity ward.
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In contrast, the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats proposed significant departures from
the existing arrangements in the central and eastern
areas of Glossop. Both groups considered that the
existing arrangements failed to adequately reflect
community identity and ties, and proposed instead
the division of the existing All Saints ward into
smaller wards. They also proposed minor
modifications to the existing Simmondley ward.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
concurred with both the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats that the existing arrangements did not
properly reflect the pattern of community ties in
the area covered by the existing All Saints and
St James’ wards. Consequently, our draft
recommendations for new wards of Dinting,
Norfolk, Old Glossop and Whitfield reflected in
part both the Conservative and Liberal Democrat
schemes, while we also concluded that we should
adopt the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for
modifications to Simmondley ward.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council broadly
supported our draft recommendations for this area.
However, it expressed concern that “the long
association within the present All Saints ward of
Whitfield with Old Glossop ... is to be broken up”,
and further argued that there was no justification
for this level of change. It therefore proposed a new
three-member ward, which would comprise our
proposed Old Glossop and Whitfield wards
(subject to minor boundary modifications), both

66

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

of which it argued shared many characteristics and
historic ties. As an alternative to this proposal, the
Council proposed a three-member ward
comprising our proposed Norfolk and Whitfield
wards. It also proposed minor boundary
modifications between Whitfield and Simmondley
wards, between Norfolk and Whitfield wards and
between Old Glossop and Whitfield wards, in
order to better reflect community ties. It also
proposed a boundary modification between
Dinting and Old Glossop wards which would use a
stronger boundary but would not affect any
electors. The Council also proposed that Norfolk
ward should be known as Howard Town ward, in
line with the other village names proposed
elsewhere in Glossopdale.
Our draft recommendations drew the support
of the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats,
both of whom opposed the Borough Council’s
proposal that the proposed Whitfield and Old
Glossop wards should be combined to form a new
three-member ward. The Conservatives argued
that the two areas had diverse interests and
characteristics, while the Liberal Democrats argued
that all communication links between the two were
through Norfolk ward. The Liberal Democrats also
opposed the Council’s alternative option of a threemember Norfolk & Whitfield ward, although the
Conservatives stated that this proposal had “some
merit”. Both groups supported our draft
recommendation for Simmondley ward, as did two
local residents. In order to facilitate a greater
proportion of the electorate being able to vote each
year under the proposed move to elections by
thirds, Tom Levitt, MP, proposed the creation of
two further three-member wards by combining the
proposed Dinting and Old Glossop wards and
Whitfield and Norfolk wards.
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that the Whitfield area is sufficiently distinct from
the town centre to warrant separate representation.
However, we consider that the Borough Council’s
minor boundary modifications to our draft
recommendations have merit, and we propose
to endorse them as part of our final
recommendations, including the proposed change
of name for Norfolk ward to Howard Town ward.
These recommendations would mean that the
wards of Howard Town, Old Glossop and
Simmondley would have approximately equal to
the average, 7 per cent fewer and 4 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average
currently, while none would vary by more than 1
per cent by 2002. Dinting and Whitfield wards
would both vary by 3 per cent or less from the
average number of electors per councillor for
the borough, both now and in 2002. These
recommendations are detailed in Figures 1 and 4
and illustrated on the large map at the back of the
report.

Sett Valley
Hayfield, New Mills North and New Mills
South wards
Under present arrangements, Hayfield ward,
which is coterminous with the largely rural
Hayfield parish, is represented by one councillor
and has 36 per cent more electors per councillor
than the borough average. New Mills North and
New Mills South wards cover New Mills parish,
and have 7 per cent fewer and 1 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average.
New Mills North and New Mills South wards are
represented by three and two councillors
respectively.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
to combine the western part of Hayfield parish and
the Birch Vale area of New Mills North ward with
New Mills South ward, while the remainder of the
parish would form a revised Hayfield borough
ward.
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After careful analysis of the evidence submitted
during Stage Three, we have concluded that we
should confirm our draft recommendations for this
area, subject to the minor boundary modifications
proposed by the Borough Council. While we have
noted the arguments put forward by the Borough
Council and Tom Levitt, MP, in favour of a threemember Old Glossop & Whitfield ward, we have
not been persuaded that this would be a
satisfactory reflection of the interests and identities
of communities in the area. There is a clear physical
divide between the two communities, while there is
only one direct road link between them. Although
we consider the proposal to combine the proposed
Norfolk and Whitfield wards to be more suitable in
community identity terms, we remain of the view
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Both the Conservatives and the Liberal
Democrats opposed the Borough Council’s
proposals, and argued that more appropriate
alternatives were available which would not involve
dividing Hayfield parish. Both groups put forward
similar proposals for the area, which would involve
enlarging the existing Hayfield ward to include the
Birch Vale and Thornsett areas and part of New
Mills town, and a realignment of the borough ward
boundary through the town.
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As part of our draft recommendations report,
we expressed some concern that the Borough
Council’s proposals would divide Hayfield parish
arbitrarily. Additionally, we considered that the
alternative, as proposed by the Conservatives and
the Liberal Democrats, would group together
areas which would share common rural
characteristics. We therefore concluded that we
should endorse the Conservative proposals as our
draft recommendations, largely as a result of the
strong boundaries proposed, and the better level of
electoral equality achieved. These proposals would
mean that the proposed Hayfield & Sett, New
Mills East and New Mills West wards would all
vary by no more than 5 per cent from the average
number of electors per councillor for the borough,
either now or in 2002.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council expressed
concern that there had been some opposition from
local residents to our draft recommendation that
part of New Mills parish should be included in a
revised Hayfield ward, and therefore supported its
original proposal. However, the Council also
proposed an alternative option. It argued that the
Birch Vale area, which lies between Hayfield and
New Mills and is divided by the parish boundary, is
distinct from its adjoining areas, and that Little
Hayfield is also a community in its own right
within Hayfield parish. It therefore argued that our
proposed two-member Hayfield & Sett ward
should be divided into two single-member wards,
Hayfield and Sett. This proposal, it argued, would
achieve reasonable electoral equality without either
of the larger communities in the area dominating
the ward. Hayfield ward would comprise the builtup area of the parish, while Sett ward would
comprise the rural area of Hayfield parish together
with predominantly rural parts of New Mills
parish. The Council also proposed a minor
boundary modification between New Mills East
and New Mills West wards to further improve
electoral equality.
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At Stage Three the Conservatives supported our
draft recommendations for the area, while the
Liberal Democrats supported their original
proposals. However, both groups expressed
concern about the viability of dividing Hayfield
parish between borough wards, as proposed in the
Council’s alternative option.
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New Mills Town Council opposed our draft
recommendation for a new Hayfield & Sett ward.
It argued that this would create an artificial ward,
with no obvious community ties and that its
interests would be “swamped” by Hayfield. It also
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argued that we had under-estimated the likely
growth in the electorate of the area over the next
five years, and that the River Sett offered a stronger
boundary than that proposed within the built-up
area of New Mills. It therefore proposed that a
small part of Hayfield parish should be included in
New Mills West ward (although it did not precisely
define the boundary of the area to be transferred),
and that the River Sett should provide the
boundary between New Mills East and New Mills
West wards. Derbyshire County Council also
opposed our draft recommendation for a new
Hayfield & Sett ward, and argued that the
communities that would be transferred from New
Mills “clearly identify with and form part of New
Mills”, and that further consideration should be
given to the alternatives proposed at Stage Three
by the Borough Council. County Councillor
Doughty argued that there is little community of
interest between Hayfield and the section of New
Mills which would be included in the new ward,
and therefore supported the Borough Council’s
original proposals. However, should this prove
unacceptable, he proposed an alternative which
would involve the division of our Hayfield & Sett
ward into two single-member wards, although on
slightly different boundaries to those proposed as
the Borough Council’s second preference. A total
of 32 residents of New Mills also opposed our draft
recommendation, many of whom argued that their
community ties lay with New Mills, while others
expressed concern that their interests might be
overlooked in such a large ward.
Having considered the representations received
during Stage Three, we note that our draft
recommendation for a new Hayfield & Sett ward
has met with a degree of local opposition at Stage
Three. While the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats broadly supported our draft
recommendation, the majority of respondents
argued that our draft recommendation failed to
properly reflect community interests and identities
in the area, and that other options existed that
would be more appropriate in these circumstances.
We have therefore considered the alternatives that
are available.
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We note that the Borough Council supported
its original proposal to include part of Hayfield
parish in a revised New Mills South ward.
However, as indicated in our draft recommendations
report, we consider that this proposal would
involve a somewhat artificial boundary in dividing
Hayfield parish. Furthermore, we consider that
such a proposal could lead to similar concerns to
those expressed by New Mills residents regarding
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the interests of one community being dominated
by another.
However, we consider that there is merit to the
Borough Council’s alternative Stage Three option.
This would involve the area of the proposed
Hayfield & Sett ward that is currently within New
Mills parish being combined with the Little
Hayfield and Birch Vale areas of Hayfield parish in
a new single-member Sett ward, while Hayfield
village would form a revised Hayfield ward. We
note that this 1 dege Thrf supportield.9(e)]TJT*c00.24 Tw therd tht striknter
balance availablh b7tweenwith statutory cs mis aield.tle
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Both the Conservatives and the Liberal
Democrats supported the Borough Council’s
boundary modification between Chapel-en-le-Frith
and Blackbrook ward, given that it would follow
the physical contours of the area. However, both
groups opposed the proposal that Chapel-en-leFrith should be represented by a single threemember ward. The Liberal Democrats argued that
such a proposal would not be practical, while the
Conservatives contended that the “two
communities are different with differing needs”.
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Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council supported
our recommendations for boundary modifications
in the Sparrowpit area, while it also supported the
retention of two wards for the town. It argued that
Chapel East ward encompasses several smaller
communities which would be better served “by a
member who would solely represent the rural
needs”. Three residents of the town argued that our
proposal would not properly reflect the diversity of
the town as a whole.
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Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we note that the Borough Council’s
proposed modification to the boundary between
the proposed Blackbrook and Chapel-en-le-Frith
wards would appear to have gained cross-party
support. We also note that the proposal would
further improve the level of electoral equality in
Blackbrook ward, with the number of electors per
councillor varying by no more than 1 per cent from
the average either now or in 2002, while it would
also follow the ridge which divides Chapel-en-leFrith from the Blackbrook valley. We have therefore
concluded that we should adopt it as our final
recommendation.
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However, we note that the issue of whether or
not Chapel-en-le-Frith should be represented by a
single three-member ward is less straightforward.
The majority of respondents have opposed this
proposal, and have argued that there is a lack of
community identity between areas at either side of
the town. We have noted the views expressed at
Stage Three and, on balance, are persuaded that
there is merit in retaining two separate wards for
Chapel-en-le-Frith. While we continue to believe
that the town would benefit from being
represented by a single ward, we consider that the
retention of two wards in the town would
represent a better balance between electoral
equality and reflecting the interests and identities of
communities, and we have therefore concluded
that we should retain the existing boundary
between Chapel East and Chapel West wards. Our
final recommendations would mean that Chapel
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East and Chapel West wards, represented by one
and two councillors respectively, would vary from
the average number of electors per councillor by no
more than 5 per cent, either now or in 2002. These
proposals are detailed in Figures 1 and 4 and
illustrated on Maps A4 and A5 at Appendix A.
Whaley Bridge ward
Whaley Bridge ward covers the parish of
Whaley Bridge and is represented by three
councillors. It currently has 6 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average.
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At Stage One the Borough Council argued that,
due to the decrease in council size and the
consequent increase in the average councillor:
elector ratio, allied to the self-contained nature of
Whaley Bridge, there should be no change to the
electoral arrangements for the town. Assuming 43
members, Whaley Bridge ward would contain 4
per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average. This proposal was supported by
the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
concluded that we should adopt the Council’s
proposals for Whaley Bridge. We considered that
the ward was compact and relatively self-contained,
and that our draft recommendations for the
borough as a whole would result in the ward
having a reasonable level of electoral equality.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council, the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats all
supported our draft recommendation. No other
representations were received.
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Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we note that our draft
recommendation has achieved broad support. We
therefore confirm our draft recommendation as
final. Under this proposal, Whaley Bridge ward
would vary by 4 per cent from the average number
of electors per councillor for the borough, both
now and in 2002. This recommendation is detailed
in Figures 1 and 4, and illustrated on Map 2.
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Eastern Rural Areas
Barmoor, Ladybower, Limestone Peak and
Peveril wards
Under current arrangements, the wards of
Barmoor, Ladybower and Peveril, which cover the
almost entirely rural eastern section of the
borough, contain 30 per cent fewer, 18 per cent
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fewer and 8 per cent more electors per councillor
than the borough average respectively. Limestone
Peak ward, which covers the rural hinterland
surrounding Buxton, currently contains 18 per cent
fewer electors per councillor than the borough
average. All four wards are represented by a single
councillor.
At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed a
reconfiguration of the parishes that form the
borough wards in this area. It proposed
transferring Edale parish from Peveril ward to
Ladybower ward, and Peak Forest parish from
Barmoor ward to Peveril ward. The Dove Holes
area of the Dove Holes & Sparrowpit ward of
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish would be transferred to a
revised Limestone Peak ward (based on the parish
of Wormhill). As indicated earlier, the Sparrowpit
area of the same parish ward would be transferred
to a new Chapel-en-le-Frith borough ward. The
remaining parishes in the existing Limestone Peak
ward are discussed in relation to Buxton below. The
Borough Council’s proposals would mean that the
wards of Ladybower, Limestone Peak and Peveril
(all represented by one councillor) would contain 2
per cent fewer, 5 per cent fewer and 4 per cent
more electors per councillor than the borough
average now, and 8 per cent, 7 per cent and 1 per
cent fewer by 2002. As part of its submission, the
Council stated that it had considered merging
Ladybower and Peveril wards into a two-member
ward, but had concluded that two single-member
wards were preferable given the rural characteristics
of the area.
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The Conservatives proposed a two-member
Hope Valley ward, which would combine the
existing Ladybower and Peveril wards, together
with Peak Forest parish. They also proposed a new
Limestone ward, which would consist of Green
Fairfield and Wormhill parishes, together with the
Dove Holes and Martinside areas, which they
argued shared a degree of common identity. The
Liberal Democrats, while acknowledging that they
preferred single-member wards, argued that the
interests of the Hope Valley would be best served
by the creation of a two-member Hope Valley
ward, which would consist of the existing
Ladybower and Peveril wards. They also proposed
a revised Limestone Peak ward, identical to that
proposed by the Conservatives, with the exception
of the Martinside area. Councillor Priestley also
supported a two-member Hope Valley ward.
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In our draft recommendations report, we noted
that this area of the borough displays very different
characteristics to the more urban areas at the
western edge, with the parishes in this area
typically covering large rural areas. We expressed
concern that the proposal by both the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats would
create a ward that would cover around one-third of
the land area of the entire borough. However, we
also noted that the shared community identity
within the Council’s proposed Ladybower ward
was less than ideal, particularly in relation to Edale
and the other constituent parishes. Nevertheless,
while we considered that the arguments were finely
balanced in relation to this area of the borough, we
concluded we should endorse the Borough
Council’s proposals as our draft recommendations.
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At Stage Three, our draft recommendations
were supported by the Borough Council. However,
both the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats
reiterated their support for a two-member Hope
Valley ward. Both groups maintained that all the
parishes in this area of the borough shared a
number of common concerns, and that the most
appropriate way to reflect this was the creation of a
new Hope Valley ward. This view was endorsed by
several parish councils in the area. Brough with
Shatton Parish Meeting argued that “the villages in
this area have had close connections for
generations” and should not therefore be split
between two borough wards, although the Parish
Meeting considered that Peak Forest parish should
not be included in the proposed ward as a result of
the distances involved. Hope with Aston Parish
Council also supported a two-member Hope Valley
ward. Edale Parish Council also opposed our draft
recommendations for this area, as it argued they
concentrated too much on electoral equality at the
expense of effective representation. It argued that it
wished to remain in the existing Peveril ward,
although it acknowledged that a two-member ward
for the area “might well help to restore some
balance”. Peak Forest Parish Council opposed our
recommendation that the parish should form part
of a revised Peveril ward, as it argued that its
affinity lay towards Chapel-en-le-Frith and
Wormhill, and that the geography of the area
meant its ties with parishes to the north-east were
limited. No other representations were received
regarding our proposed Limestone Peak ward.
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We have given careful consideration to the
views expressed during the consultation stage, and
have noted the views of those respondents who
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have argued that a two-member ward for the Hope
Valley would be a more appropriate warding
arrangement than our draft recommendations.
While we continue to have reservations regarding
the size of the proposed ward, it would appear that
the majority of respondents have a clear preference
for this solution. Furthermore, a two-member
Hope Valley ward, including the parish of Peak
Forest, would provide a reasonable level of
electoral equality, with the number of electors per
councillor varying by 1 per cent from the borough
average currently, and 5 per cent by 2002.
We therefore consider that the proposal to create
a two-member Hope Valley ward by combining our
proposed Ladybower and Peveril ward offers the
most appropriate balance that is available between
our statutory criteria and electoral equality. Although
we consider the community ties between Peak Forest
parish and the rest of the ward to be limited, the
inclusion of the parish in a neighbouring borough
ward (either Chapel East or Limestone Peak) would
lead to a significant deterioration in the level of
electoral equality. Furthermore, given the support of
the Borough Council and the Conservatives for our
proposed Limestone Peak ward, we have decided to
confirm it as final. Our final recommendations
would mean that Hope Valley and Limestone Peak
wards, represented by two and one councillor
respectively, would both vary by 1 per cent from
the average number of electors per councillor now,
and 5 per cent and 1 per cent by 2002. These
proposals are detailed in Figures 1 and 4 and
illustrated on Map 2.

Buxton

some community ties. These proposals would
mean that the wards of Cote Heath and Stone
Bench would contain 3 per cent fewer and
approximately equal to the average number of
electors per councillor respectively.
The Conservatives put forward similar
proposals for Stone Bench and Cote Heath wards
as those made by the Council, although they
opposed the inclusion of Green Fairfield parish in a
revised Stone Bench ward. The Liberal Democrats
also proposed similar arrangements for Cote Heath
and Stone Bench, in addition to opposing the
proposal to include Green Fairfield parish in Stone
Bench ward.
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In our draft recommendations report, we
considered that all three proposals for this area had
merit. In particular, we concurred with the
Borough Council’s proposal to include King
Sterndale parish in Cote Heath ward, and that the
area north of Byron Street should be transferred
from Cote Heath ward to Central ward. However,
we considered the proposal to transfer the
allotments to Central ward to be unnecessary,
particularly as it would have no effect on the level
of electoral equality. Elsewhere, we concurred with
the Liberal Democrat proposal that the whole of
Cliff Road should be included in the same borough
ward. Under our draft recommendations, the
number of electors per councillor in the proposed
wards of Cote Heath and Stone Bench would vary
by 3 per cent and 1 per cent from the borough
average (5 per cent and 2 per cent by 2002).
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council
supported our draft recommendation for Stone
Bench ward, and made only one proposal for a
minor boundary modification to Cote Heath ward.
It argued that the topography of the area meant
that the allotments currently in Cote Heath ward
“relates more” to Central ward, and once again
proposed its transfer to Central ward, a proposal
which would affect two electors.
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Cote Heath and Stone Bench wards
Under present arrangements, the wards of Cote
Heath and Stone Bench, which lie in the south and
east of Buxton, currently contain 17 per cent more
and 15 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the borough average respectively. Both wards are
represented by two councillors.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council argued that
the existing Stone Bench ward has strong physical
barriers to its south and west in the form of a
railway line and the A6 respectively. Accordingly,
the Council proposed that the parish of Green
Fairfield should be transferred into a revised Stone
Bench ward, together with a part of Barms ward to
the north, to address the electoral inequality that
exists. It also proposed modifications to Cote
Heath ward, by transferring a section to a revised
Central ward, while also including the parish of
King Sterndale, with which it considered it had
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The Conservatives supported our draft
recommendations for this area, while the Liberal
Democrats stated that they would accept the
Borough Council’s modifications to our proposals.
Three residents of Buxton also supported our draft
recommendations.
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Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we note that our draft
recommendations have enjoyed broad support, and
we confirm them as final, subject to modifying the
boundary between Cote Heath and Central wards,
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as proposed by the Borough Council. Details of the
proposed ward boundaries are illustrated on Map 6
at Appendix A.

member wards for the town centre area (Hardwick
and Silverlands), and single-member Burbage and
Temple wards.

Barms, Central, College and Corbar wards

111

Barms, Central, College and Corbar wards
cover the town centre and the area of Buxton to its
north and west. Barms, College and Corbar are
each represented by two councillors and currently
have 5 per cent, 12 per cent and 7 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average.
Central ward is represented by one councillor and
currently contains 8 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average.
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At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed
significant modifications to these four wards. As
already indicated, the Council proposed modifying
the boundary between Barms and Stone Bench
wards, while it also proposed to transfer two sections
of Corbar ward to a revised Central ward. The
revised Barms and Central wards would both be
represented by two councillors, and would contain 4
per cent and 3 per cent fewer electors per councillor
than the borough average. The remainder of Corbar
ward would be combined with the eastern half of
College ward to its south to form a new Parks ward,
which would be represented by two councillors, and
would contain 8 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the borough average. The western
half of College ward would form a new Burbage
ward, centred around the village itself and would be
combined with the parish of Hartington Upper
Quarter. Burbage ward would contain 4 per cent
more electors per councillor than the borough
average (1 per cent fewer by 2002), and would be
represented by one councillor.

In our draft recommendations report, we
concluded that we should endorse the proposals
put forward by the Liberal Democrats, subject to
some modifications. We considered that these
proposals achieved a reasonable level of electoral
equality, satisfactorily reflected communities in the
town and utilised better boundaries than the other
schemes. However, we considered the proposal for
two single-member wards for the town centre to be
unnecessary given the compact nature of the area
and the strong boundaries available, and we
therefore proposed a revised Central ward.
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The Conservatives proposed alternative
arrangements for this area of Buxton. They
proposed modifications to Barms, Corbar and
Central wards, while they proposed that the parish
of Hartington Upper Quarter should be included
in a revised College ward. The Conservatives
opposed the Council’s proposal to create a new
Burbage ward, arguing that the proposed
boundary was artificial, and would not reflect the
community concerned. They proposed instead an
alternative arrangement, which would be known as
Temple ward, after a local landmark.
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The proposals put forward by the Liberal
Democrats combined elements of both the
Conservatives’ and the Borough Council’s
proposals. Like the Conservatives, the Liberal
Democrats proposed modifications to Barms and
Corbar wards, while they proposed two single-
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council
supported our proposals for Temple and Burbage
ward, while it proposed a modification between the
boundaries of Barms, Central and Corbar wards.
This would involve the transfer of part of the
revised Central ward north of the Buxton to
Chapel-en-le-Frith railway line to both Barms and
Corbar wards. The Council argued that this area
was more strongly associated with the wards to its
north than the town centre to the south, from
which it is cut off by the railway line.
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As with other areas in Buxton, both the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats
supported our proposals, although the Liberal
Democrats indicated they would accept the
Council’s modifications. Three residents of Buxton
also supported our draft recommendations.
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Having considered the representations received
at Stage Three, we believe that the Borough
Council’s modifications are sensible. It is clear that
the railway line forms a natural boundary in this
area, and that the inclusion of the area north of the
railway line in Central ward would not
satisfactorily reflect the interests and identities of
communities in the area. While this proposal
would lead to a deterioration in the level of
electoral equality in the revised Central ward, the
transfer of a small number of electors would result
in a better level of electoral equality in both Barms
and Corbar wards. We therefore propose to
endorse this proposal as part of our final
recommendations. In addition, given the support
that the remainder of our draft recommendations
in this area have achieved, we propose to confirm
them as final. These recommendations would mean
that Barms ward would vary by 2 per cent from the
average number of electors per councillor for the
borough now, and 3 per cent by 2002, while
Central and Corbar wards would vary by 8 per cent
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and 5 per cent respectively now, and 5 per cent and
3 per cent by 2002. Burbage and Temple wards
would vary by 5 per cent and 3 per cent from the
average number of electors per councillor for the
borough now, and 4 per cent and 3 per cent by
2002. Our final recommendations are detailed in
Figures 1 and 4 and illustrated on Maps A6 and A7
at Appendix A.

(a)

in Glossopdale – we propose that new singlemember Gamesley and Hadfield North wards
should be created together with a two-member
Hadfield South ward, and that there should be
modifications to the boundaries of the other six
wards in this area; and that Longdendale and
Norfolk wards should instead be known as
Tintwistle and Howard Town wards;

Electoral Cycle

(b)

in the Sett Valley – we propose that new singlemember Hayfield and Sett wards should be
created, and that there should be a modification
to the boundary between New Mills East and
New Mills West wards in the Church Lane area;

(c)

in Chapel-en-le-Frith – we propose a
modification to the eastern boundary of
Blackbrook ward, and that two borough wards
should be retained in the town;

(d)

in the eastern rural area – we propose that
Ladybower and Peveril wards should be
combined to form a new two-member Hope
Valley ward;

(e)

in Buxton – we propose minor boundary
modifications to Barms, Central, Cote Heath
and Stone Bench wards.
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We conclude that, in High Peak:

(a)

there should be a decrease in council size from
44 to 43;

(b)

there should be 28 wards, three more than at
present;

(c)

the boundaries of 24 of the existing wards
should be modified;

(d)

whole-council elections should continue to be
held every four years.

During Stage One, the Borough Council
argued that the present system of whole-council
elections every four years should be replaced by
elections by thirds. In our draft recommendations
report, we put this proposal forward for
consultation, although we also invited further
views and evidence on this issue.
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At Stage Three, the Borough Council
confirmed
its
support
for
our
draft
recommendation, which was also supported by
Tom Levitt MP. However, the Conservatives, the
Liberal Democrats, Derbyshire County Council,
Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council and 12 other
respondents opposed the proposed change to the
electoral cycle of the borough. The Conservatives
argued that such a proposal would lead to less
interest amongst the electorate in local government
elections, while the Liberal Democrats expressed
concern at the potential increase in costs.
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We recognise that there are advantages and
disadvantages to both systems, and have therefore
sought to respect local preferences or practices. We
have considered the views expressed at Stage Three
and, in the absence of consensus on this issue, we
do not consider that we should confirm our draft
recommendation to move to elections by thirds in
the borough. The Borough Council may in any
event resolve to change its electoral cycle and will
doubtless wish to have regard to the Government’s
recent White Paper, Modern Local Government - In
Touch with the People.
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Conclusions
Having
considered
carefully
all
the
representations and evidence received in response
to our consultation report, we have decided to
endorse our draft recommendations, subject to the
following amendments:
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Figure 3 (opposite) shows the impact of our
final recommendations on electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements,
based on 1997 and 2002 electorate figures.
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As Figure 3 shows, our recommendations would
result in a reduction in the number of wards with an
electoral variance of more than 10 per cent from 14
to one, with no wards varying by more than 20 per
cent from the borough average. This improved level
of electoral equality would improve marginally in
2002. We conclude that our recommendations
would best meet the need for electoral equality,
having regard to the statutory criteria.
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Figure 3:

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1997 electorate
Current
arrangements

2002 forecast electorate

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

44

43

44

43

Number of wards

25

28

25

28

1,532

1,567

1,583

1,620

Number of wards with a
variance more than 10 per
cent from the average

14

1

14

0

Number of wards with a
variance more than 20 per
cent from the average

6

0

8

0

Average number of electors
per councillor

Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council currently has
13 councillors serving four parish wards. At Stage
One, to reflect its borough warding proposals for
the area, the Borough Council proposed that the
parish wards should be modified to reflect the
changes at borough ward level. We therefore
included the Borough Council’s proposals for
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish as part of our draft
recommendations.
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Final Recommendation
High Peak Borough Council should
comprise 43 councillors serving 28 wards, as
detailed and named in Figures 1 and 4, and
illustrated on Map 2 and in Appendix A.
The whole Council should continue to be
elected together every four years.

In undertaking reviews of electoral
arrangements, we are required to comply as far as
is reasonably practicable with the provisions set out
in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule
provides that if a parish is to be divided between
different borough wards, it must also be divided
into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies
wholly within a single ward of the borough.
Accordingly, in our draft recommendations report
we proposed consequential changes to the warding
arrangements for Chapel-en-le-Frith, Charlesworth
and New Mills parishes to reflect the proposed
borough wards.
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In response to our consultation report, Chapelen-le-Frith Parish Council concurred with our
proposal that the Martinside area should be
transferred to Dove Holes parish ward and that the
Sparrowpit area should be transferred to East ward.
It also proposed that West parish ward should be
represented by one more councillor than at present,
and that East ward should be represented by one
fewer councillor than at present. No further
comments were received from the Borough
Council or Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council.
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Parish Council Electoral
Arrangements

Having considered all the evidence received,
and in light of the confirmation of our proposed
borough wards in the area, we confirm our draft
recommendation for modifications to Chapel-enle-Frith parish wards as final.
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Final Recommendation

Final Recommendation

Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council should
comprise 13 councillors, as at present,
representing four wards: Barren Clough,
Combs & Whitehough (represented by two
councillors), Chapel East (three), Chapel
West (six) and Dove Holes & Martinside
(two). The parish ward boundaries should
be modified to reflect the borough wards in
the area, as illustrated on Maps A4 and A5
in Appendix A.

New Mills Parish Council should comprise
12 parish councillors as at present. The
parish wards of Thornsett and Whitle should
be modified to reflect the borough wards of
Sett and New Mills West respectively, while
a new parish ward of Ollersett should be
created to reflect the borough ward of New
Mills East. Each ward should return four
councillors.
As part of our modifications to our draft
recommendations to borough wards in the Sett
Valley, we have concluded that we should
recommend the creation of a new Sett ward, which
would include part of Hayfield parish. This
proposal will require the warding of Hayfield
parish. In its Stage Three submission, the Borough
Council proposed that the parish should be divided
into three wards; Hayfield Town, Hayfield West
and Little Hayfield. However, we consider that this
level of change to the Parish Council’s electoral
arrangements is unnecessary, particularly given that
the area proposed to be included in the new Sett
borough ward (the proposed Hayfield West and
Little Hayfield parish wards) has a degree of shared
community identity. We therefore propose that
Hayfield parish should be divided into two wards
of Hayfield Town and Hayfield West, which would
reflect our proposals for borough wards in the area.
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In our draft recommendations report, we also
proposed to ward Charlesworth parish, as a
consequence of our proposals for borough wards in
the area.
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At Stage Three Charlesworth Parish Council
accepted our proposals, and we are therefore
content to confirm our draft recommendation as
final.
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Final Recommendation
Charlesworth Parish Council should
comprise nine councillors, as at present,
representing two new parish wards: St
John’s (represented by six councillors) and
Simmondley (three).
As part of our draft recommendations report,
we also proposed changes to the warding
arrangements of New Mills Town Council as a
result of our recommendations for borough wards
in the area.
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At Stage Three, New Mills Town Council stated
that it wished to reserve judgement on the Town
Council wards, although it stated that these
“should reflect even more closely the communities
within the town boundaries”. As already indicated,
after careful consideration of the evidence
submitted during Stage Three, we have modified
our draft recommendations for borough wards in
the New Mills area. We are content that these
recommendations reflect communities in the area
as far as possible, and that they provide an
appropriate basis for parish wards. Accordingly, we
are content to confirm our draft recommendations
as final, subject to those modifications we have
made to borough wards.

Final Recommendation
Hayfield Parish Council should comprise 10
councillors, as at present, representing two
new parish wards: Hayfield Town
(represented by eight councillors) and
Hayfield West (two).
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In our draft recommendations report we
proposed that there should be no change to the
electoral cycle of parish councils in the borough,
and are confirming this as final.
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Final Recommendation
For parish councils, whole-council elections
should continue to take place every four
years, on the same cycle as that of the
Borough Council.
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Map 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for High Peak
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Figure 4:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for High Peak
Ward name

30

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1 Barms (in Buxton)

1

1,530

1,530

-2

1,564

1,564

-3

2 Blackbrook

2

3,124

1,562

0

3,213

1,607

-1

3 Burbage (in Buxton)

1

1,482

1,482

-5

1,560

1,560

-4

4 Central (in Buxton)

2

2,899

1,450

-8

3,067

1,534

-5

5 Chapel East

1

1,611

1,611

3

1,650

1,650

2

6 Chapel West

2

3,285

1,643

5

3,379

1,690

4

7 Corbar (in Buxton)

2

2,974

1,487

-5

3,153

1,577

-3

8 Cote Heath
(in Buxton)

2

3,036

1,518

-3

3,070

1,535

-5

9 Dinting
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,544

1,544

-1

1,620

1,620

0

10 Gamesley
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,789

1,789

14

1,709

1,709

5

11 Hadfield North
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,549

1,549

-1

1,669

1,669

3

12 Hadfield South
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,329

1,665

6

3,393

1,697

5

13 Hayfield

1

1,535

1,535

-2

1,627

1,627

0

14 Hope Valley

2

3,165

1,583

1

3,094

1,547

-5

15 Howard Town
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,139

1,570

0

3,227

1,614

-0

16 Limestone Peak

1

1,577

1,577

1

1,602

1,602

-1

17 New Mills East

2

3,091

1,546

-1

3,197

1,599

-1

18 New Mills West

2

3,155

1,578

1

3,241

1,621

0

19 Old Glossop
(in Glossopdale)

2

2,911

1,456

-7

3,221

1,611

-1

20 Padfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,634

1,634

4

1,703

1,703

5

21 St Johns
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,547

1,547

-1

1,660

1,660

2
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Figure 4 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for High Peak
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

22 Sett

1

1,653

1,653

5

1,682

1,682

4

23 Simmondley
(in Glossopdale)

2

2,995

1,498

-4

3,203

1,602

-1

24 Stone Bench
(in Buxton)

2

3,156

1,578

1

3,187

1,594

-2

25 Temple (in Buxton)

1

1,610

1,610

3

1,575

1,575

-3

26 Tintwistle
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,646

1,646

5

1,681

1,681

4

27 Whaley Bridge

3

4,882

1,627

4

5,060

1,687

4

28 Whitfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,553

1,553

-1

1,666

1,666

3

Totals

43

67,401

-

-

69,673

-

-

Averages

-

-

1,567

-

-

1,620

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on High Peak Borough Council’s submission.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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6. NEXT STEPS

Having completed our review of electoral
arrangements in High Peak and submitted our final
recommendations to the Secretary of State, we
have fulfilled our statutory obligation under the
Local Government Act 1992.

132

It now falls to the Secretary of State to decide
whether to give effect to our recommendations,
with or without modification, and to implement
them by means of an order. Such an order will not
be made earlier than six weeks from the date that
our recommendations are submitted to the
Secretary of State.

133

All further correspondence concerning our
recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to:
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The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Review
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for High Peak:
Detailed Mapping
The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for the High Peak area.
Map A1 illustrates in outline form, the proposed
boundaries for High Peak and indicates the areas
that are shown in more detail in Maps A2, A3, A4,
A5, A6, A7 and the large map at the back of the
report.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed boundaries
between New Mills East, New Mills West and Sett
wards;
Map A3 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Hayfield and Sett wards;
Map A4 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Blackbrook and Chapel West wards;
Map A5 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Chapel East and Limestone Peak wards;
Map A6 illustrates the proposed ward boundaries
in Buxton;
Map A7 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Corbar and Burbage wards.
The large map inserted in the back of the report
illustrates the existing and proposed ward
boundaries in the Glossopdale area.
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Map A1:

Final Recommendations for High Peak: Key Map

36

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

Map A2:

Proposed Boundaries between New Mills East, New Mills West and Sett Wards
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Map A3:

Proposed Boundary between Hayfield and Sett Wards

38

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

Map A4:

Proposed Boundary between Blackbrook and Chapel West Wards
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Map A5:

Proposed Boundary between Chapel East and Limestone Peak Wards
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Map A6:

Proposed Boundaries in Buxton
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Map A7:

Proposed Boundary between Burbage and Corbar Wards
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APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for High Peak

Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

1

Barms (in Buxton)

1

Barms ward (part)

2

Blackbrook

2

Blackbrook ward (Chinley, Buxworth & Brownside parish
and Barren Clough, Combs & Whitehough ward of
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish); Chapel West ward (part – West ward
of Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part))

3

Burbage
(in Buxton)

1

College ward (part); Corbar ward (part); Limestone Peak ward
(part – Hartington Upper Quarter parish)

4

Central
(in Buxton)

2

Barms ward (part); Central ward (part); Corbar ward (part);
Cote Heath ward (part)

5

Chapel-en-le-Frith

3

Chapel East ward (part – East ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith
parish); Chapel West ward (part – Chapel West ward of
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part)); Barmoor ward (part – Dove
Holes & Sparrowpit ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part))

6

Corbar
(in Buxton)

2

Barms ward (part); College ward (part); Corbar ward (part)

7

Cote Heath
(in Buxton)

2

Cote Heath ward (part); Limestone Peak ward (part – King
Sterndale parish)

8

Dinting
(in Glossopdale)

1

St Andrew’s ward (part); St Charles’ ward (part); St James’
ward (part)

9

Hadfield
(in Glossopdale)

2

St Andrew’s ward (part); St Charles’ ward (part)

10

Hayfield & Sett

2

Hayfield ward; New Mills North ward (part – Thornsett ward
(part) of New Mills parish)

11

Ladybower

1

Ladybower ward; Peveril ward (part – Edale parish)

12

Limestone Peak

1

Barmoor ward (part – Dove Holes & Sparrowpit ward of
Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part)); Chapel East ward (part –
East ward of Chapel-en-le-Frith parish (part)); Limestone Peak
ward (part – the parishes of Green Fairfield and Wormhill)
continued overleaf
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Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Constituent Areas
Ward name

44

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

13

Longdendale
(in Glossopdale)

1

St Charles’ ward (part); Tintwistle ward (Tintwistle parish)

14

Melandra
(in Glossopdale)

2

Gamesley ward (part); St Andrew’s ward part

15

New Mills East

2

New Mills South ward (part – Beard & Ollersett ward (part)
and Newtown ward (part) of New Mills parish); New Mills
North ward (part – Thornsett ward (part) of New Mills parish)

16

New Mills West

2

New Mills North ward (part – Whitle ward of New Mills
parish); New Mills South ward (part – Newtown ward (part)
of New Mills parish)

17

Norfolk
(in Glossopdale)

2

All Saints ward (part); St James’ ward (part)

18

Old Glossop
(in Glossopdale)

2

All Saints ward (part)

19

Padfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

St Andrew’s ward (part); St Charles’ ward (part)

20

Peveril

1

Barmoor ward (part – Peak Forest parish); Peveril ward (part –
the parishes of Aston, Castleton and Hope)

21

Simmondley
(in Glossopdale)

2

St James’ ward (part); St John’s ward (part – Chisworth parish
and Simmondley ward of Charlesworth parish as proposed);
Simmondley ward

22

St John’s
(in Glossopdale)

1

Gamesley ward (part); St John’s ward (part – St John’s ward of
Charlesworth parish as proposed)

23

Stone Bench
(in Buxton)

2

Barms ward (part); Stone Bench ward

24

Temple
(in Buxton)

1

College ward (part)

25

Whaley Bridge

3

Unchanged (Whaley Bridge parish)

26

Whitfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

All Saints ward (part); St James’ ward (part)
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Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Number of Councillors and Electors by Ward
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

1

Barms (in Buxton)

1

1,516

1,516

-3

1,550

1,550

-4

2

Blackbrook

2

3,044

1,522

-3

3,133

1,567

-3

3

Burbage (in Buxton)

1

1,482

1,482

-5

1,560

1,560

-4

4

Central
(in Buxton)

2

2,972

1,486

-5

3,140

1,570

-3

5

Chapel-en-le-Frith

3

4,976

1,659

6

5,109

1,703

5

6

Corbar (in Buxton)

2

2,913

1,457

-7

3,092

1,546

-5

7

Cote Heath
(in Buxton)

2

3,038

1,519

-3

3,072

1,536

-5

8

Dinting
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,544

1,544

-1

1,620

1,620

0

9

Hadfield
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,222

1,611

3

3,371

1,686

4

10

Hayfield & Sett

2

3,188

1,594

2

3,309

1,655

2

11

Ladybower

1

1,536

1,536

-2

1,494

1,494

-8

12

Limestone Peak

1

1,577

1,577

1

1,602

1,602

-1

13

Longdendale

1

1,651

1,651

5

1,700

1,700

5

14

Melandra
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,453

1,727

10

3,398

1,699

5

15

New Mills East

2

2,982

1,491

-5

3,088

1,544

-5

16

New Mills West

2

3,264

1,632

4

3,350

1,675

3

17

Norfolk
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,179

1,590

1

3,267

1,634

1

18

Old Glossop
(in Glossopdale)

2

2,896

1,448

-8

3,206

1,603

-1

19

Padfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,650

1,650

5

1,715

1,715

6

20

Peveril

1

1,629

1,629

4

1,600

1,600

-1

continued overleaf
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Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Number of Councillors and Electors by Ward
Ward name

Number Electorate Number
Variance Electorate Number
Variance
of
(1997) of electors
from
(2002)
of electors
from
councillors
per councillor average
per councillor average
%
%

21

Simmondley
(in Glossopdale)

2

3,004

1,502

-4

3,212

1,606

-1

22

St John’s
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,518

1,518

-3

1,631

1,631

1

23

Stone Bench
(in Buxton)

2

3,156

1,578

1

3,187

1,594

-2

24

Temple (in Buxton)

1

1,610

1,610

3

1,575

1,575

-3

25

Whaley Bridge

3

4,882

1,627

4

5,060

1,687

4

26

Whitfield
(in Glossopdale)

1

1,519

1,519

-3

1,632

1,632

1

-

-

69,673

-

-

1,567

-

1,620

-

Totals

43

Averages

-

67,401
-

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on High Peak Borough Council’s submission.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies
from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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