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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
01 August 2016 09:18
Starkie, Emily
FW: Electoral Review of Leeds - Have Your Say

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From:
Sent: 30 July 2016 15:00
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Review of Leeds ‐ Have Your Say
Have your say:
Q) Do you have suggestions about where your ward boundaries should be?
A) I would like to see Ilkley and Menston (currently Bradford ward) to be changed over to Leeds council ward.
Regards
A Bodey
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
24 August 2016 08:44
Starkie, Emily
FW: Ward boundaries in Leeds

‐‐
Jonathan Ashby
Review Assistant
LGBCE
From: Campbell, Amy [
Sent: 23 August 2016 16:48
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward boundaries in Leeds
Hello,
I would like to contribute to the review of ward boundaries taking place in Leeds. I live in the Weetwood ward in an
area called Meanwood, but many other people I know who live in Meanwood are in the Moortown ward. As an
area, Meanwood has become a thriving and popular location for young professionals and families and I feel that
incorporating it into one ward would be hugely beneficial to local people. The are some specific issues with the area
such as traffic congestion, which could be better tackled by a single ward of councillors rather than two separate
groups. I feel it would allow the area to prosper further.
Many thanks
Amy Campbell

To view the terms under which this email is distributed, please go to:‐
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
17 August 2016 09:19
Starkie, Emily
FW: Gipton Harehills

Mishka Mayers
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1251
From:
Sent: 16 August 2016 20:58
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Gipton Harehills

I would like you to consider moving me into Killingbeck Ward as I believe we would be better served by
the Local Councillors for that area.
We are ignored by Harehills councillors as they only concentrate on Harehills Area and forget us on the
outskirts of Gipton
I do a lot of volunteer work on Killingbeck Fields and the Wyke Beck Valley.
Please keep me informed
Thank you
Lynne Caulfield.

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
08 August 2016 09:47
Starkie, Emily
FW: Consultation

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Matt Collins
Sent: 07 August 2016 14:13
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Consultation

I have tried several times to use the boundary map to propose a boundary change for leeds.
The tool is very difficult to use and once drawn I can find no way to submit the new boundary. My change
included using the river as a natural boundary between horsforth and bramley/stanningley and using intake
lane as a boundary between farsley/calverley and bramley/stanningley and finally using the ring road as a
boundary between pudsey and farsley/calverley.
I hope this proposal could be considered as I believe these areas would formalise what residents already
identify as within the community.
Thanks,
Matt
Sent from my Sony Xperia™ smartphone
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Mr & Mrs G.E.Hall

22 July 2016
To: Local Government Boundary Commission for England
The review officer (Leeds)
Dear Commissioner
Boundary review for Electoral Wards within the Leeds City Council Administration area
You have invited representations in relation to the review which you are currently carrying out; I
would be pleased if you would consider the following.
1. The Current Council comprises of 33 wards, which represents the Urban and Rural
Communities which make up the metropolitan area. Consistent with the recently adopted
development plan any boundary changes should seek to protect the character and identity
of those neighbourhoods. The basis of review must have regard to the Housing Market
Characteristic Areas and any proposed development which is envisaged in the next 10 years
particularly with a minimum of 5000 dwellings in the Harewood ward
2. It is quite debateable whether or not the “representation of the peoples act” (the Act) as
amended requires three councillors for each ward as (a) this constitutes a considerable
financial burden to the community charge payers of Leeds (b) it can be seen that the current
single member of Parliament Alec Shelbrooke MP for Elmet @ Rothwell) represents far
greater numbers/constituents in electoral terms and will continue to do so even after the
wider review of parliamentary constituencies which will shortly take place.(c) fair and
balanced representation requires strong local knowledge, needs and demographics without
social engineering, clearly one size does not fit all.
3. From a local perspective Harewood from which the ward derives its name is remote from
the neighbouring villages and perhaps should be included in the Wetherby Ward. Historically
Shadwell including Red Hall and part of Roundhay, all Thorner, Scholes, Barwick, Potterton,
Aberford and Parlington which includes land upon which a new “Garden City” is proposed
that accommodate up to 5000 dwellings formed a part of the ancient kingdom of “Elmet”. c
Bramham & Collingham are nearby communities which make up the current Harewood
ward .It would seem that you should consider, if within your terms of reference a review the
ward name. My suggestion is to incorporate these “Rural” villages into a ward that could and
should be changed to “Elmet” ward. It is imperative that our “small settlements” remain
separate & distinctive from the urban area and not to be classified as a suburb. The
geographical boundary demarcation for such a ward I suggest as being the A1 highway to
the East‐Grimes Ditch/the East of Leeds “new” orbital road to the West; the A642 to the
south; and the Wetherby Ward including Wyke & Harewood to the North.
4. Given that the review is considering Electoral boundaries I would suggest a third tier review
is carried out simultaneously. In the first instance the largest Parish in the current Leeds

Harewood ward constituency/ area is reviewed, specifically the “Parish” wards of Scholes
and Barwick de‐group. The reason, not least, is because dwellings to the east of Grimes Ditch
and the proposed “East of Leeds Orbital Road” (ELOR) will lie within the Scholes ward
creating a significant imbalance. Parlington should in due course have its own Parish Council
ideally at an early stage of the development of that community
I would be happy to engage further & attend an inquiry in public if the process so requires but in
any event I would be pleased to receive updates and your draft proposals in due course
Yours faithfully

George E Hall

By email to;

reviews@ lgbce.org.uk

Cc Alec Shelbrooke MP ;
Leeds City Council Harwood & Wetherby Ward Members

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
24 August 2016 16:56
Starkie, Emily
FW: Review of Ward Boundaries Leeds

fyi

‐‐
Jonathan Ashby
Review Assistant
LGBCE
From: Eleanor Maw [
Sent: 24 August 2016 10:31
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Review of Ward Boundaries Leeds

]

Thank you for this opportunity to contribute to the discussions about the ward boundaries in Leeds. My
husband and I moved to Rodley eighteen months ago from Kent and thoroughly enjoy the life we have
here. As we work in the city and both of us like supporting independent businesses, we are spoilt for
choice where we are and have enjoyed great meals at Ephysus, Georgio’s, The Olive Tree, The Forge,
Indigo Fusion Express, Café Fraiche, Hartley’s Fish and Chips etc. We occasionally visit The Owl Pub and
often head into Farsley for the convenience shops, Cooper’s café, the chemist and have entertained
countless family and friends in the traditional pubs of Farsley, Calverley and Horsforth. We attend the
Rodley Cricket Club matches and family days, which are always excellent; we have been to the Horsforth
Food and Drink festival both summers we’ve been here (despite bad weather). Our friends are in these
areas, we contribute to the economies and communities of these areas. In all the time we’ve lived in
Rodley, we’ve never once socialised in Bramley or Stanningley and the only time we make specific stops in
these locations is to attend the sorting office for missed parcels or to take the dog to the vet.
We were surprised when we first came to vote in the area that Rodley is split down the middle and that
we are in the Bramley and Stanningley ward, for the sake of 500m. We were surprised because there is not
obvious delineation in Rodley between that which is under Bramley and that which is not. Rodley is fairly
uniform, populated almost entirely by professionals, most of whom socialise as we do – in Horsforth and
Farsley. We live within the Rodley boundary, as indicated by the sign by New Rodley Motors, where we
take our car for service. Yet less than 1km away, the other half of Town Street is in Pudsey. This doesn’t
make any sense – to split a population by an arbitrary line to leave one half in an area with which it has
nothing to do and nothing in common and the other in an area that matches the demographics of the
community it’s in. It would make more sense, create more community cohesion and improve community
relations if the ward border was moved to incorporate Rodley as a whole. Those of us in the Bramley side
of Rodley align ourselves more with those on the Calverley/Pudsey/Farsley side and I feel much more of a
community relationship with them than I do with the Bramley ward. When it comes to voting, we're voting
in an area that we know nothing about with little opportunity to influence thinking. Our MP writes
literature that solely focuses on issues in Bramley and Stanningley as settlements and never our area. It's
like we are adrift with no real home, yet feel and foster strong connections with a different ward. I'm
afraid I couldn't make the map work for me, but I think the boundary should be moved to encompass the
area of Rodley from New Rodley Motors where the sign is, to include all of what the residents in Rodley
1

class as our village. It would be so good for the local community, whose bonds would only strengthen, and
make much more sense on every level.
Please do let me know if there are any other ways that I can assist in this review. I am very keen to see
change at this local level and thank you again for the opportunity to have our say.
With kind regards,
Eleanor Maw
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

reviews
06 September 2016 09:32
Starkie, Emily
FW: consultation on Leeds district ward boundary review
I wish to propose that Garforth be a separate ward without the inclusion of Swillington for the
following reasons using your criteria.docx

Importance:

High

‐‐
Jonathan Ashby
Review Assistant
LGBCE
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From:
Sent: 06 September 2016 08:10
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: consultation on Leeds district ward boundary review
Importance: High
I wish to comment on the proposed ward boundary review for the Garforth & Swillington ward in the Leeds District
review.
I have tried to send my comments online but the system this morning will not allow me to get beyond highlighting
the ward map of Leeds and entering in my details.
Garforth does not have a Parish Council and I only came across the review consultation a few days ago by chance so
I am attaching my comments.
I would be grateful if I could have an acknowledgement of this e mail and content.
I am responding as a member of the public Mrs Susan McQuire,

‐‐‐
This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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I wish to propose that Garforth be a separate ward without the inclusion of Swillington for the
following reasons using your criteria:
1. Each councillor represents roughly the same number of voters as elected members
elsewhere in the authority
2. Ward patterns should reflect community interests, identities and boundaries should be
identifiable
3. The electoral arrangements should promote effective local government and reflect the
electoral cycle
1 Delivering electoral equality
It is stated that he Garforth & Swillington ward has 16260 and a proposed increase to 17698 (by
2018 next elections and for the following 5 years until the next review.).
I would challenge this proposed increase as insufficient given the large scale housing developments
proposed for the ward of another 2,500 in the second phase of development, this could result in an
additional 5,000 electors not 1400 as stated.
Unfortunately I do not have access to the census returns of Garforth but Swillington is a small
settlement whereas Garforth is classed as a town ( Leeds City Council Core Strategy document ),
Garforth has approximately 6,000 houses and census returns for the combined ward of 8,500,
clearly Garforth has by far the largest proportion of electors.
All the proposed housing will be in and around Garforth so future numbers of electorate will be
17,000 and could therefore be granted ward status as it would meet numbers similar to many other
wards throughout the city. Swillington has no development planned.

2 Reflecting the interests and identities of local communities







Transport links. There is only 1 bus an hour linking Garforth and Swillington. From the
outskirts of Garforth this is a walk of 20 – 30 minutes to the bus stop in Main St.
Community groups. Garforth has many community groups . The only joint group would
appear to be a council led, ward based Garforth & Swillington Forum. I have attended one
meeting but this necessities car travel as bus service is so infrequent. Garforth and
Swillington appear to have separate groups eg Art and there are no joint activities between
the Garforth and the Swillington art groups. Swillington has a Parish Council which Garforth
does not.
Facilities. Garforth has a Main St with retail shops, Swillington does not. Both have libraries,
community halls, GP surgeries and primary schools. Garforth has a secondary school as
does Kippax ( nearer to Swillington ) so children from Swillington can attend either. ( school
buses ). There is a swimming pool at the Swillington side of Kippax which is used by all the
neighbouring communities.
Identifiable boundaries. Garforth is contained within the A642, A656 and the A63 ( T) roads.
From the south A63 there are over 2km separating Garforth from the outskirts of
Swillington. From the far north east point of Garforth there is 5 km separation. The A63






trunk road and distance to the outskirts of Swillington is a barrier to any integration
between the two communities. There are no plans for any development between Garforth
and Swillington as it would lead to coalescence .
Parishes. As mentioned above Swillington has had a Parish Council since 1894 and does not
communicate with Garforth. Garforth does not have a parish council at present.
Shared interests. Yes Garforth does have an issue which is not relevant to Swillington. More
proposed large scale housing developments. Prior to the second world war Garforth
consisted of 3 small hamlets, subsequently infill has resulted in the town of Garforth all
owner occupied. Swillington has not had this expansion nor is any proposed. Having
councillors representing both Garforth and Swillington results in a conflict of interest when
the Swillington Parish Council does not positively further any expansion in housing numbers
resulting in Garforth taking 85% of all further housing development in the section of the city.
This may explain why Garforth has not had any representation at the City’s Planning
Development Panel meetings when all the major housing allocation decisions were taken.
An anomaly which needs correcting. The current ward boundary does not include some
areas of Garforth, Nanny Goat Lane which is in the Harewood ward.

3 Promoting effective and convenient local government and reflecting electoral cycles
As explained earlier, the electoral numbers will soon reflect 17,000( a number quoted as similar to
many other wards in the city), indeed since 2010 an additional 133 houses have been built plus
another 58 as a care home. Garforth could become a ward on it’s own . It is classified as a town by
Leeds City Council along with Rothwell , Pudsey, Morley and Otley. As a separate ward with 3
councillors it would continue to reflect electoral cycles.
For all the above reasons I am proposing that the Garforth ward boundary should be theM1 to the
north, from the junctions 46 to 47 the A656 to the east and the A63 to the south but excluding the
few houses on the north side of the A63 at Swillington Common. Unfortunately I have been unable
to draw a new boundary on the interactive map.

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
11 August 2016 10:08
Starkie, Emily
FW: Ward Boundaries

From:
Sent: 11 August 2016 07:26
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward Boundaries

Hi,
I live in
at Rodley and go to Farsley for all my local amenities including thr library rather than
Bramley yet we are in Bramley Ward. As Farsley is much nearer, we should be in the same ward rather than
Bramley which is much further away.
Regards
Rosemarie Parker
Sent from my Samsung device
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
22 July 2016 14:09
Starkie, Emily
FW: Ward Boundary Review: Harewood Ward & Aberford Parish, Leeds

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Steve Piper
Sent: 22 July 2016 12:55
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward Boundary Review: Harewood Ward & Aberford Parish, Leeds

Sir
In connection with the current Leeds boundary review there is a current situation which I think may
be irregular.
Aberford & District Parish Council, a large but sparsely populated parish to the east of Leeds
currently appears to be split between two Leeds wards. The bulk of the Parish sits within
Harewood Ward, but a smaller part appears to lie within the Garforth & Kippax ward.
The following is an extract from (of all places) a paper I've tracked down regarding a boundary
review in Warrington.
The commission’s adherence to its statutory criteria for ward boundaries had a consequential
impact on the electoral arrangements of the parishes in question, namely the parish wards to
which local parish councillors are elected and the number of parish councillors elected to each
ward. Legislation is clear on the procedure when a parish is divided between wards: the
commission must abolish the existing parish electoral arrangements and redraw parish
ward boundaries so that they match the district or borough ward boundary. In short, no
parish ward can cross borough ward boundaries. Therefore, the commission, in its draft
recommendations, abolished the electoral arrangements for the two parishes and redrew them so
that they matched the proposed ward boundaries. It then consulted on those new arrangements
over eight weeks in the summer and autumn.
If this extract is correct it would suggest the current arrangements re Aberford are anomalous
and in need of correction, either by redrawing the Parish Boundary (Act of Parliament required?)
or the Ward boundaries.
Any observations you might have on this matter would be appreciated.
Steve Piper
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
11 August 2016 10:07
Starkie, Emily
FW: LA Boundaries Review - Leeds

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From:
Sent: 10 August 2016 23:42
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: LA Boundaries Review ‐ Leeds
Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing in response to the invitation to comment on local government ward boundaries.
As a Parish Councillor for Collingham with Linton, in the Harewood Ward of Leeds CC, I can offer no better
statement of my views than those set out in the submission made by Councillor Ryan Stephenson, in his letter to
you.
I completely support the views he provided. In particular his explanation of the position of the Harewood villages
sets out very clearly our situation.
I would commend his submission to you.
Yours faithfully,
Ian Robertson
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
28 July 2016 09:40
Starkie, Emily
FW: I'm sorry to..

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Gurmeet Singh
Sent: 28 July 2016 09:15
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>;
Subject: I'm sorry to..

Dear Sir/Madam
I'm sorry to say this, but I don't think we need 99 councillors for the Leeds Ward. I would prefer the
money to be spent on more Police, Fire and other Public Services. As for Fair Voting, I think it is better to
switch to the Alternative Voting system. Locally what does it matter who we choose when we cannot make
the changes and investments needed locally, because central government has cut the budget, year after year,
to below the minimum for a council to run properly. This review just means more good, subsided jobs for
the middle-class down-trodders of the disfranchised working class. More fiddled expense claims more
ripping off the people.
yours sincerely
Gurmeet Singh
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Leeds District
Personal Details:
Name:

Kal Sutcliffe

E-mail:

Postcode:

Kal.sutcliffe@gmail.com

Organisation Name:

Comment text:

Hi I currently live
this little street is
services I use are
school that is just

on
which is a cul de sac off new village way in Churwell and only
not
o
rley. I suggest that this street should be part of Morley. All the
in Morley not wortley and farnley and likewise I'd like my children to go to a
up the road and not miles away due to current boundary lines

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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The Review Officer (Leeds)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank
LONDON
SW1P 4QP
5th September 2016

Dear LGBCE

WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW: CITY OF LEEDS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
Thank you for your kind advice and assistance in respect of the current ward
boundary review in Leeds.

LeedsReviewNTPage1

1.0

The Leeds Review of 2002-4

1.1
The last ward review in Leeds commenced in 2002 and at that time I led for
the Labour Group on the City Council and had the principal involvement in the
scheme ultimately accepted by Leeds City Council and (with some minor changes)
by yourselves.
1.2
At that time there was extensive formal consultation with the other political
parties on the City Council as well as all 99 councillors individually, together with all
the City’s MPs and town and parish councils, many community groups and forums,
statutory services such as Police and Fire as well as all departments of Leeds City
Council. We also used many opportunities provided by the local media, particularly
the Yorkshire Post, the Yorkshire Evening Post and the many local newspapers and
local radio to let people know what was going on and seeking proposals and views
from the people of Leeds on our proposals and (later) our revised proposals. We
received a considerable body of representations and (for anyone who is interested)
all of those representations (and my responses) were deposited with yourselves as
part of the City Council’s submission.
1.3
On the scheme with which I was very much involved back then, after
considerable discussion (and amendments, where these were possible) unqualified
support on the City Council was received from the Green Group and qualified
support from the Liberal Democrat Group (they supported roughly 80% of the
Labour proposals, the failure to agree being mainly confined to the proposals for
Otley and its surrounding area and the way in which the York Road (A64) in Inner
East Leeds was being dealt with).
1.4
The Labour Party in Leeds (at that time the Labour Party had majority control
of the City Council, as it does today) set me a task to try to achieve wards
comprising 16,661 registered electors – the ‘target’ electorate – varying no more
than 5% above or below that figure in urban areas and up to 10% above or below
that figure in rural or semi-rural areas.
1.5
That target was largely achieved, using the projected electorate figures
provided by the ONS (Office for National Statistics) and the Council’s Planning
Department, and the new wards came into effect from June 2004, of course.
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2.0

The Leeds Review of 2016

2.1
As you know, Leeds will still have 99 councillors after the current review, and
on the assumption that Leeds will continue to have 33 three-member wards, the
new ‘target’ electorate is therefore 18,192 electors per ward.
2.2
If I apply the same rule of thumb used back in 2002 [that is, up to 5% above
or below in urban areas, up to 10% above or below in rural or semi-rural areas], this
gives ‘acceptable’ ranges of 17,282 to 19,102 in urban areas and ‘acceptable’ ranges
of 16,373 to 18,829 electors in rural or semi-rural areas.

3.0

Wards which could perhaps remain the same (or virtually the same)

3.1
The following 2004 wards fall within the ranges given in para. 2.2 and might
perhaps be considered for leaving them as they are (or with just minor, ‘tidying up’
changes that might be required):



Adel & Wharfedale



Alwoodley



Armley



Burmantofts & Richmond Hill



Calverley & Farsley (however, see also para 6)



Farnley & Wortley



Garforth & Swillington



Guiseley & Rawdon



Horsforth



Killingbeck & Seacroft



Kippax & Methley



Moortown



Morley North
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Morley South



Otley & Wharfedale



Pudsey (however, see also para 6)



Rothwell



Roundhay



Temple Newsam



Weetwood

4.0

Wards where some change is required

4.1
Ardsley & Robin Hood (18,131) is within its new target electorate but I
suggest that the precise boundary with Middleton Park ward (19,971) in the Sharp
Lane area be redrawn as the current ward boundary cuts through a handful of new
properties which did not exist back in 2002.
4.2

Beeston & Holbeck (15,631) is too small – see para 4.

4.3
Bramley & Stanningley (17,557) is within its target electorate. However,
the adjacent ward of Kirkstall (16,223) is deficient by almost 2000 electors. Since
the last review the Kirkstall Forge development has commenced and a brand new
railway station has been built and opened. The development is currently split
between the two wards but ideally should all be contained within the Kirkstall ward.
This could be achieved by simply moving the relevant properties at Kirkstall Forge
from Bramley & Stanningley into Kirkstall. In order for Bramley & Stanningley to stay
within its 5% target please see the suggestion at para 4.4.
4.4
Calverley & Farsley (18,936) is within its target electorate. However, back
in 2004, parts of Rodley (which had been part of the former Leeds County
Borough/Leeds MD ward of Stanningley up until 1980) were transferred back into
Bramley & Stanningley ward in order to better meet the desired electorate figures.
By transferring some more streets in Rodley (not an entire polling district – perhaps
just part of the north-eastern area of PD CFE?) into Bramley & Stanningley both
wards would become even closer to the ideal 18,192 figure. Rodley would still be
split between two wards, unfortunately, but that is the situation now and is, in my
opinion, unlikely to change in the current review.
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4.5.0 I will deal with Cross Gates & Whinmoor (20,914), Harewood (15,763)
and Wetherby (16,827) together as it appears the warding issues in this part of the
city can be worked out between them.
4.5.1 Wetherby (16,827) is too small and, as it is located in the far north-east of
the City, with the County of North Yorkshire to the north and east, and only shares a
boundary with a single Leeds ward – Harewood - the additional electors will
necessarily have to be found from there to make up the numbers. I suggest
Wetherby gains the parish of Collingham-with-Linton (HAK and HAL) from Harewood
and consequently that the parish of Bramham-cum-Oglethorpe (WYH) be transferred
from Wetherby to Harewood ward. This would give Wetherby an electorate of
17,971 – which is much closer to the target electorate. Collingham and Linton are
geographically much closer to the town of Wetherby, whereas Bramham is more
remote and rural, like much (but not all) of the existing Harewood ward.
4.5.2 Harewood (15,763) is geographically the largest ward in Leeds but one of
the smallest in terms of electorate (although some inner-city wards are even
smaller). If my suggestions in para 4.5.1 are followed through, Wetherby would
reach an appropriate size but Harewood would still be deficient (and even more so,
in fact, at 14,619). I suggest that some parts of Cross Gates & Whinmoor (which,
at 20,914 electors is too large) be transferred to Harewood, including that part of PD
CWF that lies to the west of Wetherby Road (A58) and parts of, say PDs CWD, CWG,
CWI and CWJ. There has been (and will continue to be) new house building on the
eastern flank of the ward and I suggest it is from those areas that consideration be
given to transfer into Harewood ward. As I am no longer a councillor and do not
have access to street-by-street data, I cannot propose a precise scheme, but do
suggest that, subject to meaningful boundaries being found, sufficient transfer of
electors/properties takes place to ensure both Harewood and Cross Gates &
Whinmoor wards are much closer to the target figure.
4.6

Gipton & Harehills is too small – see para 5.3.

4.7
Kirkstall (16,223) has a projected deficiency of 1,969 electors. See para 4.3
concerning the Kirkstall Forge development. Perhaps consideration might also be
given to transferring some of the electors in the Burley Road area of CHC and HWC
into Kirkstall, in order to address that deficiency?
4.8
Middleton Park (19,971) is too large and the adjacent Beeston & Holbeck
(15,631) is too small. The initial thought may well be to transfer some households in
the vicinity of the ward boundary from Middleton Park to Beeston & Holbeck.
However, the redistribution required for the over-large City & Hunslet ward will
definitely have an impact upon Beeston & Holbeck, in any case, so I refer to para 5
below so that Beeston & Holbeck and Middleton Park can be considered as part of a
bigger whole.
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5.0 The considerable rewarding challenges posed by a diminished
Headingley and significantly over-large City & Hunslet

5.1
Headingley (13,856) is far too small and City & Hunslet (32,230) is far too
big – I suspect it will be the largest district council ward in the whole of the UK. The
solution will almost certainly involve a significant impact upon the existing Hyde Park
& Woodhouse ward, as well as bringing changes to Beeston & Holbeck and Gipton &
Harehills – and possibly Burmantofts & Richmond Hill as well.
5.2
Headingley could not absorb significant numbers of electors from Kirkstall,
Weetwood or Chapel Allerton without removing their current ‘satisfactory’ (in terms
of numbers) status, so perhaps a possible solution is to transfer all of the Hyde Park
area (and possibly part or all of Little Woodhouse?) into the Headingley ward?
5.3
The projected electorate for City & Hunslet is a staggering 32,230 (with one
polling station alone – Trinity Church on Boar Lane – having a projected electorate
of 8,947!). I suggest that electors be shed to Kirkstall (see previous paragraph) and
to understrength Gipton & Harehills (16,599) (parts of the Skinner Lane area in
Sheepscar, perhaps?) in order that both Kirkstall and Gipton & Harehills are closer to
the target electorate.
5.4
After the removal of several thousand electors from the Hyde Park &
Woodhouse ward to Headingley, the remainder of the current Hyde Park &
Woodhouse ward could then absorb the northern part of the City & Hunslet ward –
perhaps reviving the former ward name of City & Woodhouse? One boundary line
could be the railway line and Leeds station, perhaps? Some might prefer the River
Aire as a boundary but I suspect that would make the ward far too large, still.
5.5
That part of the City & Hunslet ward south of the railway line could then be
considered with the existing Beeston & Holbeck ward and Middleton Park wards
for appropriate boundary changes, to achieve target electorates and, perhaps, to
‘tidy up’ some of the existing ward boundaries.
5.6
This group of wards (from Headingley southwards to Beeston & Holbeck)
present the biggest challenges in the current exercise and I have not consulted
anyone (unlike in 2002-4) to try to gauge what is (and what is not) acceptable to
various parties. Neither do I any longer have access to the kind of detailed
information at street level that is required to do a ‘proper job’ on all this. Using
existing polling districts as building blocks can be rather crude. In this case it will be
necessary to go further and break into existing PDs, to help ensure the scheme is
fully nuanced to take account of actual boundaries in neighbourhoods/locations.
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6.0 A note on the boundary between Calverley & Farsley (18,936) and
Pudsey (18,646).

6.1
The last review left the southern arm of CFH in Calverley & Farsley ward,
purely in order to achieve the target electorate figure. The people living there very
much identify with Pudsey and not Calverley. It seems to me that consideration
could be given to transferring at least some of them to Pudsey ward – so long as
both wards are still close to the target figure.

7.0

Ward names

7.1
During the last review a huge amount of public interest was aroused by the
issue of ward names.
7.2
The ward name Kirkstall has endured for many years but at the last review
a suggestion of Burley & Kirkstall as a ward name was put forward. I merely flag
it up here, without expressing an opinion one way or another.
7.3
The expanded Headingley ward could (if my boundary suggestions come to
anything) be renamed Headingley & Hyde Park or Headingley & Little
Woodhouse, perhaps.
7.4
The city centre ward running north from the railway line could become City &
Woodhouse, perhaps? This ward name was previously used between 1974 and
1980 (and 1986 in the case of West Yorkshire Metropolitan County Council). An
alternative might be City & Great Woodhouse.
7.5
The city centre ward running from the south side of the railway could perhaps
become the Hunslet & Riverside ward?
7.6
At the last review the Middleton ward was renamed Middleton Park. We
did receive suggestions that the name Belle Isle & Middleton be used. I merely
list it here for completeness.
7.7
Leeds has several double-barrelled ward names but Harewood is not one!
The political parties on the City Council were unable to agree an alternative name
(‘Harewood & …’) and so the Commission left it as Harewood. I know from personal
knowledge that considerable numbers of people enjoy living in a ward called simply
‘Harewood’ so perhaps it is best to leave it as it is?
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Finally, although I am a long standing member of the Labour Party and chair its
Garforth & Swillington branch here in Leeds I should make clear this submission
does not represent the opinion of that branch or of the Labour Party itself or of any
other organisation. It represents purely my own views and suggestions – and no-one
else’s.

Yours sincerely

Neil Taggart
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