2 June 2004
Dear Stakeholder
Recommencement of the consultation on the Draft Recommendations of North
Yorkshire’s periodic electoral review (PER).
Following the completion of the local government review (LGR) in North Yorkshire,
the Boundary Committee is today re-launching for public consultation its draft
recommendations for changes to County Council electoral arrangements.
On 28 May 2003, as part of a PER, we published draft recommendations for new
electoral arrangements for North Yorkshire County Council. However, as a result of
a direction from the Deputy Prime Minister, we began a review of local government
structures in North Yorkshire on 17 June 2003. In order to avoid confusion among
residents, the Committee took the decision to halt consultation on its PER draft
recommendations.
The local government review of North Yorkshire was completed on 25 May 2004.
Copies of our LGR final recommendations are available by writing to us or by visiting
our website.
We are now recommencing consultation on our PER draft recommendations for
North Yorkshire by reissuing this report. Subject to the outcome of the referendum
on an elected regional assembly for Yorkshire & the Humber, and that on the
structure of local government in North Yorkshire, the intention is that the
Committee’s final recommendations should be implemented in time for local
elections in May 2005.

The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Tel 020 7271 0500
Fax 020 7271 0505
info@boundarycommittee.org.uk
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk

The draft recommendations are the same as those in the report originally published
on 28 May 2003, with the exception of revised dates. The consultation period on the
draft recommendations will end on 12 July 2004. You should express your views by
writing directly to us at the address below.
The Team Leader
North Yorkshire County Council Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Yours faithfully

ARCHIE GALL
Director

2

Draft recommendations on the
future electoral arrangements for
North Yorkshire

June 2004

3

© Crown Copyright 2004
Applications for reproduction should be made to: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office Copyright Unit.
The mapping in this report is reproduced from OS mapping by The Electoral Commission with the permission of
the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, © Crown Copyright.
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
Licence Number: GD 03114G.
This report is printed on recycled paper.

4

Contents
Page
What is The Boundary Committee for England?

7

Summary

9

1.

Introduction

17

2.

Current electoral arrangements

21

3.

Submissions received

25

4.

Analysis and draft recommendations

27

5.

What happens next?

51

Appendices
(A) Draft recommendations for North Yorkshire:
Detailed mapping

53

(B) Code of Practice on Written Consultation

55

5

6

What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England
were transferred to The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002
by the Local Government Commission for England (Transfer of Functions) Order 2001 (SI
2001 No. 3962). The Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of
the Secretary of State in relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to
local authority electoral arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local
authority in England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by each
councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local
circumstances. We can recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to the
council, division boundaries and division names.
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Summary
We began a review of North Yorkshire’s electoral arrangements on 30 April 2002.
•

This report summarises the submissions we received during the first stage of the
review, and makes draft recommendations for change.

We found that the current arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in
North Yorkshire:
•
•

In 40 of the 74 divisions, each of which is currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors varies by more than 10% from the average for
the county, and 24 divisions vary by more than 20%.
By 2006 this situation is not expected to improve, with 43 of the divisions having
a variance of over 10% and 23 divisions having a variance of over 20%.

Our main proposals for North Yorkshire’s future electoral arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2
and paragraphs 124 -125) are that:
•
•

North Yorkshire should have 72 councillors, two less than at present,
representing 68 divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards which have themselves been
changed as a result of recent district reviews, the boundaries of most divisions
will be subject to change.

The purpose of these proposals is to ensure that, in future, each county councillor
represents approximately the same number of electors, bearing in mind local circumstances.
•
•

In 51 of the proposed 68 divisions the number of electors per councillor would
vary by no more than 10 % from the average.
This level of electoral equality is expected to improve, with the number of electors
per councillor in 52 divisions expected to vary by no more than 10 % from the
average by 2006.

This report sets out draft recommendations on which comments are invited.
•

•

•

We will consult on these proposals from 2 June 2004 to 12 July 2004. We take this
consultation very seriously. We may decide to move away from our draft
recommendations in the light of comments or suggestions that we receive. It is
therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft recommendations.
After considering local views we will decide whether to modify our draft
recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The
Electoral Commission, which will then be responsible for implementing change to
the local authority electoral arrangements.
The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final
recommendations. It will also decide when any changes will come into effect.
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You should express your views by writing directly to us at the address below by
12 July 2004.
The Team Leader
North Yorkshire County Council Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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Table 1: Draft recommendations: Summary
Division name
by district
council area

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Large map
reference

CRAVEN DISTRICT
1

Airedale

1

Aire Valley with Lothersdale; Cowling; West Craven

–

Embsay-with-Eastby; Gargrave & Malhamdale,
Grassington; Upper Wharfedale

–
–
–

2

Mid Craven

1

3

North Craven

1

Bentham; Ingleton & Clapham

4

Ribblesdale

1

Hellifield & Long Preston; Penyghent; Settle &
Ribblebanks

5

Skipton East

1

Barden Fell; Skipton East; Skipton South

–

6

Skipton West

1

Skipton North; Skipton West

–

7

South Craven

1

Glusburn; Sutton-in-Craven

–

HAMBLETON DISTRICT
8

Bedale

1

Bedale; Crakehall; Tanfield

–

9

Easingwold

1

Easingwold; Helperby; Tollerton

–

10

Great Ayton

1

Broughton & Greenhow; Great Ayton

–

11

North Hambleton

1

Brompton; Osmotherley; Rudby

–

12

Northallerton

1

Northallerton Central; Northallerton North

–

13

Romanby &
Broomfield

1

Northallerton Broomfield; Romanby

–

14

Sowerby

1

Sowerby; Thorntons; Topcliffe

–

15

Stillington

1

Huby & Sutton; Shipton; Stillington; White Horse

–

16

Stokesley

1

Stokesley; Swainby

–

17

Swale

1

Cowtons; Leeming; Leeming Bar; Morton-on-Swale

18

Thirsk

1

Thirsk; Whitestonecliffe

–
–

HARROGATE BOROUGH
19

Ainsty

1

Marston Moor; Ouseburn; Ribston

1

20

Boroughbridge

1

Boroughbridge; Claro; Newby

2

21

Harrogate Bilton

2

Bilton; New Park; Woodfield

1

2

Granby; High Harrogate; Low Harrogate

1

Stray; part of Hookstone ward (polling district 2)

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Harrogate
Granby
Harrogate
Oatlands
Harrogate
Rossett
Harrogate
Saltergate
Harrogate
Starbeck
Killinghall &
Bishop Monkton
Knaresborough
Masham &
Fountains
Pannal &
Spofforth

1
1

Rossett; part of Harlow Moor ward (the area south of
Harlow Moor Road and Harlow Moor Drive)
Saltergate; part of Harlow Moor ward (the area north of
Harlow Moor Road and Harlow Moor Drive)

1

Starbeck; part of Hookstone ward (polling district 1)

1

Bishop Monkton; Killinghall; Lower Nidderdale

2

Knaresborough East; Knaresborough King James;
Knaresborough Scriven Park

1

Kirkby Malzeard; Mashamshire; Wathvale

1

Pannal; Spofforth with Lower Wharfedale

1
1
1
1
1
1&2
1

–
1

31

Pateley Bridge

1

Nidd Valley; Pateley Bridge; Washburn

1

32

Ripon North

1

Ripon Spa; part of Ripon Minster (polling districts 1 & 3)

2

33

Ripon South

1

Ripon Moorside; part of Ripon Minster (polling district 2)

2
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Division name
by district
council area

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Large map
reference

RICHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT
34

Catterick Bridge

1

Brompton-on-Swale & Scorton; Catterick; Hornby
Castle

–

35

Central
Richmondshire

1

Colburn; Hipswell; Scotton

–

36

Middle Dales

1

Bolton Castle; Leyburn; Lower Wensleydale;
Middleham

–

37

Richmond

1

Richmond Central; Richmond East; Richmond West

–

38

Richmondshire
North

1

–

39

Upper Dales

1

Barton; Croft; Gilling West; Melsonby; Middleton Tyas;
Newsham with Eppleby
Addlebrough; Hawes & High Abbotside; Penhill; Reeth
& Arkengarthdale; Swaledale

–

–

RYEDALE DISTRICT
40

Hovingham &
Sheriff Hutton

1

Ampleforth; Hovingham; Sheriff Hutton; Ryedale South
West; part of Derwent ward (the parishes of Bulmer,
Coneythorpe, Henderskelfe, Howsham, Huttons Ambo,
Welburn and Westow)

41

Kirkbymoorside

1

Dales; Helmsley; Kirkbymoorside

–

42

Malton

1

Amotherby; Malton; Sinnington

–
–

43

Norton

1

Norton East; Norton West; part of Derwent ward (the
parishes of Acklam, Birdsall, Burythorpe, Langton,
Leavening, Scagglethorpe, Scrayingham and
Settrington

44

Pickering

1

Cropton; Pickering East; Pickering West

–

45

Thornton Dale &
the Wolds

1

Rillington; Sherburn; Thornton Dale; Wolds

–

1

Castle; part of Central ward (polling districts 1 & 3)

3

–

SCARBOROUGH BOROUGH
46

Castle

47

Cayton

1

Hertford; part of Cayton ward (the parishes of Cayton,
Gristhorpe and Lebberston)

48

Eastfield &
Osgodby

1

Eastfield; part of Cayton ward (the parish of Osgodby)

–

49

Esk Valley

1

Danby and Esk Valley

–

50

Falsgrave &
Stepney

1

Falsgrave Park; part of Stepney ward (Poling districts 1,
2, 3, 4 & 5)

3

51

Filey

1

Filey

–

52

Mayfield &
Mulgrave

1

Mayfield; Mulgrave

–

53

Newby

1

Newby

3

54

Northstead

1

55

Scalby

1

Seamer & Ayton

56
57
58
59

Weaponness &
Ramshill
Whitby &
Streonshalh
Woodlands

North Bay; part of Central ward (polling district 2); part
of Northstead ward (polling districts 1, 3 & 4)
Fylingdales; Lindhead; Scalby, Hackness &
Staintondale

–

1

Derwent Valley; Seamer

–

1

Ramshill; Weaponness

–

1

Streonshalh; Whitby West Cliff

–

1

Woodlands; part of Northstead ward (polling district 2);
part of Stepney ward (polling district 6)

3

3

SELBY DISTRICT
60

Cawood &
Saxton

1

Cawood with Wistow; Saxton & Ulleskelf

–

61

Escrick

1

Appleton Roebuck; North Duffield; Riccall with Escrick

–
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Division name
by district
council area

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Large map
reference

62

Mid Selby

1

Fairburn with Brotherton; part of Hambleton ward (the
parishes of Burn, Gateforth and Hambleton); part of
Monk Fryston & South Milford ward (the parishes of
Hillam and Monk Fryston)

63

Osgoldcross

1

Eggborough; Whitley

–

64

Selby Barlby

2

Barlby; Selby North; Selby South; Selby West

–

65

Selby Brayton

1

–

66

Sherburn in
Elmet

1

Brayton; part of Hambleton ward (the parish of Thorpe
Willoughby)
Sherburn in Elmet; part of Monk Fryston & South
Milford ward (the parishes of Huddleston; South Milford)

67

South Selby

1

Camblesforth; Hemingbrough

–

68

Tadcaster

1

Tadcaster East; Tadcaster West

–

–

–

Notes
1. The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the Craven,
Hambleton, Harrogate, Richmondshire, Ryedale, Scarborough and Selby districts and boroughs,
which were completed in 1999. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks,
constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2. The large maps inserted at the back of the report illustrate the proposed divisions outlined above.
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Table 2: Draft recommendations for North Yorkshire

Division name by
district council area

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

CRAVEN DISTRICT
1

Airedale

1

5,778

5,778

-6

5,825

5,825

-10

2

Mid Craven

1

6,838

6,838

11

6,848

6,848

6

3

North Craven

1

5,810

5,810

-6

5,888

5,888

-9

4

Ribblesdale

1

5,633

5,633

-9

5,764

5,764

-11

5

Skipton East

1

6,957

6,957

13

7,019

7,019

9

6

Skipton West

1

5,669

5,669

-8

5,700

5,700

-12

7

South Craven

1

5,896

5,896

-4

5,948

5,948

-8

HAMBLETON DISTRICT
8

Bedale

1

6,292

6,292

2

6,479

6,479

0

9

Easingwold

1

6,412

6,412

4

6,710

6,710

4

10

Great Ayton

1

5,512

5,512

-11

5,666

5,666

-12

11

North Hambleton

1

5,975

5,975

-3

6,117

6,117

-5

12

Northallerton

1

6,269

6,269

2

6,524

6,524

1

13

Romanby &
Broomfield

1

6,431

6,431

4

6,724

6,724

4

14

Sowerby

1

6,119

6,119

-1

6,399

6,399

-1

15

Stillington

1

6,478

6,478

5

6,564

6,564

2

16

Stokesley

1

5,946

5,946

-4

6,196

6,196

-4

17

Swale

1

6,197

6,197

0

6,319

6,319

-2

18

Thirsk

1

6,007

6,007

-3

6,307

6,307

-2

HARROGATE BOROUGH
19

Ainsty

1

6,793

6,793

10

6,793

6,793

5

20

Boroughbridge

1

7,186

7,186

17

7,222

7,222

12

21

Harrogate Bilton

2

12,554

6,277

2

12,604

6,302

-3

22

Harrogate Granby

2

12,910

6,455

5

13,270

6,635

3

23

Harrogate Oatlands

1

6,584

6,584

7

6,596

6,596

2

24

Harrogate Rossett

1

6,212

6,212

1

6,561

6,561

1

25

Harrogate Saltergate

1

6,947

6,947

13

6,960

6,960

8

26

Harrogate Starbeck

1

6,439

6,439

4

6,475

6,475

0

27

Killinghall & Bishop
Monkton

1

6,792

6,792

10

6,830

6,830

6

28

Knaresborough

2

11,763

5,882

-5

11,963

5,982

-7

14

Division name by
district council area

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

29

Masham & Fountains

1

6,154

6,154

0

6,287

6,287

-3

30

Pannal & Spofforth

1

6,796

6,796

10

6,807

6,807

5

31

Pateley Bridge

1

6,398

6,398

4

6,432

6,432

0

32

Ripon North

1

5,933

5,933

-4

6,054

6,054

-6

33

Ripon South

1

5,770

5,770

-6

5,820

5,820

-10

RICHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT
34

Catterick Bridge

1

4,742

4,742

-23

5,858

5,858

-9

35

Central
Richmondshire

1

5,121

5,121

-17

5,965

5,965

-8

36

Middle Dales

1

4,973

4,973

-19

5,622

5,622

-13

37

Richmond

1

6,383

6,383

3

6,329

6,329

-2

38

Richmondshire North

1

6,053

6,053

-2

6,247

6,247

-3

39

Upper Dales

1

5,175

5,175

-16

5,622

5,622

-13

RYEDALE DISTRICT
40

Hovingham & Sheriff
Hutton

1

6,568

6,568

6

6,574

6,574

2

41

Kirkbymoorside

1

6,327

6,327

3

6,356

6,356

-2

42

Malton

1

6,773

6,773

10

6,846

6,846

6

43

Norton

1

6,793

6,793

10

6,845

6,845

6

44

Pickering

1

6,695

6,695

9

6,776

6,776

5

45

Thornton Dale & the
Wolds

1

6,782

6,782

10

6,810

6,810

5

SCARBOROUGH BOROUGH
46

Castle

1

6,181

6,181

0

6,392

6,392

-1

47

Cayton

1

6,601

6,601

7

6,853

6,853

6

48

Eastfield & Osgodby

1

5,114

5,114

-17

7,051

7,051

9

49

Esk Valley

1

5,440

5,440

-12

5,626

5,626

-13

50

Falsgrave & Stepney

1

5,951

5,951

-4

6,154

6,154

-5

51

Filey

1

5,411

5,411

-12

6,056

6,056

-6

52

Mayfield & Mulgrave

1

6,741

6,741

9

7,184

7,184

11

53

Newby

1

5,266

5,266

-15

5,446

5,446

-16

54

Northstead

1

5,868

5,868

-5

6,071

6,071

-6

55

Scalby

1

7,043

7,043

14

7,360

7,360

14

56

Seamer & Ayton

1

7,140

7,140

16

7,943

7,943

23

57

Weaponness &
Ramshill

1

6,510

6,510

6

6,882

6,882

6
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Division name by
district council area

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

58

Whitby & Streonshalh

1

7,297

7,297

18

7,637

7,637

18

59

Woodlands

1

5,609

5,609

-9

5,873

5,873

-9

SELBY DISTRICT
60

Cawood & Saxton

1

4,699

4,699

-24

4,971

4,971

-23

61

Escrick

1

5,968

5,968

-3

6,242

6,242

-1

62

Mid Selby

1

5,939

5,939

-4

6,440

6,440

0

63

Osgoldcross

1

5,721

5,721

-7

6,538

6,538

1

64

Selby Barlby

2

13,103

6552

6

15,092

7,546

17

65

Selby Brayton

1

6,553

6,553

6

7,251

7,251

12

66

Sherburn in Elmet

1

6,256

6,256

1

7,700

7,700

19

67

South Selby

1

5,954

5,984

-3

6,719

6,719

4

68

Tadcaster

1

5,869

5,869

-5

6,422

6,422

-1

Totals

72

444,069

–

–

465,424

–

–

Averages

–

6,168

–

–

6,464

–

–

Source: Electorate figures are provided by North Yorkshire County Council.
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 county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a
lower than average number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
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1

Introduction

1 This report contains our proposals for the electoral arrangements for the county of North
Yorkshire, on which we are now consulting. Our review of the county is part of the
programme of periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in
England. This programme started in 1996 and is expected to finish in 2004.
2

In carrying out these county reviews, we must have regard to:

•

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 No. 3962), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation;
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.

•

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral Commission’s
Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reviews. This Guidance sets out our
approach to the reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on
a council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In each two-tier
county, our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent districts and, when
the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been made, then to commence a
PER of the county council’s electoral arrangements. Final recommendations were made for
the new electoral arrangements in all of the districts of North Yorkshire in November 1999.
We are now embarking on our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000 each county
council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been removed by
section 89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of multi-member
county divisions. However, we do not expect to recommend large numbers of multi-member
divisions other than, perhaps, in the more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory Rules state that each division should
be wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should not split
unwarded parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which
have been created locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local people
are normally in the best position to judge what council size and division configurations are
most likely to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas, while also
reflecting the identities and interests of local communities.
8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, as far as possible, equal representation
across the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral
imbalance of over 10% in any division will have to be fully justified. Any imbalances of 20%
or more should only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and will require the
strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the
correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.
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10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable importance to
achieving coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards. The term
‘coterminosity’ is used throughout the report and refers to situations where the boundaries of
county electoral divisions and district wards are the same, that is to say, where county
divisions comprise either one or more whole district wards.
11 We recognise, however, that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute
coterminosity throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of
electoral equality. In this respect, county reviews are different to those of districts. We will
seek to achieve the best available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity,
taking into account the statutory criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions that will
be coterminous with the boundaries of district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved in a significant majority of divisions. The
average level of coterminosity secured under our final recommendations for the first 11
counties that we have reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is 70%. We would normally
expect to recommend levels of coterminosity of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be split
between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without dividing
(or further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be exceptions to this,
however, particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals relating
to council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change, should be
supported by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in the introduction
of new political management structures under the provisions of the Local Government Act
2000, it is important that whatever council size interested parties may propose to us they
can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully thought through, and have been
developed in the context of a review of internal political management and the role of
councillors in the new structure. However, we have found it necessary to safeguard against
upward drift in the number of councillors, and we believe that any proposal for an increase in
council size will need to be fully justified. In particular, we do not accept that an increase in
electorate should automatically result in an increase in the number of councillors, or that
changes should be made to the size of a council simply to make it more consistent with the
size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must
recognise that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions which
contain diverse communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We have
generally sought to avoid this in district reviews, in order to reflect the identities and interests
of local communities. Some existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of
distinct communities, which is inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by
each councillor, and we would expect that similar situations would continue under our
recommendations in seeking the best balance between electoral equality, coterminosity and
the statutory criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made some
recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district reviews. We
therefore only expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review administrative boundaries
between local authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment of new parish areas as
part of this review.
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The review of North Yorkshire
16 We completed the reviews of the seven district and borough council areas in North
Yorkshire in November 1999 and orders for the new electoral arrangements have since
been made. This is our first review of the electoral arrangements of North Yorkshire County
Council. The last such review was undertaken by the Local Government Boundary
Commission, which reported to the Secretary of State in August 1984 (Report No. 477).
17 The review is in four stages (see Table 3).
Table 3: Stages of the review
Stage

Description

One

Submission of proposals to us

Two

Our analysis and deliberation

Three

Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on them

Four

Final deliberation and report to The Electoral Commission

18 Stage One began on 30 April 2002, when we wrote to North Yorkshire County Council
inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the seven district and
borough councils in the county, North Yorkshire Police Authority, the Local Government
Association, parish and town councils in the county, Members of Parliament with
constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the Yorkshire and
Humberside Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in
the local press, issued a press release and invited North Yorkshire County Council to
publicise the review further. The closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of Stage
One) was 19 August 2002.
19 At Stage Two we considered all the submissions received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.
20 We are currently at Stage Three. This involves publishing the draft proposals in this
report and public consultation on them. We take this consultation very seriously, and it
is therefore important that all those interested in the review should let us have their
views and evidence, whether or not they agree with these draft proposals.

21 During Stage Four we will reconsider the draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation, decide whether to modify them, and submit final recommendations to
The Electoral Commission. The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify
or reject our final recommendations. If The Electoral Commission accepts the
recommendations, with or without modification, it will make an Order and decide when any
changes come into effect

Equal opportunities
22 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the approach set out
in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee considered and agreed
at its meeting on 9 April 2003.
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Current electoral arrangements

23 North Yorkshire county comprises the seven districts of Craven, Hambleton, Harrogate,
Richmondshire, Ryedale, Scarborough and Selby. The area has a population of 574,600
with an electorate of 444,069 (February 2001). The Council presently has 74 members, with
one member elected from each division.
24 North Yorkshire is England’s largest county, with an area of more than 800,000 hectares
and contains 598 square miles of the Yorkshire Dales National Park and 530 square miles
of the North York Moors National Park.
25 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this figure
may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
26 At present, each councillor represents an average of 6,001 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 6,290 by the year 2006 if the present number of councillors
is maintained. However, due to demographic change and migration over the last two
decades, the number of electors per councillor in 40 of the 74 divisions varies by more than
10% from the district average with 24 divisions varying by more than 20%. The worst
imbalance is in Huntington North division where the councillor represents 86% fewer
electors than the county average.
27 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements we
must have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of the
reviews of district warding arrangements in North Yorkshire, we are therefore faced with a
new starting point for considering electoral divisions; our proposals for county divisions will
be based on the new district wards as opposed to those which existed prior to the recent
reviews. In view of the effect of these new district wards, and changes in the electorate over
the past twenty years which have resulted in electoral imbalances across the county,
changes to most, if not all, of the existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 4: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

CRAVEN DISTRICT
1

Airedale

1

7,028

17

7,080

13

2

Mid Craven

1

5,548

-8

5,553

-12

3

North Craven

1

5,810

-3

5,888

-6

4

Ribblesdale

1

5,982

0

6,113

-3

5

Skipton East

1

5,242

-13

5,293

-16

6

Skipton West

1

7,075

18

7,117

13

7

South Craven

1

5,896

-2

5,948

-5

HAMBLETON DISTRICT
8

Appleton Wiske

1

6,467

8

6,632

5

9

Bedale

1

7,564

26

7,751

10

Easingwold

1

6,412

7

6,710

23
7

11

Great Ayton

1

17

7,175

14

12

Northallerton East & Brompton

1

7,004
5,915

-1

6,199

-1

13

Northallerton West

1

8,399

40

8,709

38

14

Stillington

1

5,550

-8

5,626

-11

15

Stokesley

1

6,763

13

7,028

12

16

Thirsk

1

6,717

12

7,164

14

17

Thornton

1

6,847

14

7,011

11

6,316

5

6,316

0

HARROGATE BOROUGH
18

Bilton

1

19

Boroughbridge

1

6885

15

6,945

20

Claro

1

6,365

6

6,372

10
1

21

Duchy

1

4,373

-27

4,373

-30

22

Granby

1

4,452

-26

4,664

-26

23

Harrogate East Central

1

6,393

7

6,416

2

24

Harrogate West Central

1

5,652

-6

5,891

-6

25

Harlow

1

5,809

5,945

26

Killinghall & New Park

1

6,099

-3
2

6,153

-5
-2

27

Knaresborough East

1

5,923

28

Knaresborough West

1

29

Haverah

5,943

-6

5,840

-1
-3

6,020

-4

1

5,497

-8

5,529

-12

30

Masham & Fountains

1

5,846

-7

Pannal

1

5,731
7,319

-4

31

22

7,435

18

32

Pateley Bridge

1

6,398

7

6,432

33

Poppleton

1

2,886

-52

2,886

2
-54

5,905

-2

6,007

-4

34

Ripon East

1

35

Ripon West

1

5,798

-3

5,867

-7

36

Starbeck

1

4,325

-28

4,361

-31

37

Wedderburn

1

7,265

21

7,273

16

1

8,646

44

10,272

63

RICHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT
38

Catterick
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

1

5,731

-4

6,418

2

39

Middle Dales

40

Richmond

1

6,383

6

6,329

1

41

Richmondshire North

1

7,257

21

7,725

23

42

Upper Dales

1

4,430

-26

4,899

-22

1

5,884

-2

5,945

-5

RYEDALE DISTRICT
43

Hovingham & Sheriff Hutton

44

Huntington North

1

866

-86

857

-86

45

Kirkbymoorside

1

6,411

7

6,420

2

46

Malton

1

5,916

-1

5,962

-5

47

Norton

1

7,010

17

7,075

12

48 Pickering
49 Rillington
SCARBOROUGH BOROUGH
50 Castle
51 Cayton

1
1

6,907
6,944

15
16

6,986
6,962

11
11

1
1

9,480
7,308

58
22

9,805
7,690

56
22

52

Danby

1

4,959

-17

5,129

-18

53

Eastfield

1

4,065

-32

5,860

-7

54

Eskdale

1

5,441

-9

5,627

-11

55
56
57
58

Falsgrave
Filey
Lindhead
Mayfield

1
1
1
1

6,735
5,753
7,142
7,274

12
-4
19
21

6,965
6,410
7,462
7,736

11
2
19
23

59

Northstead

1

4,113

-31

4,255

-32

1
1
1
1
1

4,901
5,515
3,695
6,510
3,281

-18
-8
-38
8
-45

5,068
6,263
3,911
6,882
3,465

-19
0
-38
9
-45

1
1
1
1

7,836
6,508
7,346
1,016

31
8
22
-83

8,266
6,949
7,861
1,032

31
10
25
-84

60 Scalby
61 Seamer
62 Streonshalh
63 Weaponness
64 Woodlands
SELBY DISTRICT
65 Brayton
66 Cawood
67 Derwent
68 Fulford

23

69
70
71
72
73
74

6,714
8,643
7,744
9,448
4,786
5,932

Variance
from
average
%
7
37
23
50
-24
-6

–

465,424

–

–

6,290

–

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Osgoldcross
Selby North
Selby Rural
Sherburn
Tadcaster East
Tadcaster West

1
1
1
1
1
1

6,246
6,824
6,545
7,829
4,411
5,501

Variance
from
average
%
4
14
9
30
-26
-8

Totals

74

444,069

Averages

–

6,001

Division name
(by district council area)

Electorate
(2006)

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by North Yorkshire County Council.
Note:

Each division is currently represented by a single councillor, and the electorate columns
denote the number of electors represented by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’
column shows how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors represented by each
councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than
average number of electors. For example, in 2001, electors in Huntington North division in
Ryedale were relatively over-represented by 86%, while electors in Catterick division in
Richmondshire were relatively under-represented by 44%. Figures have been rounded to the
nearest whole number.
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Submissions received

28 At the start of this review we invited members of the public and other interested parties
to write to us giving their views on the future electoral arrangements for North Yorkshire
County Council.
29 During this initial stage of the review, officers from The Boundary Committee visited the
area and met officers and members of the County Council. We are grateful to all concerned
for their co-operation and assistance. We received 41 submissions during Stage One,
including a county-wide scheme from the County Council, and all of these may be inspected
at our offices and those of the County Council.

North Yorkshire County Council
30 The County Council proposed a council of 72 members, two less than at present,
serving 71 divisions. The Council proposed a uniform pattern of single-member divisions
across the county, except in the borough of Harrogate where it put forward a two-member
division in the town of Knaresborough. In the borough of Scarborough the County Council
put forward two options in the north of the borough. Under the County Council’s proposals
17 divisions would initially have an electoral variance over 10% and two divisions would
have a variance of more than 20%. This level of electoral equality is forecast to improve by
2006, with 13 divisions having an electoral variance over 10% and two divisions having
variances of over 20%. The County Council’s proposals would provide for a level of 44%
coterminosity between district ward and county division boundaries.

The Labour Party
31 The North Branch Vale of York Labour Party expressed support for the existing
arrangements in the Thirsk area in the district of Hambleton. A Knaresborough town
councillor submitted comments on behalf of the Harrogate and Knaresborough Constituency
Labour Party and Knaresborough Branch Labour Party proposed that Harrogate district
should retain single-member divisions.

The Liberal Democrats
32 The Liberal Democrat Group on the council expressed broad support for the County
Council’s Stage One submission, submitted specific comments in relation to six of the seven
districts in North Yorkshire and proposed amendments to the County Council’s proposals in
the Ryedale and Scarborough areas. The Vale of York Liberal Democrats expressed
support for the County Council submission. The Knaresborough Branch of the Liberal
Democrats and the Harrogate and Knaresborough Liberal Democrats each expressed broad
support for the County Council’s proposed two-member Knaresborough division.

Parish and town councils
33 We received responses from 24 parish and town councils. In the district of Craven,
Hartlington Parish Council expressed its support to remain in the current division and
Hellifield Parish Council stated it had no comment to make at Stage One. In the district of
Hambleton, Carlton Miniott Parish Council supported the County Council’s Option One
consultation proposal and Sowerby Parish Council proposed that “Thirsk and Sowerby be
joined together”. Carthorpe Parish Council expressed a preference to be part of the same
division as the town of Bedale. Crathorne Parish Council stated that they should remain in
the same division as Hutton Rudby in the Stokesley area. Bilsdale Midcable Parish Council
stated their support for three of the County Council’s consultation proposals.
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34 In the borough of Harrogate, Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council stated that
it had no objections to the County Council’s proposal. Knaresborough Town Council
expressed broad support for a two-member Knaresborough division. Hampsthwaite Parish
Council supported the County Council’s Option Three consultation scheme. In the district of
Richmondshire, Brompton-on-Swale Parish Council submitted comments regarding the size
of the existing division. Catterick Parish Council commented on their existing county
councillor. Burton-cum-Waldon and Melbecks parish councils each submitted comments in
relation to retaining a rural Upper Dales division. In the district of Ryedale, Malton Town
Council opposed the County Council’s proposals in its area.
35 In the borough of Scarborough, Brompton-by-Sawdon, Glaisdale and Hummanby parish
councils expressed broad support for the County Council’s proposals in their respective
areas. Glaisdale Parish Council also put forward alternative electoral arrangements for its
area. Eskdaleside-cum-Ugglebarnby Parish Council stated its opposition to being included
in an urban division, and Filey Town Council stated its opposition to a two-member division
in its area. Wykeham Parish Council stated it was broadly in support of either of the County
Council’s consultation proposals. In the district of Selby, Barlby & Osgodby and Cliffe parish
councils each expressed broad support for the County Council’s proposals in their
respective areas and Kirk Smeaton Parish Council expressed support for the existing
arrangements in its area.

Other submissions
36 We received a further 10 submissions from local councillors and local residents. In the
district of Hambleton, Councillor Seymour (Stokesley division) expressed broad support for
the County Council’s proposals in the north of the district. Councillor Smith (Hambleton
district) proposed two alternative schemes in the Hambleton area which were broadly similar
to the County Council’s proposals in the district. In the borough of Harrogate, Councillor
Garnett (Killinghall & New Park division) opposed the County Council’s Stage One
proposals and expressed support for the County Council’s Option Three consultation
proposals. One local resident opposed the PER process.
37 In the district of Richmondshire, Councillor Blackie (Upper Dales division) expressed
broad support for the County Council’s proposed Upper Dales division. In the borough of
Scarborough, Councillor Broadley (Streonshalh division) and Councillor Swiers (Scalby
division) expressed broad support for the County Council’s proposals in their respective
areas. In the district of Selby one local resident put forward a district-wide scheme which
was broadly similar to the County Council’s proposals in Selby. Councillor Vause
(Osgoldcross division) expressed broad support for the County Council’s proposals in the
Osgoldcross area, and one local resident stated that he would be opposed to a Tadcaster
division.
38 During Stage One we received 24 submissions commenting on the electoral
arrangements of Fairburn with Brotherton district ward in Selby district. Hinderwell Parish
Council commented on the district review of Scarborough. Our predecessor, the Local
Government Commission for England reviewed all Selby and Scarborough wards as part of
its review of these areas and made recommendations which have now been implemented.
On the basis of the evidence reviewed, we see no reason to reopen these reviews.
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Analysis and draft recommendations

39 We have not finalised our recommendations on the electoral arrangements for North
Yorkshire County Council and welcome comments from all those interested relating to the
proposed division boundaries, number of councillors, division names, and parish and town
council electoral arrangements. We will consider all the evidence submitted to us during the
consultation period before preparing our final recommendations.
40 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for North Yorkshire is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we
have regard to section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) – the need to
secure effective and convenient local government, and reflect the identities and interests of
local communities; and secure the matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of Schedule 11 to
the Local Government Act 1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972 refers to the number of electors per councillor being “as nearly as
may be, the same in every division of the county”.
41 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number and distribution of
local government electors likely to take place over the next five years. We must also have
regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and maintaining local ties, and to
the boundaries of district wards.
42 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the boundaries of
district wards in order to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to ensure that,
having reached conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to be elected to the
county council, each district council area is allocated the number of county councillors to
which it is entitled.
43 It is therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the
same number of electors per councillor in every division of a county.
44 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for an authority as a whole
is likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government. 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. Accordingly, we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
minimised, the aim of electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We
therefore strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and
other interested parties should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make
adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of district wards and
community identity. Five-year forecasts of changes in electorate must also be taken into
account and we would aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved electoral
equality over this five-year period.

Electorate forecasts
45 Since 1975 there has been a 7% decrease in the electorate of North Yorkshire County
Council. At the beginning of Stage One the County Council submitted electorate forecasts
for the year 2006, projecting an increase in the electorate of approximately 4% from 443,877
to 462,002 over the five-year period from 2001 to 2006. In order to prepare these forecasts,
the Council estimated rates and locations of housing development with regard to structure
and local plans, the expected rate of building over the five-year period and assumed
occupancy rates. During Stage Two North Yorkshire County Council contacted The
Boundary Committee stating that, having considered the electorate forecasts in more detail,
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they wished to submit revised electorate figures as they considered their initial projections
were inaccurate. Under the County Council’s revised electorate forecasts for the five-year
period from 2001 to 2006, an increase in electors of 5% from 444,069 to 465,424 was
projected. It expects most of the growth to be in the district of Selby, although a significant
amount is also expected in the more rural district of Richmondshire. The County Council
stated that Richmondshire contains the largest garrison in Europe and argued that part of
the increase in the current and 2006 electorate forecasts is attributable to the effects of the
rolling register and the level of electorate registration among Service personnel. The County
Council’s original 2001 electorate figures at the start of Stage One for the Richmondshire
district were given as 32,302. The revised estimate based on canvas returns received at that
time was 33,845 electors, an increase of 1,543 electors. By 2006 the County Council initially
projected a total electorate of 35,013 in Richmondshire district. The revised estimate given
is 35,643, an increase of 629 electors.
46 In the district of Selby the County Council submitted two sets of electorate forecasts for
2006. In one it projected an increase of approximately 8% from 60,817 to 65,723 and in the
other it projected an increase of approximately 10% from 60,817 to 67,375 over the five-year
period from 2001 to 2006. In its Stage One submission the County Council stated that the
higher electorate forecast figure is “based on growth anticipated in the Local Plan”. This
higher figure has since been confirmed, thus making higher levels of electorate growth in the
district of Selby more probable.
47 We carefully considered the County Council’s evidence and argumentation in relation to
the districts of Richmondshire and Selby. We asked officers of the County Council to confirm
the electorate forecasts for each district on the basis of their professional knowledge and
judgement. Officers at the County Council indicated that the most robust electorate
projection for the district of Selby would be the higher of the two figures quoted in its
submission – 67,375. In relation to the district of Richmondshire, the County Council stated
that they remained satisfied that their revised 2006 electorate projection of 35,643
represented the best estimate for the increase in electorate over the five-year period.
48 During Stage Two we noted some further discrepancies in the information provided at
Stage One whereby the figures under the existing arrangements did not correspond with the
figures provided under the County Council’s proposals. We requested that these figures be
revised by North Yorkshire County Council and were subsequently provided with updated
figures which we are now confident provide the most accurate information possible. The
total electorate for the whole county in the revised figures has not changed. The districts that
have been most affected by the discrepancies in these figures are Scarborough and Selby.
We are grateful to the County Council for their work in clarifying this information. Due to the
time taken to ensure we have the most accurate information possible, the publication of
these draft recommendations has been slightly delayed.
49 We know that forecasting electorates is difficult and, having considered the County
Council’s figures, accept that they are the best estimates that can reasonably be made at
this time. However, due to the confusion on this issue we would welcome comments on the
forecasts during Stage Three.

Council size
50 As explained in the Introduction, we now require justification for any council size
proposed, whether it is an increase, decrease, or retention of the existing council size.
51 North Yorkshire County Council presently has 74 members. At Stage One the County
Council proposed a reduction of two in council size from 74 to 72. In reaching its decision on
council size, the County Council considered a number of factors. The County Council
adopted Executive arrangements in July 2001 based on the Leader and Cabinet model, and
its Stage One submission set out the Council’s structure under its new system of political
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management. The Executive has nine members and there are five Overview and Scrutiny
Committees which, in total, provide 79 seats for councillors. Members of the Executive are
not permitted to sit on Overview and Scrutiny Committees. The County Council argued that
a council size of 72 would therefore ensure that each councillor who does not serve on the
Executive has the opportunity to serve on at least one of the Overview and Scrutiny
Committees. However, the County Council also stated that while it recognised that the
introduction of the new Executive arrangements had had a significant effect on the roles of
county councillors, it considered that “the overall effect of the introduction of Executive
arrangements on Members’ workloads did not, of itself, warrant any significant change,
either an increase or decrease, in the number of Members of the Council”. It argued that
“crucially the major community leadership role of the elected representatives had not
altered” and considered that a council size similar to the existing would best allow members
to continue to fulfil the three roles required of county councillors, with particular emphasis
placed on the representational roles. The Council considered that the geographical nature of
North Yorkshire meant that any substantial reduction in the number of councillors could
seriously affect upon the ability of councillors to satisfactorily fulfil their representational role.
However, the Council also considered the allocation of county councillors across the seven
boroughs and districts of North Yorkshire, and concluded that a slight reduction in council
size from 74 to 72 would provide the best allocation for the county, thereby allowing for
improved electoral equality, without detriment to the ability of members to fulfil their
representational role.
52 The County Council also argued that its proposed reduction in council size could be
attributed to the creation of the City of York Council in 1995/96. This left two divisions,
Fulford division in the district of Selby and Huntington North division in the district of
Ryedale, with electorates of 1,016 and 866 respectively, with “the vast majority of the
geographical area and electorate for those divisions becoming part of the area of the City of
York Council”. The County Council stated it was ‘keen that this electoral imbalance be
addressed as soon as possible’ and argued that, given the effective ‘loss’ of two divisions
“its proposals for 72 electoral divisions from 2005 onwards therefore represents a status quo
position”. The County Council also took the view that in a very large and sparsely populated
rural area such as North Yorkshire, compelling arguments about council size can be made
based on the geographical areas encompassed within certain electoral divisions. It was the
County Council’s view that, having balanced all these issues, and taken into account the
results of the recent district PERs, a council size of 72 members would provide the ‘best
basis for continuing local government in North Yorkshire’. We received no other comments
regarding council size at Stage One.
53 We do not accept that a decrease in an authority’s electorate should automatically result
in a decrease in the number of councillors being returned. The creation of the City of York
unitary authority and the resultant decrease in North Yorkshire’s electorate, does not provide
enough justification, on its own, to reduce the council size. However, we are satisfied that
the County Council has demonstrated that its proposals have been developed with regard to
the new political management structure of the County Council and that the role of councillors
under the new structure has been adequately considered.
54 In arriving at a decision on council size we considered alternative council sizes for North
Yorkshire county but found that a council size of 72 provided the best allocation of
councillors in each district or borough throughout the county. A council of 72 members
would ensure that every district would receive the number of councillors that it was entitled
to, given its electorate as a proportion of the electorate of the entire county, and electoral
equality would consequently improve under the Council’s proposed 72-member scheme.
The proposal for a 72-member council also received cross-party support and was consulted
upon widely at a local level. We received no proposals for any other council sizes and
therefore, having looked at the size and distribution of the electorate, the geography and
other characteristics of the area, together with the responses received, we conclude that a
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council of 72 members would best meet the achievement of electoral equality and the
statutory criteria.

Electoral arrangements
55 We have carefully considered the representations received at Stage One, including the
county-wide scheme from the County Council. From these representations some
considerations have emerged which have assisted us in preparing our draft
recommendations. We noted that the County Council’s scheme provided a level of
coterminosity of just 44% between district ward and county division boundaries. In its
argumentation the County Council stated that it had objected to the draft recommendations
for future electoral arrangements of each of the district reviews on the grounds that the
reviews had been carried out as a ‘self-contained exercise without regard for its implications
for the electoral arrangements for the County Council’. The County Council expressed the
view that significant benefits would result to local electors where there is coterminosity but
because of new warding arrangements high levels of coterminosity were not always
achievable. The County Council argued that this was because of the difficulties created by
the size of the electorate in district wards, the number of district wards, and the geographical
features of district wards. The County Council further justified its low level of coterminosity
by the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities and to respond to the
views of consultees. We also noted the relatively poor levels of electoral equality under the
County Council’s scheme. Initially, 17 divisions would have an electoral variance in excess
of 10% and two divisions would have variances of over 20%. By 2006 this level of electoral
equality is forecast to improve, and 13 divisions would have electoral variances of over 10%
while two divisions would have variances of over 20%. In its argumentation the County
Council stated that while some of its proposed divisions had variances in excess of 10%
from the county average this was because of proposed coterminous divisions.
56 We have sought to improve on the levels of coterminosity in order to provide a better
balance between the statutory criteria. In some districts we have recommended twomember divisions in order to achieve this. Our recommendations provide a level of 75%
coterminosity between county divisions and district wards while providing an improved level
of electoral equality.
57 As indicated above, we are proposing to adopt a council size of 72, as proposed by the
County Council. We are proposing to adopt the County Council’s proposals in their entirety
in the districts of Craven, Richmondshire and Ryedale as we consider its proposals provide
for good levels of coterminosity and electoral equality, subject to a minor amendment in the
district of Richmondshire to provide for 100% coterminosity. In the district of Hambleton we
are proposing to adopt a locally generated scheme that provides better levels of
coterminosity and electoral equality than the County Council’s proposals. However, we note
the poor levels of coterminosity in Harrogate, Scarborough and Selby divisions and have
sought to improve on the County Council’s proposals.
58 In the borough of Harrogate we note the poor levels of coterminosity provided for under
the County Council’s scheme and are proposing to combine elements of the County
Council’s Stage One proposals, Option Three of the County Council’s consultation process,
(put forward by Councillor Garnett and supported by Hampsthwaite Parish Council) and our
own proposals, to provide for an improved level of coterminosity. In Harrogate town we have
been able to substantially improve the level of coterminosity provided under the County
Council’s proposals and have recommended adopting two two-member divisions which are
broadly similar to part of Councillor Garnett’s submission. The County Council supports the
creation of a two-member division in Knaresborough town and, given the support and
argumentation for a two-member division in this area, we are satisfied that two two-member
divisions in Harrogate town would also provide the best balance between coterminosity and
electoral equality. We have not proposed adopting five two-member divisions, as detailed in
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Councillor Garnett’s submission. Our proposals would improve the levels of coterminosity
provided for under the current arrangements and the County Council’s proposals. In the
borough of Scarborough we are proposing to adopt the County Council’s Option Two
proposals in the north of the borough because it provides marginally better electoral equality
and better boundaries than Option One and generated some local support. In the north of
the borough we are proposing two amendments to improve on the levels of coterminosity.
59 In the district of Selby we note the poor level of coterminosity under the County Council’s
scheme. We are therefore proposing significant amendments to all of its proposed divisions,
including a two-member division in the town of Selby. In this area we have attempted to
build upon the divisions proposed by the County Council to strike a good balance between
coterminosity and electoral equality.
60 While the achievement of coterminosity will normally be secondary to the achievement of
electoral equality, there may be exceptions. We may consider that an electoral imbalance in
one division might be justified if it facilitated both the appropriate number of county
councillors for the district and coterminosity between the boundaries of district wards and
electoral divisions throughout the remainder of the district.
61 For county division purposes, the seven district areas in the county are considered in
turn, as follows:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

Craven district;
Hambleton district;
Harrogate borough;
Richmondshire district;
Ryedale district;
Scarborough borough;
Selby district;

page 31
page 32
page 35
page 39
page 41
page 42
page 44

62 Details of our draft recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated in
Appendix A and on the large maps inserted at the back of this report.

Craven district
63 Under the current arrangements the district of Craven is represented by seven county
councillors serving seven divisions. Airedale and Skipton West divisions are underrepresented, with 17% and 18% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (both have 13% more by 2006). Mid Craven, North Craven, South Craven and
Skipton East divisions are over-represented, with 8%, 3%, 2% and 13% fewer electors per
councillor than the county average respectively (12%, 6%, 5% and 16% fewer by 2006).
Ribblesdale division currently has a variance equal to the county average and will have 3%
fewer electors by 2006.
64 At Stage One we received four submissions in relation to the district of Craven, including
a district-wide scheme from North Yorkshire County Council. The County Council proposed
retaining seven single-member divisions which it is entitled to under a council size of 72.
Under these proposals two divisions, North Craven and South Craven would retain their
existing boundaries. In the north of the district the County Council proposed a revised Mid
Craven division containing the district wards of Embsay-with-Eastby, Gargrave &
Malhamdale, Grassington and Upper Wharfedale. The County Council gave particular
attention to the grouping of these wards and considered that the rural nature of these areas
provided a level of “compatibility with other communities in the National Park.“ The County
Council proposed a revised Ribblesdale division containing the district wards of Hellifield &
Long Preston, Penyghent and Settle & Ribblebanks and a revised Skipton East division
containing the district wards of Barden Fell, Skipton East and Skipton South.
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65 In the south of the district the County Council proposed a revised Airedale division
containing the district wards of Aire Valley with Lothersdale, Cowling and West Craven, and
a revised Skipton West division containing the district wards of Skipton North and Skipton
West. The County Council stated that its proposals for Craven provided an excellent level of
coterminosity and minimised change. Under the County Council’s proposals electoral
equality would improve and 100% coterminosity would be secured between district ward and
county divisions. Under the County Council’s proposals Airedale, North Craven, South
Craven, Ribblesdale and Skipton West divisions would initially contain 6%, 6%, 4%, 9% and
8% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (10%, 9%, 8% 11%
and12% fewer by 2006). Mid Craven, and Skipton East would initially contain 11% and 13%
more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (6% and 9% more by
2006).
66 We received a further three submissions in relation to the district of Craven at Stage
One. The Liberal Democrat Group on the council expressed support for the County
Council’s proposals. Hartlington Parish Council expressed a preference to be retained in the
Mid Craven division, and Hellifield Parish Council stated that it had no comment to make at
this stage of the review.
67 We have carefully considered the County Council’s proposals for seven coterminous
county divisions in Craven and are of the view that they would provide the best balance
between electoral equality, coterminosity and the reflection of local communities. We note
that the County Council carried out local consultation, evidence of which was included in its
Stage One submission. We also note that two of the County Council’s proposed divisions,
Ribblesdale and Skipton West, would have electoral variances in excess of 10% by 2006.
We considered alternative electoral arrangements in these two divisions to improve electoral
equality but concluded that it would not be possible to achieve better electoral equality
without having a detrimental effect on coterminosity. We have considered the comments of
the Liberal Democrat Group and noted their broad support for the County Council’s
proposals. We also note Hartlington Parish Council’s comments and that under the County
Council’s proposals the parish would be contained within the Mid Craven division. As a
result of our considerations, the broad local consensus and the good balance between
coterminosity and electoral equality we have decided to adopt the County Council’s scheme
in its entirety for the district of Craven.
68 Under our draft recommendations the district of Craven will have 100% coterminosity
between county division and district ward boundaries. The electoral variances under our
recommendations would be identical to those under the County Council’s proposals as
outlined above. Our draft proposals are illustrated on Sheet 1 of 2, at the back of the report.

Hambleton district
69 Under the current arrangements the district of Hambleton is represented by 10 county
councillors serving 10 divisions. Appleton Wiske, Beadle, Easingwold, Great Ayton,
Northallerton West, Stokesley, Thirsk and Thornton divisions are under-represented, with
8%, 26%, 7%, 17%, 40%, 13%, 12% and 14% more electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (5%, 23%, 7%, 14%, 38%, 12%, 14% and 11% more by 2006).
Northallerton East & Brompton and Stillington divisions are over-represented, with 1% and
8% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (1% and 11% fewer
by 2006).
70 At Stage One we received eleven submissions in relation to the district of Hambleton,
including a district-wide scheme from North Yorkshire County Council and two schemes
from Councillor Smith (Hambleton district). The County Council proposed an increase in the
number of councillors representing Hambleton from 10 to 11 to which it would be entitled to
under a council size of 72. Easingwold division would be retained on existing boundaries
and would be coterminous with district ward boundaries. The County Council proposed a
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revised coterminous Bedale division containing the district wards of Bedale, Crakehall and
Tanfield and a revised coterminous Stillington division containing the district wards of Huby
& Sutton, Shipton, Stillington and White Horse.
71 The County Council proposed two new coterminous divisions in the town of
Northallerton. It proposed a new Northallerton division containing the district wards of
Northallerton Central and Northallerton North and a Romanby Broomfield division containing
the district wards of Northallerton Broomfield and Romanby.
72 The County Council proposed a further six divisions, none of which were coterminous
with district ward boundaries. In the north-east of the district the County Council proposed a
new North Hambleton division containing the district wards of Brompton and Osmotherley,
part of Rudby (the parishes of Appleton Wiske, Crathorne, East Rounton, Picton, Potto and
West Rounton) and part of Swainby (the parishes of Ingleby Arnecliffe and Whorlton). It also
proposed a revised Great Ayton division containing the district wards of Broughton &
Greenhow, Great Ayton and part of Swainby (the parishes of Bilsdale Midcable, Carlton,
Faceby, Great Busby and Little Busby). It also proposed a revised Stokesley division
containing the district ward of Stokesley and part of Rudby (the parishes of Hutton Rudby,
Middleton-on-Leven, Rudby, Sexhow and Skutterskelfe). In the north of the district the
County Council proposed a new Swale division containing the district wards of Leeming Bar,
Morton-on-Swale and Leeming and part of Cowtons (the parishes of Birkby, Deighton, East
Cowton, Great Smeaton, Hornby, Little Smeaton and South Cowton). Broadly in the centre
of the district, the County Council proposed a revised Thirsk division containing the district
ward of Sowerby and part of Thirsk (the parish of Thirsk), and a revised Thorntons division
containing the district wards of Thorntons, Topcliffe and Whitestonecliffe and part of Thirsk
(the parish of Carlton Miniott).
73 Under the County Council’s proposals electoral equality would improve and 45%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions would be secured. Under these
proposals Bedale would initially have 2% more electors than the county average and a
variance equal to the county average by 2006. Easingwold, Great Ayton, Northallerton,
Romanby Broomfield, Stillington, Stokesley and Thirsk would initially contain 4%, 2%, 2%,
4%, 5%,1% and 9% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively, 4%
more, 1% fewer, 1% more, 4% more, 2% more,1% more and 11% more by 2006). North
Hambleton, Swale and Thorntons would initially contain 15%, 5% and 12% fewer councillors
per councillor than the county average respectively (17%, 8% and 14% fewer by 2006).
74 In its argumentation the County Council stated that as part of its consultation it had
considered two options in Hambleton which would have secured a level of 100%
coterminosity. However, the County Council argued that there was concern over how
coterminous divisions could be appropriately achieved in the north-eastern part of the district
(the Stokesley and Great Ayton areas). The County Council sought to justify the higher than
average electoral equality in the proposed North Hambleton and Thirsk divisions and stated
that, in order to improve electoral equality in the more urban Thirsk division, parts of the
surrounding rural Thorntons division would have to be included in a division with part of
Thirsk. The County Council argued therefore that the level of electoral equality in their
proposal should be acceptable, particularly bearing in mind that improved levels of electoral
equality could only be achieved through reduced levels of coterminosity.
75 We also received two district-wide proposals from Councillor Smith (Hambleton district)
which were broadly similar to the County Council’s proposals. Under Councillor Smith’s
Proposal One, Bedale, Easingwold, Northallerton, Romanby Broomfield and Stillington
divisions were the same as the County Council’s proposals. He also proposed four further
divisions which were broadly similar to the County Council’s. He proposed a Great Ayton
division containing the district wards of Broughton & Greenhow and Great Ayton; a North
Hambleton division containing the district wards of Brompton, Osmotherley and Rudby; and
a Swale division containing the district wards of Cowtons, Leeming, Leeming Bar and
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Morton on Swale. In the remainder of Hambleton, Councillor Smith proposed a new
Sowerby division, broadly similar to the existing Thorntons division, containing the district
wards of Sowerby, Thorntons and Topcliffe; a revised Stokesley division containing the
district wards of Stokesley and Swainby; and a revised Thirsk division containing the district
wards of Thirsk and Whitestonecliffe. Under Councillor Smith’s Option One proposals
electoral equality would improve and 100% coterminosity between district wards and county
divisions would be secured. Under these proposals Easingwold, Northallerton, Romanby
Broomfield and Stillington divisions would initially contain 4%, 2%, 4% and 5% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (4% 1%, 4% and 2% more by 2006).
Great Ayton, North Hambleton, Sowerby, Stokesley and Thirsk would initially contain 11%,
3%, 1%, 4% and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the county average (12%, 5%, 1%,
4% and 2% fewer by 2006). Swale division would initially have a variance equal to the
county average and would have 2% fewer electors by 2006. Bedale would initially have 2%
more electors than the county average and a variance equal to the county average by
2006).
76 Councillor Smith proposed an alternative Option Two with three alternative noncoterminous divisions in the north-east of the district. Under his Option Two submission, he
proposed a Great Ayton division containing the district wards of Broughton & Greenhow,
Great Ayton and part of Swainby; a Stokesley division containing the district ward of
Stokesley, part of Swainby and part of Rudby; a North Hambleton division containing part of
the district ward of Swainby and part of Rudby. Under Councillor Smith’s Proposal Two
electoral equality would improve and 72% coterminosity would be achieved. Councillor
Smith’s preference was for Option One as it provides a better level of coterminosity.
77 Councillor Smith stated that Hambleton is a primarily rural community, and that
community services centre on the five main market towns. He argued that his proposals
reflect the distinct community areas within the district and would ensure that ‘people in
outlying areas have a coherent focus upon their principal market town’. In his submission
Councillor Smith considered the road and communication links within each of his proposed
divisions. His proposals were based on community interests and identities in the environs of
each of the market towns.
78 We received a further nine submissions in relation to the district of Hambleton at Stage
One. The Liberal Democrat Group on the council and the Vale of York Liberal Democrats
expressed broad support for the County Council’s proposals. The North Branch Vale of York
Labour Party stated that it would be opposed to dividing the communities of Thirsk and
Sowerby on the grounds of community interests and identities. Bilsdale Midcable Parish
Council expressed support for the County Council’s scheme and two of the schemes
developed under the County Council’s consultation process. Carlton Minniott Parish Council
expressed support for being in a division with the district wards of Sowerby and Topcliffe
and part of White Horse ward (the parish of Bagby), as detailed in part of the County
Council’s consultation process. Carthorpe Parish Council stated that it should form part of
the Bedale division on the grounds of community interests and identities. Crathorne Parish
Council expressed support for remaining with Hutton Rudby in the Stokesley area. Sowerby
Parish Council put forward an alternative proposal in the Thirsk area. It stated that Thirsk
and Sowerby should be ‘joined with sufficient other adjoining parishes’ to create a twomember division. Councillor Seymour expressed broad support for the County Council’s
proposals in the north of the district.
79 We have carefully considered all the representations we received at Stage One. We
note that the County Council’s proposals provide reasonable levels of electoral equality but
that they do not provide good levels of coterminosity. We are aware that the County Council,
as part of its own consultation exercise, considered two alternative 100% coterminous
options for the district of Hambleton. We have considered the alternative proposals as
proposed by Councillor Smith and note that his proposals provide for excellent levels of both
coterminosity and electoral equality. As a result of our considerations we have been
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persuaded that Councillor Smith’s Option One proposals provide a better balance between
coterminosity and electoral equality than the County Council’s proposals. We are also of the
opinion that Councillor Smith has given consideration to the transportation and community
identity and interest links in and between each of the distinct areas within the district of
Hambleton. We have therefore decided to adopt Councillor Smith’s Option One proposals
as part of our draft recommendations as we consider that they provide a better balance
between the statutory criteria than the County Council’s scheme.
80 While we note the support for the County Council’s proposals from the Liberal Democrat
Group on the council, the Vale of York Liberal Democrats, the North Branch Vale of York
Labour Party, the parishes of Carlton Minniott and Bilsdale Midcable and Councillor
Seymour, we consider that the County Council’s proposals do not provide enough evidence
to justify such a low level of coterminosity, especially in light of Councillor Smith’s
submission. We have considered the alternative put forward by Sowerby Parish Council for
a two-member division in its area. However, we note the absence of local support for this
alternative and have not been persuaded to adopt it as part of our draft recommendations at
this stage. We would, however, welcome comments on this proposal. We have noted
Carthorpe Parish Council’s preference to form part of Bedale division. However, it would not
be possible to include the parish in the proposed Bedale division without having a
detrimental effect on levels of coterminosity within the district. We have noted the alternative
arrangements put forward under Councillor Smith’s Option Two proposal, but consider that
as his Option One proposals provide a better level of coterminosity it should be adopted as
part of our draft recommendations. We are therefore basing our draft recommendations for
the district of Hambleton on Councillor Smith’s Option One 11-member scheme.
81 Under our draft recommendations the district of Hambleton will have a level of 100%
coterminosity between county division and district ward boundaries. The electoral variances
under our recommendations would be identical to those under Councillor Smith’s proposals
as outlined above. Our draft proposals are illustrated on Sheet 1 of 2, at the back of the
report.

Harrogate borough
82 Under the current arrangements the borough of Harrogate is represented by 20 county
councillors serving 20 divisions. Boroughbridge, Claro, Harrogate East Central, Killinghall &
New Park, Pannal, Pateley Bridge and Wedderburn divisions are under-represented, with
15%, 6%, 7%, 2%, 22%, 7% and 21% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (10% more, 1% more, 2% more, 2% fewer, 18% more, 2% more and 16% more
by 2006). Duchy, Granby, Harlow, Harrogate West Central, Haverah, Knaresborough East
and Knaresborough West are relatively over-represented, with 27%, 26%, 3%, 6%, 8%, 1%,
and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (30%, 26%, 5%,
6%, 12%, 6% and 4% fewer by 2006). Masham & Fountains, Poppleton, Ripon East, Ripon
West and Starbeck divisions are also relatively over-represented, with 4%, 52%, 2%, 3%
and 28% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (7%, 54%, 4%,
7% and 31% fewer by 2006). Bilton currently has 5% more electors per councillor than the
county average and will have a variance equal to the county average number by 2006.
83 At Stage One we received 10 submissions in relation to the borough of Harrogate,
including a borough-wide scheme from North Yorkshire County Council. The County Council
consulted interested parties on three options for the Harrogate area and submitted their
Option One proposal to us. The County Council proposed amendments to each of the
existing divisions, resulting in a reduction of three divisions and two councillors, from 20 to
17 and 20 to 18 respectively. Under a council size of 72 Harrogate borough is entitled to 18
county councillors. In its argumentation the County Council stated that many of the new
borough wards are two-member wards and that it was therefore necessary to divide
borough wards in order to achieve electoral equality, although this was at the expense of
coterminosity.
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84 In the east of the borough the County Council proposed two coterminous divisions, a
new Ainsty division containing the borough wards of Marston Moor, Ouseburn and Ribston
and a revised Boroughbridge division containing the borough wards of Boroughbridge, Claro
and Newby. The County Council argued that it had been constrained by the distribution and
electorates of the new borough wards, and by the fact that Boroughbridge division abuts a
district boundary. The County Council also argued that if coterminosity is to be achieved
then it would be at the expense of electoral equality in this division. The County Council
proposed four revised, non-coterminous divisions: a Masham & Fountains division
containing the borough wards of Kirkby Malzeard, Mashamshire and Wathvale and part of
Bishop Monkton (the parish of Littlethorpe); a Pateley Bridge division containing the borough
wards of Nidd Valley, Pateley Bridge and part of Washburn (less the parishes of Haverah
Park, North Rigton and Pannal); a Ripon North division containing the borough wards of
Ripon Spa and part of Ripon Minster (the area broadly to the north of the River Skell); and a
Ripon South division containing the borough ward of Ripon Moorside and the southern part
of Ripon Minster. The County Council stated that the area of Ripon is clearly divided into two
separate communities by the rivers Skell and Ure and the Ripon Canal.
85 In the centre of the borough the County Council proposed a non-coterminous revised
Haverah division containing the borough wards of Lower Nidderdale; Spofforth with Lower
Wharfedale, part of Bishop Monkton (less the parish of Littlethorpe) and part of Washburn
(the parishes of Haverah Park, North Rigton and Pannal). The County Council proposed a
coterminous Killinghall & Saltergate division containing the borough wards of Killinghall and
Saltergate. The County Council stated that this represented the best ‘achievable
compromise’ between coterminosity, electoral equality and community identities in this area.
86 In the south of the borough of Harrogate, the County Council proposed a coterminous
two-member Knaresborough division containing the borough wards of Knaresborough East,
Knaresborough King James and Knaresborough Scriven Park. The County Council stated
that there had been broad local support for the creation of this two-member division and that
a clear view had been expressed that Knaresborough is a single, identifiable community and
that any division of the area would be arbitrary and confusing to electors. The County
Council stated that Knaresborough has a ‘centralised, comparatively unified, urban
structure’ and that there are ‘no clear geographical or other boundaries’ on which to base
any separation of the area into divisions.
87 In the town of Harrogate the County Council proposed eight single-member coterminous
divisions. The County Council argued that the need to divide new borough wards in the
centre of Harrogate had inevitably led to low levels of coterminosity being achieved in the
town. The County Council acknowledged that while high levels of coterminosity minimise
voter confusion, where coterminosity had not been possible it had proposed divisions based
on ‘long standing’ electoral divisions which it believed would minimise voter confusion. The
County Council’s proposals were therefore based on existing divisions, as far as this was
consistent with the aim of achieving electoral equality. In the east of the town the County
Council proposed a new Harrogate Granby division containing the borough ward of Granby
and the southern part of High Harrogate (Polling District Two); a new Harrogate Oatlands
division containing the borough ward of Stray and the western part of Hookstone, most of
which is south of the A661 (Polling District Two); a new Harrogate Starbeck division
containing the borough ward of Starbeck and the eastern part of Hookstone, mostly north of
the A661 (Polling District One).
88 In the west of the town the County Council proposed a revised single-member Harrogate
Harlow division containing the borough ward of Harlow Moor and the northern part of
Rossett (Polling District Two); a revised Harrogate Pannal division containing the borough
ward of Pannal and the southern part of Rossett (Polling District One); and a revised
Harrogate West Central division containing the borough ward of Low Harrogate and the
southern part of New Park ward (the area to the south of Skipton Road and to the east of
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Ripon road). In the north of the town the County Council proposed a revised Harrogate
Bilton division containing the borough ward of Bilton and the northern part of New Park (the
area to the north of Skipton road and to the west of Ripon road); and a Harrogate East
Central division containing the borough ward of Woodfield and the northern part of High
Harrogate ward (Polling District One). Under the County Council’s proposals electoral
equality would improve and 24% coterminosity between borough ward and county division
boundaries would be secured. Under these proposals Harrogate West Central,
Knaresborough, Pateley Bridge, Ripon North and Ripon South would initially contain 3%,
5%, 6%, 4% and 6% fewer electors than the county average respectively (5%, 7%, 10%, 6%
and 10% fewer by 2006). Ainsty, Boroughbridge, Harrogate Bilton, Harrogate East Central,
Harrogate Granby and Harrogate Harlow would initially contain 10%, 17%, 6%, 1%, 9% and
10% more electors than the county average respectively (5% more, 12% more, 1% more,
3% less, 7% more and 10% more by 2006). Harrogate Oatlands, Harrogate Pannal,
Haverah, Killinghall & Saltergate and Masham & Fountains would initially contain 7%, 4%,
15%, 8% and 7% more electors than the county average respectively (2% more, 1% less,
10% more, 3% more and 4% more respectively). Starbeck would initially contain 4% more
electors than the county average and would have a variance equal to the county average by
2006.
89 We received a further nine submissions in relation to the borough of Harrogate in
addition to the County Council’s borough-wide submission. The borough-wide proposal from
Councillor Garnett (Killinghall and New Park division), who submitted Option Three from the
County Council’s consultation exercise, was also supported by Hampsthwaite Parish
Council. Councillor Garnett’s submission opposed a division containing the borough wards
of Killinghall and Saltergate, as put forward in the County Council’s submission. She argued
that Killinghall ward, which includes Hampsthwaite parish, is rural in nature and that the
needs of those living in a rural area are different to the needs of those living in an urban
area. Councillor Garnett stated that the electors in the rural parts of the County’s proposed
division would not have their needs adequately represented if they became part of an urban
division. Under her proposal the proposed Ainsty, Boroughbridge, Knaresborough, Ripon
North and Ripon South divisions were identical to the County Council’s submission.
Councillor Garnett proposed a coterminous Killinghall & Bishop Monkton division containing
the borough wards of Bishop Monkton, Killinghall and Lower Nidderdale. Councillor Garnett
proposed four two-member divisions in Harrogate town: a new Harrogate East division
containing the borough wards of Granby, Hookstone and Starbeck; a new Harrogate North
Central division containing the borough wards of Bilton, High Harrogate and Woodfield; a
new Harrogate North West division containing the borough wards of Harlow Moor, New Park
and Saltergate; and a new Haverah division containing the borough wards of Low
Harrogate, Rossett and Stray. In the rural areas of the borough, Councillor Garnett proposed
three coterminous divisions: Masham & Fountains division containing the borough wards of
Kirkby Malzeard, Mashamshire and Wathvale; a Pateley Bridge division containing the
borough wards of Nidd Valley, Pateley Bridge and Washburn; and a Harrogate South
division containing the borough wards of Pannal and Spofforth with Lower Wharfedale.
Under these proposals, electoral equality would improve and 84% coterminosity between
borough ward and county divisions would be secured. The electoral variances for Ainsty,
Boroughbridge, Knaresborough, Ripon North and Ripon South would be identical to those
provided under the County Council’s proposals as described above. Harrogate East,
Harrogate North Central, Harrogate South, Haverah and Killinghall & Bishopmonkton
divisions would initially contain 7%, 3%, 10%, 5% and 10% more electors than the county
average respectively (4% more, 1% less, 5% more, 4% more and 6% more by 2006)
Masham & Fountains division would initially have a variance equal to the county average
and would have 3% fewer electors by 2006. Harrogate North West and Pateley Bridge
divisions would initially contain 4% more electors than the county average and would both
have variances the same as the county average by 2006).
90 The Liberal Democrat Group on the Council, the Knaresborough branch of the Liberal
Democrats, Knaresborough Town Council and Harrogate and Knaresborough Liberal
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Democrats each expressed broad support for the two-member Knaresborough division, as
proposed by the County Council. A Knaresborough town councillor submitting comments on
behalf of the Harrogate and Knaresborough Constituency Labour Party and Knaresborough
Branch Labour Party proposed retaining single-member divisions and opposed the twomember Knaresborough division in particular, on grounds of community identity and
interests. The Knaresborough Town Councillor stated that there are “separate communities
within the town”. Goldsborough & Flaxby Grouped Parish Council made no objections to the
County Council’s proposal. A local resident objected to the PER process.
91 We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One in relation to
the borough of Harrogate. We note the borough-wide proposals submitted by the County
Council and Councillor Garnett and in particular that the latter’s submission provides a better
balance between coterminosity and electoral equality than the County Council’s Stage One
proposals. We also note the level of local support for the County Council’s proposed twomember Knaresborough division.
92 As a result of our considerations we have decided to base our draft recommendations on
a combination of the County Council’s Stage One proposals, Councillor Garnett’s proposals
and our own proposals, as we consider that this would provide the best balance between
our statutory criteria. In the east of the borough we are proposing to adopt the County
Council’s proposed Ainsty, Boroughbridge, Knaresborough, Ripon North and Ripon South
divisions. These divisions were also proposed by Councillor Garnett. We note that the Ripon
North and Ripon South division boundaries are not coterminous with borough ward
boundaries. However, we agree with the County Council that there are two separate
communities within the Ripon area and that a two-member division would not be appropriate
in this area due to topographical constraints. In the west of the borough we have decided to
adopt Councillor Garnett’s proposed Killinghall & Bishop Monkton, Masham & Fountains and
Pateley Bridge divisions. We propose adopting Councillor Garnett’s Harrogate South
division naming it Pannal & Spofforth to reflect its constituent parts. We consider that these
proposals offer a better balance between coterminosity and electoral equality than the
County Council’s proposals.
93 We have not been persuaded by the evidence and argumentation received from the
County Council that the new borough wards in the town of Harrogate ‘inevitably’ lead to low
levels of coterminosity. We note that Councillor Garnett’s submission demonstrates that a
high level of coterminosity is achievable in the town with the creation of four two-member
divisions and one single-member division. However, we also noted there was some local
opposition to two-member divisions in Harrogate town. Therefore we have carefully
considered all proposals received for Harrogate town. We have decided to adopt the County
Council’s proposed Harrogate Oatlands and Harrogate Starbeck single-member divisions as
these provide excellent levels of electoral equality. As a result of adopting these divisions we
are unable to adopt Councillor Garnett’s proposals across Harrogate town. However, we see
some merit in the creation of two-member divisions in the remainder of Harrogate town and
are putting forward our own proposals. We propose a two-member Harrogate Bilton division
containing the borough wards of Bilton, New Park and Woodfield, and a two-member
Harrogate Granby division containing the borough wards of Granby, High Harrogate and
Low Harrogate. The proposed Harrogate Bilton and Harrogate Granby divisions are
coterminous with borough ward boundaries and provide excellent levels of electoral equality.
These proposed two-member divisions fit well with the County Council’s proposed
Harrogate Oatlands and Harrogate Starbeck single-member divisions and, in our opinion,
provide a better balance between coterminosity and electoral equality than the proposals
contained in the County Council’s Stage One submission. In the remainder of the town we
are proposing two single-member divisions, a Harrogate Saltergate division containing the
borough ward of Saltergate and the northern part of Harlow Moor ward (the area north of
Harlow Moor Road and Harlow Moor Drive) and a Harrogate Rossett division containing the
borough ward of Rossett and the southern part of Harlow Moor ward (the area south of
Harlow Moor Road and Harlow Moor Drive). We consider that our proposals in this part of
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the town would provide a better balance between coterminosity and electoral equality than
any other proposals we have received while still reflecting community interests and
identities, which would not be possible under a two-member division. Nevertheless we
would welcome comments and further evidence during Stage Three from local people
concerning our proposed two-member divisions as well as those put forward by Councillor
Garnett.
94 Under our draft recommendations the borough of Harrogate will have 60% coterminosity
between county division and borough ward boundaries. Under our draft recommendations
Ainsty, Boroughbridge, Harrogate Granby, Harrogate Rossett, Harrogate Oatlands, Pannal
& Spofforth, Killinghall & Bishop Monkton and Harrogate Saltergate divisions would initially
contain 10%, 17%, 5%, 1%, 7%, 10% 10% and 13% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (5%, 12%, 3%, 1%, 2%, 5%, 6% and 8% more by 2006).
Knaresborough, Ripon North and Ripon South divisions would initially contain 5%, 4% and
6% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (7%, 6% and 10%
fewer by 2006). Harrogate Bilton division would initially contain 2% more electors per
councillor than the county average, and 3% fewer by 2006. Harrogate Starbeck division
would initially contain 4% more electors per councillor than the county average and would
have a variance equal to the county average by 2006. Masham & Fountains division would
initially have a variance equal to the county average (3% fewer electors by 2006). Our draft
proposals are illustrated on Sheet 1 of 2 and on Maps 1 and 2 on Sheet 2 of 2, at the back
of the report.

Richmondshire district
95 Under the current arrangements the district of Richmondshire is represented by five
county councillors serving five divisions. Catterick, Richmond and Richmondshire North
divisions are under-represented, with 44%, 6% and 21% more electors per councillor than
the county average respectively (63%, 1% and 23% more by 2006). Middle Dales and
Upper Dales are over-represented, with 4% and 26% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (2% more and 22% fewer by 2006).
96 At Stage One we received seven submissions in relation to the district of Richmondshire,
including a district-wide scheme from North Yorkshire County Council. The County Council
proposed that Richmondshire should return six county councillors, an increase of one, to
which it is entitled under the projected electorate forecasts under a council size of 72. The
County Council stated that an extra councillor in the district would “help mitigate the effects
of super sparsity in the district”. The County Council was also concerned that any significant
increase in the geographical size of the Upper Dales division would result in the already
large division becoming unmanageable. However, rural sparsity is not a factor we can take
into account in our work. The County Council proposed a Catterick Bridge division
containing the district wards of Brompton-on-Swale & Scorton, Catterick and Hornby Castle;
a Central Richmondshire division containing the district wards of Colburn, Hipswell and
Scotton; a Middle Dales division containing the district wards of Leyburn, Lower
Wensleydale and Middleham, part of Penhill (the parishes of Carlton Highgate, Carlton
Town and West Witton) and part of Bolton Castle (less the parish of Carperby cum
Thoresby); a Richmond division containing the district wards of Richmond Central,
Richmond East and Richmond West; a Richmondshire North division containing the district
wards of Barton, Croft, Gilling West, Melsonby, Middleton Tyas and Newsham with Eppleby;
and an Upper Dales division containing the district wards of Addlebrough, Hawes & High
Abbotside, Reeth & Arkengarthdale, Swaledale, part of Bolton Castle (the parish of
Carperby cum Thoresby), and part of Penhill (less the parishes of Carlton Highdale, Carlton
Town and West Witton). The County Council stated that it had proposed dividing the Penhill
ward between the Middle Dales and Upper Dales divisions as “the new district ward of
Penhill had brought together the disparate and geographically separate communities in
Bishopdale and Coverdale”. It proposed utilising the former Aysgarth Rural District Council’s
boundary as the boundary between Middle Dales and Upper Dales divisions. In the
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remainder of the district the County Council said it attempted to improve the levels of
electoral equality, retain local community links and recognise the comments of local parish
councils. Under the County Council’s proposals electoral equality would improve and a level
of 67% coterminosity between district ward and county divisions would be secured. Under
these proposals, Richmond would initially contain 3% more electors than the county average
and 2% fewer by 2006. Catterick Bridge, Central Richmondshire, Middle Dales,
Richmondshire North and Upper Dales would initially contain 23%, 17%, 13%, 2% and 22%
fewer electors than the county average (9%, 8%, 8%, 3% and 19% fewer by 2006).
97 We received a further six submissions in relation to the district of Richmondshire at
Stage One. The Yorkshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group supported the County
Council’s proposal for Richmondshire “as it is the best of all the options put forward”.
Brompton-on-Swale Parish Council stated that the existing Catterick Bridge division was too
large and that “it was generally thought that the effectiveness of the county councillor would
be increased if this division were split”. Burton-cum-Walden Parish Council stated that the
Upper Dales division should remain unchanged or “in the worst case extend its boundaries
to include further rural population and communities in the dales … the division must always
include Upper Wensleydale, Swaledale and Arkengarthdale”. Mellbecks Parish Council also
stated that the existing division should not lose its identity and that “there is and always has
been links between these dales (Upper Wensleydale, Swaledale and Arkengarthdale)”.
Catterick Parish Council commented on its local councillor, but did not refer to the periodic
electoral review.
98 We received one further submission, from Councillor Blackie, supporting the County
Council’s proposals for the new Upper Dales division and putting forward community identity
arguments to support this proposal. Councillor Blackie proposed that Upper Dales division
be renamed The Upper Dales division.
99 We have carefully considered all submissions received during Stage One. During Stage
One the County Council informed us that their initial 2006 forecasts for Richmondshire had
been incorrect and provided updated figures, as discussed earlier. We have based our draft
recommendations on these revised electorate forecasts. We have noted the broad support
expressed by all respondents for the County Council’s scheme. In light of this, and the good
levels of electoral equality it provides, we propose basing our draft recommendations on the
County Council’s proposals. However, we have proposed a minor amendment to the
proposed boundary between the Middle Dales and Upper Dales divisions to improve the
levels of coterminosity. We have noted the County Council’s comments concerning the
Penhill district ward. However, we have not been persuaded at this stage that the arguments
put forward are strong enough for us to move away from the new district ward boundaries in
this area. We therefore propose including the whole of Bolton Castle ward in the Middle
Dales division and the whole of Penhill ward in Upper Dales division. We consider that this
amendment provides more effective and convenient local government by improving the level
of coterminosity while also improving the levels of electoral equality in the area. We do not
propose renaming Upper Dales as The Upper Dales as this would not be consistent with a
number of divisions in the county, including Middle Dales division. However, we welcome
comments from local people on this division name and our proposed amendment during
Stage Three. We propose adopting the County Council’s proposed Catterick Bridge, Central
Richmondshire, Richmond and Richmondshire North divisions without modification.
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Under our draft recommendations the district of Richmondshire will have a level of
100% coterminosity between county division and district ward boundaries. Under our draft
recommendations Catterick Bridge, Central Richmondshire, Middle Dales, Richmondshire
North and Upper Dales divisions would initially contain 23%, 17%, 19%, 2% and 16% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (9%, 8%, 13%, 3% and 13%
fewer by 2006). Richmond division would initially have 3% more electors per councillor than
the county average (2% fewer by 2006). Our draft proposals are illustrated on Sheet 1 of 2,
at the back of the report.
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Ryedale district
101
Under the current arrangements the district of Ryedale is represented by seven
county councillors serving seven divisions. Kirkbymoorside, Norton, Pickering and Rillington
divisions are under-represented, with 7%, 17%, 15% and 16% more electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (2%, 12%, 11% and 11% more by 2006). Hovingham
& Sheriff Hutton, Huntington North and Malton divisions are over-represented, with 2%, 86%
and 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (5%, 86% and
5% fewer by 2006).
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During Stage One we received three submissions in relation to the district of
Ryedale, including a district-wide scheme from North Yorkshire County Council. The County
Council proposed reducing the number of county councillors representing Ryedale from
seven to six, to which it would be entitled to under a council size of 72. The County Council
attempted to form its proposed electoral divisions using the new district wards as building
blocks. However, it stated that “because the new Derwent ward is a two-member ward it has
been necessary to split the ward between the proposed Hovingham & Sheriff Hutton
electoral division and the proposed Norton electoral division”. The County Council proposed
a revised Hovingham & Sheriff Hutton division containing the district wards of Ampleforth,
Hovingham, Sheriff Hutton, South West Ryedale and part of Derwent (the parishes of
Bulmer, Coneythorpe, Henderskelfe, Howsham, Huttons Ambo, Welburn and Westow); a
Kirkbymoorside division containing the district wards of Dales, Helmsley and
Kirkbymoorside; a revised Malton division containing the district wards of Amotherby, Malton
and Sinnington; a revised Norton division containing the district wards of Norton East and
Norton west and part of Derwent (the parishes of Langton, Birdsall, Burythorpe, Leavening,
Scrayingham, Acklam, Settrington and Scagglethorpe); a revised Pickering division
containing the district wards of Cropton, Pickering East and Pickering West; and a new
Thornton Dale & the Wolds division containing the district wards of Rillington, Sherburn,
Thornton Dale and Wolds. Under the County Council’s proposals electoral equality would
improve and 67% coterminosity between district wards and county divisions would be
secured. Under these proposals Hovingham & Sheriff Hutton, Kirkbymoorside, Malton,
Norton, Pickering and Thornton Dale & the Wolds would initially contain 6%, 3%, 10%, 10%,
9% and 10% more electors than the county average respectively (2% more, 2% fewer, 6%
more, 6% more, 5% more and 5% more by 2006).
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North Yorkshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group proposed that the parishes
of Normanby and Marton from the Cropton ward “would be better placed” in the County
Council’s proposed Malton division and that Sinnington parish from the Sinnington ward be
transferred into the proposed Pickering division. Malton Town Council stated that it did not
“support the proposal for the Malton division as the villages suggested for inclusion within
the division have no historical allegiances to the town of Malton. Indeed their historical
connections are based on the town of Helmsley”.
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We have carefully considered all submissions received at Stage One concerning
Ryedale. We have noted the excellent levels of electoral equality and reasonable
coterminosity provided under the County Council’s proposals and we propose adopting its
scheme without amendment. We note the comments by the Liberal Democrats and Malton
Town Council concerning the proposed Malton and Pickering divisions. However, we concur
with the County Council which stated that the proposed amendments “would be acceptable
in terms of electoral equality and would better reflect community interest, but would further
reduce the level of coterminosity achieved”. We looked to improve the levels of
coterminosity in other areas of the district. However, when considering alternatives we found
that the levels of electoral equality would be unacceptably reduced and any such alterations
would not reflect community identities. Therefore we do not propose modifying the County
Council’s proposals under our draft recommendations as we consider that they provide the
best balance between our statutory criteria.
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Under our draft recommendations the district of Ryedale will have a level of 67%
coterminosity between county division and district ward boundaries. The electoral variances
are outlined above. Our draft proposals are illustrated on Sheet 1 of 2, at the back of the
report.

Scarborough borough
106
Under the current arrangements the borough of Scarborough is represented by 15
councillors serving 15 divisions. Castle, Cayton, Falsgrave, Lindhead, Mayfield and
Weaponness divisions are under-represented, with 58%, 22%, 12%, 19%, 21% and 8%
more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (56%, 22%, 11%, 19%,
23% and 9% more by 2006). Danby, Eastfield, Eskdale, Filey, Northstead, Scalby,
Streonshalh and Woodlands are under-represented, with 17%, 32%, 9%, 4%, 31%, 18%,
38% and 45% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (18%
fewer, 7% fewer, 11% fewer, 2% more, 32% fewer, 19% fewer, 38% fewer and 45% fewer
by 2006). Seamer division currently has 8% fewer electors than the county average and will
have a variance equal to the county average by 2006.
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During Stage One we received 11 submissions in relation to the borough of
Scarborough, including two single-member borough-wide schemes from North Yorkshire
County Council. The County Council proposed reducing the number of county councillors
representing Scarborough from 15 to 14, to which it would be entitled to under a council size
of 72. The County Council stated that “it has been difficult to develop proposals which
achieve a substantial level of coterminosity”. In the north of the borough the County Council
put forward two options in the Whitby area. Option One proposed a revised Whitby &
Mulgrave division containing the borough wards of Mulgrave and Whitby West Cliff and a
revised Mayfield & Streonshalh division containing the borough wards of Mayfield and
Streonshalh. The County Council stated that Option One had local support as it linked
communities along the coast in Whitby and Mulgrave. The County Council stated that
Option Two also had local support, as “the electors of West Cliff borough ward do not regard
themselves as part of a coastal community, but as part of the town of Whitby, together with
Streonshalh”.
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In the remainder of the borough North Yorkshire County Council proposed a new
Esk Valley division containing the borough wards of Danby, Esk Valley and Fylingdales. The
County Council stated that although this proposal provided a high electoral variance it was
justified as it utilised the southern boundary of Fylingdales ward as an electoral division
boundary. It stated that this boundary referred to in the Council’s submission as the
‘Fylingdales watershed’ acts as the division between those communities to the north which
look towards Whitby and those to the south which look towards Scarborough, To the south
of the Esk Valley division the County Council proposed a revised Scalby division containing
the borough wards of Hackness & Staintondale, Lindhead, Scalby and part of Derwent
Valley (the parishes of Brompton, Sawdon and Snainton & Wykeham). This proposed
Scalby division was “largely unchanged” from the existing division. In the south of the
borough the County Council proposed a revised Cayton division containing the borough
ward of Hertford and part of Cayton (less the parish of Osgodby); a revised Filey division
containing the borough ward of Filey; a new Seamer & Ayton division containing the
borough ward of Seamer and part of Derwent Valley (the parishes of East Ayton, Hutton
Buscel & West Ayton); and a new Eastfield & Osgodby division containing the borough ward
of Eastfield and part of Cayton (Osgodby parish only). In its submission the County Council
assert that Osgodby parish is “closely associated with Eastfield”. In Scarborough town the
County Council stated that its proposals were based on whole borough wards wherever
practicable. The County Council proposed a revised Newby division containing the borough
wards of Newby; a new Weaponness & Ramshill division containing the borough wards of
Ramshill and Weaponness; a revised Castle division containing the borough ward of Castle
and that part of Central ward east of Raleigh Street and Ireton Street and south of Hibernia
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Street; a new Falsgrave & Stepney division containing the borough ward of Falsgrave and
part of Stepney (to the south of Scalby Road and Wykeham Street); a revised Woodlands
division containing the borough ward of Woodlands, that part of Northstead ward west of
Northstead Manor Drive and north of Manor Road cemetery and part of Stepney ward (to
the north of Scalby Road); and a revised Northstead division containing the borough ward of
North Bay, part of Northstead and that part of Central ward west of Raleigh Street and Ireton
Street and north of Hibernia Street.
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Under both the County Council’s proposed options electoral equality would improve
and a level of 43% coterminosity between borough wards and county divisions would be
secured. Under the County Council’s Option One proposals Cayton, Esk Valley, Mayfield &
Streonshalh, Scalby, Weaponness & Ramshill and Whitby & Mulgrave divisions would
initially have 7%, 19%, 19%, 6%, 6% and 8% more electors than the county average
respectively. (6%, 17%, 23%, 5%, 6% and 7% more by 2006.) Eastfield & Osgodby,
Falsgrave & Stepney, Filey, Newby, Northstead, Seamer & Ayton and Woodlands divisions
would initially have 17%, 4%, 12%, 15%, 5%, 6% and 9% fewer electors than the county
average respectively (9% more, 5% fewer, 6% fewer, 16% fewer, 6% fewer, 1% more, and
9% fewer by 2006). Castle would initially have a variance equal to the county average and
1% fewer electors by 2006. Under the County Council’s Option Two proposals the electoral
variance would be the same as under Option One except that Mayfield & Mulgrave division
would initially contain 9% more electors than the county average (11% more by 2006).
Whitby & Streonshalh division would contain 18% more electors than the county average
both in 2001 and 2006.
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We received a further 10 submissions in relation to the borough of Scarborough at
Stage One. North Yorkshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group stated that Streonshalh
and Whitby West Cliff wards should be in the same division, which should be named
Streonshalh, while the Mayfield area “would benefit more by being placed with the Mulgrave
area” in an electoral division. County Councillor Broadley, member for Streonshalh division,
also expressed strong support for “the aggregation of Streonshalh and Whitby West Cliff
wards, retaining the name of Streonshalh”.
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Councillor Swiers expressed support for the County Council’s submission in its
entirety in respect of Scalby ward. Brompton-by-Sawdon Parish Council also supported the
County Council’s proposed Scalby division. Eskdaleside-cum-Ugglebarnby Parish Council
commented that it was opposed to “any proposed linkage between our rural area with the
outer areas of the borough town (Scarborough)” and also stated that “they would not wish to
see any proposed new division called Stainton”. Filey Town Council stated that it was
concerned about proposals to divide its area between two electoral divisions. Glaisdale
Parish Council stated “that there are many similarities in the upper Esk valley that do not
extend to the lower part of the valley or the Whitby area”. It proposed a division containing
Danby ward, Egton and Glaisdale parishes and “possibly”, if needed for electoral equality
reasons, Goathland and Grosmont parishes. “It would not include Eskdaleside cum
Ugglebarnby or Sneaton”. Glaisdale Parish Council also put forward an alternative
“geographical division, rather than one based on parish boundaries”. Hunmanby Parish
Council stated its “preference to remain with the neighbouring parishes of Muston, Folkton,
Cayton and Gristhorpe”. Wykeham Parish Council stated that a division based on the
parishes in the A170 “Scarborough to Pickering corridor would have some distinct planning
and logistical benefits”.
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We have carefully considered all representations received during Stage One for
Scarborough. We considered both of the County Council’s options in the Whitby area. We
have been persuaded by the submissions received from the Liberal Democrats and
Councillor Broadley that Option Two should be adopted as part of our draft
recommendations. However, we propose renaming the County Council’s proposed Whitby &
Mayfield division as Whitby & Streonshalh division to reflect its constituent parts. In the
remainder of the borough we propose basing our draft recommendations on the County
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Council’s proposals with two modifications. We have noted that the County Council’s
proposals provide a fairly low level of coterminosity across the borough and we have
investigated alternatives to improve upon this. We propose including the whole of Derwent
Valley ward in the proposed Seamer & Ayton division to make the division coterminous. We
have noted that the parishes of Brompton, Snainton and Wykeham, part of Derwent Valley
ward, have very good links with the remainder of Seamer & Ayton division along the A170.
We consider that these links are far stronger than those between these three parishes and
Scalby division, into which the County Council proposed they should be included. As a
consequence of this modification we propose transferring Fylingdales ward into the
proposed Scalby division. We note that this breaches the ‘Fylingdales watershed’. However,
we have not been persuaded by the evidence put forward at Stage One that the links
between Fylingdales ward and the remainder of Scalby division, to which they are
connected along the A171, are insufficient to facilitate an effective and convenient electoral
division. At this stage we consider that the links between Fylingdales ward and Scalby
division are stronger than those between Scalby division and the parishes of Brompton,
Snainton and Wykeham. These modifications would improve the levels of electoral equality
and coterminosity as well as providing better communication links within our proposed
Seamer & Ayton and Scalby divisions. We have looked to improve the levels of
coterminosity in the rest of the borough, however the geography across parts of the borough
has made this unfeasible if acceptable levels of electoral equality are to be maintained. In
particular the rural wards in the south of the borough are situated on the coast. This creates
difficulties in achieving coterminosity as there are few options to transfer whole wards into a
division while maintaining an acceptable level of electoral equality. In Scarborough town the
size of the 2001 and 2006 electorates in the borough wards means that it is not possible to
propose divisions which provide good levels of electoral equality and coterminosity.
Therefore we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals with minor modifications.
We have considered the proposals put forward by Glaisdale Parish Council in the Upper
Dales Valley; however, their proposals would result in an unacceptable level of electoral
inequality and we have not been persuaded that the parishes in the Upper Esk valley should
not be included in a division with the lower part of the valley. We would welcome further
comments from local people on our draft recommendations, during Stage Three.
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Under our draft recommendations the borough of Scarborough will have a level of
57% coterminosity between county division and borough ward boundaries. Under our draft
recommendations Castle division would initially have an electoral variance equal to the
county average (1% fewer electors by 2006). Cayton, Mayfield & Mulgrave, Scalby, Seamer
& Ayton, Weaponness & Ramshill and Whitby & Streonshalh divisions would initially contain
7%, 9%, 14%, 16%, 6% and 18% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (6%, 11% 14%, 23%, 6% and 18% more by 2006). Eastfield & Osgodby, Esk
Valley, Falsgrave & Stepney, Filey, Newby, Northstead and Woodlands divisions would
initially contain 17%, 12%, 4%, 12%, 15%, 5% and 9% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (9% more, 13% fewer, 5% fewer, 6% fewer, 16% fewer, 6%
fewer and 9% fewer by 2006). Our draft proposals are illustrated Sheet 1 of 2 and on Map 3
on Sheet 2 of 2 at the back of the report.

Selby district
114
Under the current arrangements the district of Selby is represented by 10 councillors
serving 10 divisions. Brayton, Cawood, Derwent, Osgoldcross, Selby North, Selby Rural and
Sherburn divisions are under-represented, with 31%, 8%, 22%, 4%, 14%, 9% and 30%
more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (31%, 10%, 25%, 7%,
37%, 23% and 50% more by 2006). Fulford, Tadcaster East and Tadcaster West divisions
are over-represented, with 83%, 26% and 8% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (84%, 24% and 6% fewer by 2006).
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At Stage One we received seven submissions in relation to the district of Selby,
including district-wide schemes from North Yorkshire County Council and a local resident.
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The County Council’s proposals were submitted after a period of consultation. The County
Council proposed retaining 10 single-member divisions to which the district is entitled to
under a council size of 72. Under its proposals a level of 10% coterminosity between county
divisions and district ward boundaries would be achieved with the only coterminous division
being the proposed Selby Barlby division. The County Council stated that under new district
warding arrangements it had been problematic developing proposals which offered high
degrees of coterminosity and electoral equality, particularly as there are concentrations of
high electorate and high expected growth in particular parts of the district. The County
Council stated that having considered a range of options its Stage One submission,
although providing poor levels of coterminosity and relatively poor electoral equality, offered
the best expression of community identities and interest.
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In Selby town the County Council proposed five single-member divisions: a Mid
Selby division containing parishes from five different wards, part of Cawood and Wistow (the
parishes of Cawood and Wistow), part of Eggborough (the parishes of West Haddlesey and
Chapel Haddlesey), part of Fairburn with Brotherton (the parish of Burton Salmon), part of
Hambleton (the parishes of Burn, Hambleton and Gateforth) and part of Monk Fryston and
South Milford (the parishes of Hillam and Monk Fryston); a coterminous Selby Barlby
containing the district wards of Barlby and Selby South; a Selby Brayton division containing
the district wards of Selby West and part of Brayton (the parish of Brayton); a Selby Thorpe
Willoughby division containing the district ward of Selby North and part of Hambleton (the
parish of Thorpe Willoughby); and a South Selby division containing the district ward of
Camblesforth, part of Brayton (the parish of Barlow), part of Eggborough (the parishes of
Hirst Courtney and Temple Hirst) and part of Whitley (less the parishes of Beal, Cridling
Stubbs and Whitley). In the north of the district the County Council proposed a revised
Derwent division containing the district wards of Hemingbrough, North Duffield and part of
Riccall with Escrick (the parish of Riccall); a Tadcaster North Escrick division containing the
district wards of Appleton Roebuck, Tadcaster East and part of Riccall with Escrick district
ward (less the parish of Riccall); and a Tadcaster South division containing the district wards
of Saxton with Ulleskelf, Tadcaster West and part of Cawood with Wistow, (the parishes of
Biggin, Church Fenton, Little Fenton and Ryther.) In the west of the district the County
Council proposed a revised Osgoldcross division containing part of Fairburn with Brotherton
(less the parish of Burton Salmon), part of Whitley (the parishes of Beal, Cridling Stubbs and
Whitley) and Eggborough (the parishes of Eggbrough and Kellington); and a revised
Sherburn in Elmet division containing the district wards of Sherburn & Elmet and part of
Monk Fryston & South Milford (the parishes of Huddleston and South Milford). Under the
County Council’s proposals electoral equality would improve and 10% coterminosity
between district wards and county divisions would be secured.
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Under the County Council’s proposals Selby Brayton, Selby Thorpe Willoughby and
Sherburn in Elmet would initially contain 13%, 6% and 1% more electors than the county
average respectively (13%, 21% and 19% more by 2006). Mid Selby, Selby Barlby, South
Selby, Tadcaster North Escrick and Tadcaster South would initially contain 5%, 8%, 6%, 6%
and 11% fewer electors than the county average respectively (3% fewer, 4% more, 1%
more, 4% fewer and 8% fewer by 2006) Derwent and Osgoldcross divisions would initially
contain 2% and 9% fewer electors than the county average respectively, and both would
have a variance equal to the county average by 2006.
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We also a received a district-wide scheme from a local resident. Five of the 10
divisions put forward by the local resident were identical to those proposed by the County
Council: Derwent, Selby Barlby, Selby Brayton, Selby Thorpe Willoughby and Tadcaster
North Escrick divisions. The proposal for Eggborough Fairburn division was almost identical
to the County Council’s Osgoldcross division except that the local resident included all of
Fairburn with Brotherton ward in the division but did not include Burton Salmon parish. The
local resident’s Mid Selby division was also very similar to the County Council’s proposed
Mid Selby division except that the local resident included South Milford but did not include
Cawood parish. South Selby was similar to the County Council’s proposal but includes
45

Cridling Stubbs parish. The local resident proposed a Tadcaster South division containing
the district wards of Tadcaster West, part of Saxton & Ulleskelf ward (less the parishes of
Barkston Ash, Lead and Saxton). Finally, the local resident proposed a Sherburn in Elmet
division containing the district wards of Sherburn, part of Saxton with Ulleskelf (the parishes
of Barkston Ash, Lead and Saxton) part of Monk Fryston & South Milford ward (the parish of
Huddlestone). Under the local resident’s proposals electoral equality would improve and a
level of 10% coterminosity would be achieved. Under these proposals Eggborough Fairburn,
Mid Selby, Sherburn in Elmet, South Selby and Tadcaster South divisions would initially
contain 5%, 5%, 12%, 5% and 3% fewer electors than the county average respectively (5%
more, 5% more, 1% more, 4% more and a variance equal to the county average by 2006).
The electoral variances for Derwent, Selby Barlby, Selby Brayton, Selby Thorpe Willoughby
and Tadcaster North Escrick divisions are detailed above.
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We received a further five submissions in relation to the district of Selby at Stage
One. Barlby & Osgodby and Cliffe parish councils stated their preference for the option
submitted by the County Council. Kirk Smeaton Parish Council stated that it wished to see
the present arrangements maintained. Councillor Vause, member for Osgoldcross division,
stated that the County Council’s proposals “would be suitable to all and meet the criteria”.
He also proposed that the division name of Osgoldcross should be retained. A resident of
Tadcaster opposed a division in the town which would cross the River Wharfe, stating that
“this division marked by the river remains part of the ethos in the two communities” east and
west of the river.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One
concerning Selby district. We noted that under both district-wide schemes, submitted by the
County Council and the local resident, there are very low levels of coterminosity and
electoral equality. The County Council stated that as there are “a mixture of single-member,
two-member and three-member wards it has proved very difficult to develop options which
offer high degrees of electoral equality and coterminosity”. It also stated that physical
constraints such as rivers hindered the ability to develop proposals with better electoral
equality and coterminosity. The local resident also experienced problems in improving the
levels of coterminosity and electoral equality. While we have noted these difficulties we have
considered a number of alternatives to improve upon both electoral equality and
coterminosity in order to best meet our statutory criteria.
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We propose adopting the County Council’s proposed Sherburn in Elmet division. We
have noted the high electoral variance but have been unable to improve upon the County
Council’s proposed division. We considered transferring an area out of this division to
improve the level of electoral equality. However, the settlement of Sherburn in Elmet is
concentrated in one area of Sherburn in Elmet ward and to divide the ward would result in
the division of the settlement of Sherburn in Elmet between county divisions which we
consider would not reflect local community identities and interests. We considered the local
resident’s proposal to include South Milford parish in Mid Selby division but were not
persuaded that this would reflect community identity and interests, especially as the County
Council stated that retaining Sherburn in Elmet and South Milford parishes in the same
division “has strong local support”. In the remainder of the district we have sought to build
upon the proposals received at Stage One and we have been able to improve the levels of
electoral equality and coterminosity across the district as a whole.
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We noted in the County Council’s submission that Selby Town Council “sought the
creation of a two-member electoral division for Selby”. Such a division would assist in
improving electoral equality and coterminosity in the district. We are therefore proposing a
two-member Selby Barlby division containing the district wards of Barlby, Selby North, Selby
South and Selby West. This coterminous division provides a good level of electoral equality
which, in our opinion, in this area single-member divisions are unable to provide. To the
south of this division we propose a revised single-member Selby Brayton division containing
the district ward of Brayton and part of Hambleton (the parish of Thorpe Willoughby.) We are
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satisfied that the parish of Thorpe Willoughby has good communication links with Brayton
ward. In the north of the district we are proposing a new Tadcaster division containing the
district wards of Tadcaster East and Tadcaster West which covering the whole town. We
noted the objection to this proposal from a resident of Tadcaster. However, we are content
that including the whole town in one division sufficiently reflects community identities and
interests. We are proposing a new Escrick division containing the district wards of Appleton
Roebuck, North Duffield and Riccall with Escrick. We are proposing a new Cawood &
Saxton division containing the district wards of Cawood with Wistow and Saxton & Ulleskelf.
The high electoral variance for this division is noted. However, we feel that there are
sufficient community links to support this coterminous division. In the south of the district we
are proposing a revised Osgoldcross division containing the district wards of Eggborough
and Whitley and a South Selby division containing the district wards of Camblesforth and
Hemingbrough. Our proposed Escrick, Osgoldcross, South Selby and Tadcaster divisions
are wholly coterminous and provide good levels of electoral equality. Finally, we are
proposing a Mid Selby division containing the district ward of Fairburn with Brotherton, part
of Hambleton ward (the parishes of Burn, Gateforth and Hambleton) and part of Monk
Fryston & South Milford ward (the parishes of Hillam and Monk Fryston). Although this
division covers parts of three district wards we consider that the internal links of the
proposed division are good and connect communities of a similar size. We are aware that
our draft recommendations have departed from the proposals received at Stage One.
However, we consider that the improvements in the levels of coterminosity and the good
levels of electoral equality in the majority of the district provide a better balance between our
statutory criteria than that which would have been achieved under either of the district-wide
schemes received. We would welcome comments from local people at Stage Three on all
aspects of our proposals but especially on the proposed two-member Selby Barlby division
and the proposed division names.
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Under our draft recommendations the district of Selby will have a level of 67%
coterminosity between county division and district ward boundaries. Under our draft
recommendations Selby Barlby, Selby Brayton and Sherburn in Elmet divisions would
initially contain 6%, 6% and 1% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (17%, 12% and 19% more by 2006). Escrick, Tadcaster, Cawood & Saxton,
South Selby and Osgoldcross divisions would initially contain 3%, 5%, 24%, 3% and 7%
fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (3% fewer, 1% fewer,
23% fewer, 4% more and 1% more by 2006). Mid Selby division would initially contain 4%
fewer electors per councillor than the county average and would have a variance equal to
the county average by 2006. Our draft proposals are illustrated on Sheet 1 of 2, at the back
of the report.

Conclusions
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Having considered all the evidence and submissions received during the first stage
of the review, we propose that:
•

There should be a reduction in council size from 74 to 72.

•

The boundaries of all divisions, except Easingwold in Hambleton district and North
Craven and South Craven in Craven district, will be subject to change as the divisions
are based on district wards which in the majority of cases have themselves changed as
a result of the district reviews.
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As already indicated, we have based our draft recommendations on the County
Council’s proposals in some areas of the district, but propose to depart from them in other
areas:
•

In Hambleton district we propose adopting Councillor Smith’s Option One proposal as it
provides better levels of electoral equality and coterminosity than the County Council’s
proposal.

•

In Harrogate borough we are adopting seven of the County Council’s proposed divisions
but we also propose adopting four of the divisions put forward by Councillor Garnett as
well as putting forward our own proposals for four divisions to improve upon the levels of
electoral equality and coterminosity provided under the County Council’s scheme.

•

In Richmondshire district we propose adopting the County Council’s proposal with one
minor modification to improve the levels of electoral equality and coterminosity.

•

In Scarborough borough we propose adopting the County Council’s Option Two
proposal subject to two amendments to improve the levels of electoral equality and
coterminosity.

•

In Selby district we are putting forward our own proposals with the exception of the
County Council’s proposed Sherburn in Elmet division which we propose adopting. Our
draft recommendations provide much-improved levels of electoral equality and
coterminosity.

•

We propose adopting the County Council’s proposals for Craven and Ryedale districts
in their entirety.
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Table 5 shows how our draft recommendations will affect electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements (based on 2001 electorate figures) and with
forecast electorates for the year 2006.
Table 5: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 Electorate

2006 forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Draft
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Draft
recommendations

Number of councillors

74

72

74

72

Number of divisions

74

68

74

68

6,001

6,168

6,290

6,464

40

17

43

16

24

2

23

2

Average number of electors
per councillor
Number of divisions with a
variance more than 10 %
from the average
Number of divisions with a
variance more than 20 %
from the average
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As shown in Table 5, our draft recommendations for North Yorkshire County Council
would result in a reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than
10 % from 40 to 17. By 2006 16 divisions are forecast to have an electoral variance of more
than 10 %.
Draft recommendation
North Yorkshire County Council should comprise 72 councillors serving 68 divisions, as
detailed and named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large maps inside the
back cover.
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5

What happens next?

128
There will now be a consultation period, during which everyone is invited to comment
on the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements for North Yorkshire County
Council contained in this report. We will take fully into account all submissions received by
12 July 2004. Any received after this date may not be taken into account. All responses may
be inspected at our offices and those of the County Council. A list of respondents will be
available from us on request after the end of the consultation period.
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Express your views by writing directly to us:

The Team Leader
North Yorkshire County Council Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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In the light of responses received, we will review our draft recommendations to
consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, it is therefore important that all
interested parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with our
draft recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission. After the publication of our final recommendations, all further correspondence
should be sent to The Electoral Commission, which cannot make the Order giving effect to
our recommendations until six weeks after it receives them.
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Appendix A
Draft recommendations for North Yorkshire County Council:
Detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the North Yorkshire
County Council area.
Sheet 1 of 2 inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the proposed
divisions for North Yorkshire, including constituent district wards and parishes.
Sheet 2 of 2 inserted at the back of this report includes the following maps:
Map 1 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Harrogate town.
Map 2 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Ripon.
Map 3 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Scarborough town.
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Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation,
www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/servicefirst/index/consultation.htm, requires all Government
Departments and Agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct of
public consultations. Public bodies, such as The Boundary Committee for England, are
encouraged to follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 2001,
which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that
the criteria have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code criteria
Criteria

Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning
process for a policy (including legislation) or service
from the start, so that it has the best prospect of
improving the proposals concerned, and so that
sufficient time is left for it at each stage.
It should be clear who is being consulted, about what
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose.
A consultation document should be as simple and
concise as possible. It should include a summary, in
two pages at most, of the main questions it seeks
views on. It should make it as easy as possible for
readers to respond, make contact or complain.
Documents should be made widely available, with the
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the
attention of all interested groups and individuals.
Sufficient time should be allowed for considered
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve
weeks should be the standard minimum period for a
consultation.
Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly
analysed, and the results made widely available, with
an account of the views expressed, and reasons for
decisions finally taken.
Departments should monitor and evaluate
consultations, designating a consultation coordinator
who will ensure the lessons are disseminated.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We consult on draft recommendations for a minimum
of eight weeks, but may extend the period if
consultations take place over holiday periods.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

55

