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Leeds review - proposed Hunslet and Riverside ward

Hello
I am writing to request that the Commission look again at plans for it's proposed Hunslet and Riverside ward for
elections to Leeds City Council.
Given the rationale outlined in a number of submissions and the Commission's own findings, it clearly makes sense
to change the current City and Hunslet ward. However I am concerned that the new arrangements will exacerbate a
problem which is already growing in significance ‐ the lack of understanding and attention given to issues faced by
residents of Leeds City Centre communities.
The population of the city centre continues to grow rapidly. This is a modern phenomenon. Living in the city centre
has its benefits but also its challenges. Lack of basic GP and dentistry services, lack of parking for residents, poor air
quality, lack of green space locally, the impact of irresponsible development and noise nuisance.
I don't want to moan, but these are just some of the issues on which it is increasingly important the Council be
accountable to those who are affected by them.
The simple fact is the current City and Hunslet ward fails here. There is no real representation of city centre
(including South Bank) residents as the agenda is dominated by Hunslet ‐ a very different area with very different
issues.
The new proposal will, I believe, exacerbate this issue as it splits the city centre footprint, diluting the shared voice
of residents even further.
My preference would be for a city centre ward to be created as in some other similar cities such as Manchester.
While I haven't done the maths, I hope there is an argument to be had here that with population growth in the city
centre to come, a city centre ward would be future proof while helping to increase the democratic mandate the
Council and those councillors have with residents in the city centre and south bank communities, who face pretty
unique issues in this city which aren't really comparable to the more traditional communities elsewhere.
If there is any more information I can usefully provide on this please do let me know.
Many thanks

Sent from my iPhone
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The Local Government Boundary Commission
Consulta7on
Dear Boundary Commission,
Please seriously re-‐think the proposals regarding the severing of Hyde Park and Woodhouse Ward
into two. It makes no sense either geographically or in terms of the communi7es here and is not
supported by our communites at all as far as I am aware.
Indeed our communi7es opted for separate Neighbourhood Plans for the area South and North of
Victoria Road, Victoria Road forming a boundary geographically, culturally and socially. The current
proposals join the areas South and North of Victoria Road together, ignoring this boundary. If the
proposal had been to remove polling districts HEE and HWB and the parts of polling districts HEF and
HED which lie south of Victoria Road from Headingley and add them to Hyde Park and Woodhouse
Ward (areas which are essen7ally in the Hyde Park Neighbourhood Plan area and which belong with
Hyde Park and Woodhouse and not with Headingley) this would have made sense, but it does not
make sense to instead remove the top half of Hyde Park and Woodhouse Ward and catapult this
into Headingley Ward where it does not belong.
_______________________________________________________________________________
Before I moved to Leeds in 1996, I made numerous visits to the city to decide where it was that we
wanted to live. When I discovered Hyde Park, a unique vibrant inner city neighbourhood with neat
brick terraces and a close-‐knit community, I immediately fell in love with the place. I’d far rather live
here in my terraced house beside people who who say hello when they pass me on the street than
to live anonymously in Headingley or another similar Leeds suburb.
This is one of the reasons I’m so strongly opposed to your proposal to uproot Hyde Park from where
it belongs in Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward, and add it to Headingley ward. I’m also strongly
opposed to your proposal to add Hyde Park Corner and Woodhouse Moor to Headingley ward.
Woodhouse Moor is at the heart of the area once known as Woodhouse and which today comprises
LiVle London, Woodhouse, LiVle Woodhouse, Hyde Park, Hyde Park Corner, North Hyde Park and
Woodhouse Moor. I really don’t understand why you would want to rip the heart out of our area
and give it to Headingley, an area that Hyde Park has almost nothing in common with and which the
people of Hyde Park don’t idenWiy with. I also don’t understand why you want to destroy the greater
community of Hyde Park and Woodhouse by dividing it in half when it's unnecessary.
A further reason is that a new Headingley and Hyde Park Ward would straddle across two
cons7tuency boundaries -‐ which has to be a nonsense. That would cause all sorts of administra7ve
anomalies and problems.
The local poli7cans seem to have realised that a combined Headingley and Hyde Park Ward would
be really unpopular with residents (probably of both Headingley and of Hyde Park and Woodhouse)
as, unlike poli7cans elsewhere in the city, they seem to have made an eﬀort to keep the proposals
from us. We have various forums in which they could have shared the proposals, but we only found
out about them by a chance encounter in a private mee7ng in which a local councillor gave a brief
statement that the ward boundaries were changing but then when ques7oned clammed up and
denied having any further informa7on. We have numerous very ac7ve community groups in this
area, but as far as I know not one was informed of these signiﬁcant proposals or given a chance to
contribute.

9/1/17
The local government boundary commission consultation
Dear Boundary Commission,
I am writing to object to the boundary changes whereby Hyde Park will be divorced from its
traditional neighbours of Woodhouse and Little London and attached to Headingley to make up
numbers.
My first issue is that I, as a resident of Hyde Park, only found out about this 'consultation' by
accident and was not informed of the potential changes to my ward and councillors, nor invited to
participate in any consultation. This is unacceptable. No decision on such changes should be made
without full public consultation which includes ensuring that all interested parties are informed and
have the opportunity to express their opinions and this has not happened.
Headingley has little or nothing in common with the Hyde Park community; the characters of the 2
areas are entirely different with Hyde Park being proud of its cultural diversity where Headingley
works to maintain its white middle class identity.
The two areas are very distinct and there is already some tension between the two communities
because it is felt strongly that Headingley has a lot of influence at INWAC and gets the lion's share
of resources at the expense of other INWAC areas, and in particular, at the expense of Hyde Park
and Woodhouse. This is generally facilitated by a private company, Headingley Development Trust
Ltd. which has taken INWAC money meant to support all the wards specifically to promote
Headingley's interests in Hyde Park through the establishment of the 'Greater Headingley
community'. None of the proposals put forward by this group have been in the interests of the Hyde
Park community and it has been the source of significant resentment.
If Hyde Park is taken into the same ward as Headingley while this situation is ongoing then these
tensions are likely to remain unresolved and Hyde Park risks losing yet more resources to
Headingley's interests in the future.
If Headingley needs greater numbers then it does not make sense to take them from the inner city
wards, but rather look to Chapel Allerton or Moortown where the communities have more in
common.
Another complication is that two halves of one ward would end up with different MPs which is
simply absurd.
I'm looking forward to your response
Best wishes
Adele Beeson
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Comment text:

Sue Buckle
Submitted through a friend's email - I do not own a
computer I
roposed boundary changes which would create a new
ward of Headingley and Hyde Park. I have been a resident of Hyde Park for more than 50 years
and involved in local community campaigns and activities for most of that time. I was involved
in setting up the Hyde Park Neighbourhood Forum as a separate forum from Headingley NF
because Hyde Park has a different composition and identity from Headingley with clearly
differing needs and aims. Historically Headingley was a very separate community from the parts
of Woodhouse and Wrangthorn which became known together as Hyde Park. The character of
the Hyde Park community has remained very much that of the inner-city with its great diversity
whereas Headingley is more of a suburban community. The exodus of many students from
Headingley has increased the pressure on the Hyde Park community and exacerbated the
already difficult demographic imbalance. However, although in a minority, the long term
residents of Hyde Park retain a strong sense of community as shown in the annual Hyde Park
Unity Day, a celebration of our area attended by thousands of people and organised entirely by
local volunteers who raise more than £20,000 each year to fund the event. Although Headingley
is generally a good neighbour, the two areas do not share the same needs or ethos. There
must be more appropriate ways of adjusting the ward boundaries.
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I very much object to being classed as Alwoodley. I live
in a 1882 Victorian
Terrace and we were originally part of Shadwell - and i
s such. Then we
became a very small ward - Leeds North East or something and for the last few years we have
been Alwoodley. Alwoodley should be to the left of Harrogate Road. I have no objections to
being part of Harewood (or indeed Roundhay). In fact the board outside High Ash Shops today
is titled 'Harewood parish Council" and I am sure the board outside High Trees Community
Centre on Shadwell lane was the same - it now has a new board titled 'High Trees community
Centre'. Perhaps a more appropriate boundary line would be along Shadwell Lane. Those to the
North could be Alwoodley (these houses are quite new and I am sure most would like to be
part of Alwoodley). Those between Shadwell lane and The Ring Road could be Harewood houses here are older with many established residents who would prefer Shadwell as of old.
Kind regards Angela Buckley
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Follow up
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Dear Sir / Madam,
I am a resident of Hyde Park in Leeds and a member of both the Hyde Park Neighbourhood Forum and
South Headingley Community Association. I think you should have consulted both groups about your
proposal to transfer Hyde Park from Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward, to Headingley ward, but as Secretary
of both groups I’m aware that you haven’t.
Given the above, I’m concerned that there will be a lot of other groups across Leeds you haven’t consulted
and think you need to abandon the current consultation and begin again by first obtaining a complete list of
community groups and neighbourhood forums from Leeds City Council and then contacting each of these
groups to ascertain their views on the ward boundary changes the council deems necessary.
I was upset when I learnt that you propose transferring Hyde Park, where I live, to Headingley ward. Hyde
Park is an area with a very different identity to Headingley. It’s because of this that the Hyde Park
Neighbourhood Forum was set up. Had it not been, our area would have been subsumed into the Headingley
Neighbourhood Area in order for Headingley to collect all the neighbouring districts' community
infrastructure levy.
Hyde Park, Hyde Park Corner and Woodhouse Moor have always been part of Woodhouse. It makes no
sense to take these areas out of Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward and add them to Headingley ward, when
the number of electors in Headingley ward could be increased just as easily by adding to Headingley ward
the western polling districts CAJ, CAB, CAL and CAH currently in Chapel Allerton ward. The remaining
polling districts in Chapel Allerton ward could then be added to polling district CHI and the northern part of
polling district CHD to create a new ward called Chapel Allerton and North City. Polling district CHC
could be added to Hyde Park and Woodhouse as the student blocks which have been built in this area are
considered to be part of Little Woodhouse, which is itself part of Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward. Here is
how my proposals affect the relevant variances.
Ward

2015

Headingley

18845 (+0.11%)

2021
19423 (+6%)

Hyde Park and Woodhouse

16994 (+0.6%)

20151 (+10%)

16472 (-2%)

20608 (+13%)

Chapel Allerton and North City

As you can see, my proposals only affect Headingley, Hyde Park and Woodhouse, and City and Hunslet
wards. I can’t comment on your draft proposals for the rest of Leeds as I’m not familiar with other areas.
I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of my proposal and confirm that you will be
be abandoning the current inadequate consultation to allow you to consult with the numerous community
groups who’ve been excluded from it.
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Finally, you need to be aware that the spreadsheet you’ve supplied on your web page doesn’t work, even
though it claims to work. This makes working out alternatives to your draft proposal, extremely time
consuming.
Yours faithfully
Dawn Carey Jones
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Starkie, Emily
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reviews
Garforth and Swillington Ward

To whom it may concern:
I would like to make the following comments:
(1) Garforth and Swillington have nothing in common as we do not share any services.
(2) The LCC forecast for the increased number of residents eligible to vote in the future is inaccurate. I say
this because under the LCC Site Allocation Plan, if approved by the Inspector, Garforth will receive 2314
new dwellings. An increase of 41% within the next 5 years. There is also a windfall site which will contain
240 dwellings bringing the total to 2554.
(3) Therefore LCC forecasting that the electorate for Garforth and Swillington Ward will only increase by
1438 is a nonsense. It is approximately 0.75 of a person per new household.
(4) A more realistic calculation is an average of 2 adult persons per household which amounts to an increase
of 5108 on the electoral role.
(5) As more children are staying in the family home after reaching the age of 18 the above figure could be
conservative.
Therefore it is my view that Garforth should become an Electoral Ward in its own right.
Yours faithfully
Elizabeth Crosland,
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The proposed new boundary between Harewood ward and Crossgates and Whinmoor (on the
A58) is in conflict with other boundaries (ELOR, Greenbelt, Parliamentary, Housing Market
Characteristic Areas) as well as being socially divisive (separating us off from the rest of the
Wellington Hill Community, when in fact we have many shared issues). As I understand it the
Housing Market Characteristic Areas for the Leeds Site Allocations Plan are based on ward
boundaries. The whole plan for East Leeds has been predicated on the fact that the area of the
Crossgates and Whinmoor Ward west of the A58 (including Red Hall itself) is non-greenbelt land
and will eventually be physically bordered by the East Leeds Orbital Route. I have heard for
myself Harewood Councillors say of ELOR that it should form a physical boundary, that ELOR
should say "Leeds Stops Here". It is clear that these councillors themselves have no interest in
representing non-greenbelt urban Leeds. If our ward boundaries change, but not our planning
boundaries or our parliamentary boundary (I take it we will still be classed as being in the
Leeds East constituency) won't we then be in some electoral nomansland? Is this desirable or
fair to residents? If our ward boundaries do change, can we ask for the planning goals for the
area to be reexamined - that ALL the land west of the A58 should be reconsidered as part of
the "green wedge" stretching out from Oakwood Clock, through Roundhay to Shadwell and the
countryside beyond? Development at Red Hall has always been justified as being "long-term
development goal going back 25 years" but if we return to the boundaries from before that
time, then surely the planning goals will need to be reexamined?
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(ELOR) laid over Red Hall playing fields to the north, cutting their community off from the Harewood ward countryside. Residents in Area
3 share suburban community concerns with people who would remain in Cross Gates & Whinmoor ward east of the A58. Drawing the
boundaries in this way will cut area 3 off from their neighbours and divert local representation to Harewood. The concerns of Harewood –
a largely rural and overwhelmingly parished ward with ample green space and lots of greenbelt – do not coincide with area 3’s suburban
concerns. At present, residents east and west of the A58 share concerns as a community. Much later (due to developments occurring over
the next decade), area 3 and new developments will live closed in by ELOR on the edge of the city in an entirely suburban – not
greenbelt – area. The planning goals for the last twenty years (eg. Site Allocations, East Leeds HMCA) have been predicated on area 3
being part of the East Leeds community. East Leeds Extension and ELOR proposals have assumed that these are part of wider East Leeds.
In addition, this would leave area 3 with Conservative representatives at a local level but an East Leeds Labour MP (which would be
unlikely to change since both are incredibly safe seats w thin their respective boundaries). It would significantly reduce the effectiveness of
representation at a critical time in local development while lumping suburban residents in with distant and greenbelt-based parishioners
whose concerns are very different. Council reasoning at https://www.lgbce.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/30098/LeedsCC-Council2016-09-05_Redacted.pdf#page=4 suggests that their recommendations are to accommodate residents who will occupy new developments
(which, due to ongoing wrangling with developers, may not start for years) in areas 1 and 2 above. This reasoning neglects to point out
that existing Area 3 residents will suffer a signif cant reduct on in representation on local issues. We suggest that such representation can
be retained (at the cost of barely a few hundred electors) by leaving the boundary across Red Hall Lane to the A6120 (Annotation 4
above). Our concerns can be summarised by these points: * The proposals with respect to area 3 are based on misleading or false
information * The community centre in which area 3 residents meet would be separated from them by the ward boundary, and area 3
residents would no longer be eligible to attend the Whinmoor community forum, wh ch genuinely does represent their local concerns *
Area 3 would be separated completely from their "new" ward by the dual carriageway ELOR, enclosed in with their existing suburban
Cross Gates & Whinmoor neighbours but largely unrepresented at a local level due to sharing no concerns with the major ty of rural
Harewood residents * The development characteristics of the area have been predicated on t being in the East Leeds Housing Market
Characteristic Area, not Harewood * The rest of Harewood is separated into parishes for distinct towns and villages. Red Hall is not which
leaves area 3 at a significant representational disadvantage in its new rural ward In light of the above, I ask that you at least retain area
3 within Cross Gates and Whinmoor – perhaps as per annotat on 4 above running along the existing road – such that existing area 3
residents are not disenfranchised from their real local representation for the next decade prior to – and during – significant local
development. Thank you for your consideration of the above.
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Mr & Mrs G.E.Hall

9 December 2016
To: Local Government Boundary Commission for England
The review officer (Leeds)
Dear Commissioner
Boundary review for Electoral Wards within the Leeds City Council Administration area
Thank you for forwarding me a copy of the draft proposals and for responding on the 28 November
to my correspondence relating to the above. I wish to add tom the comments I previously made on
the 22 July 2016 in accordance with the request you have made for comments on the draft
proposals I would be pleased if you would consider the following which are made having regard to
ward pattern, electoral equality, community identity &effective local governance.
1.0 Consistent with the recently adopted development plan any boundary changes should
seek to protect the character and identity of those neighbourhoods. The basis of review
must have regard to the Housing Market Characteristic Areas and any proposed
development which is envisaged in the next 10 years particularly with a minimum of
5000 dwellings in the Harewood ward
1.1 The data on which your draft proposals are made, specifically for the Harewood Ward
note an increase in the electorate of 1569 (from15,467 to 17.036) . Given that a future
review of boundaries will be made when the criteria you have indicated is evidenced a
further review will be necessary in the short term; which with respect is not good when
public funding is required
1.2 The revised boundary proposal north of the A64 traversing from Grimes Ditch/Cock beck
in an easterly towards ward HAJ ( Scholes) would include an area of land already
allocated for 2000 homes (potentially 4000 registered electors).An outline planning
application is at an advanced stage .On this basis alone and without any further
development the data referred to above, Paragraph 1.1 is questionable
1.3 It is noted that the area south of the A64 is to remain unchanged, notwithstanding the
same definable boundary could apply and overcome the anomaly which divides Scholes
Park Farm, the leisure area –formally Scholes Brickyard, and numerous footpaths/Public
Rights of way, between the Crossgates/Whinmoor Ward and Harewood wards. It would
appear sensible and appropriate to revisit this and amend accordingly.
2. It is quite debateable whether or not changes in population envisaged in the current
emerging development plan, to 2028 should apply to the current boundary review. From
a local perspective Harewood from which the villages to the south of ward derive its
name is remote from the Harewood not least in transport links; inter alia Harewood
could be included in the Wetherby Ward or Alwoodley.

As previously suggested Shadwell, Thorner, Scholes, Barwick, Potterton, Aberford &
Parlington which includes land upon which a new “Garden together with Bramham &
Collingham could maintain their character and identities in a newly named ward of
“Elmete “
3. My understanding is that the Principal Authority are of a mind to undertake a third tier
review of Parish Council’s in 2017, following adoption of any boundary changes
emerging from this review. This is welcomed not least because electoral equality of
individual communities and villages require a strong & easily identifiable boundary
which ensures effective/representative governance.
I would be happy to engage further, if the process so requires, but in any event I would be
pleased to be notified of the final recommendations of the commission on the 14 May 2017
Yours faithfully

George E. Hall

By email to; reviews@ lgbce.org.uk
Cc Alec Shelbrooke MP ; Harewood Ward Members;
Tom Riordan (Chief Executive: Leeds City Council)
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Comment text:

Response to Draft Leeds City Council Boundaries I have one proposal which I believe will
improve the plan. The Proposal is to move the boundary of Burmantofts and Richmond Hill
Ward where it meets the Little London and Woodhouse Ward and under present proposals runs
behind Mabgate down Macaulay Street. My suggestion is run down the centre of Regent Street.
This is a natural boundary where Burmantofts geographically ends and as a four lane main road
as it’s natural boundary. The change would be as follows. Move boundary to run down Regent
Street(A61 from A64 YorkRoad Inner ring road ) to Skinner Lane turn right down Skinner Lane
until reach the present Burmantofts and Richmond Hill boundary. It will not move huge numbers
of people out of the Little London and Woodhouise ward . There are a couple of apartment
blocks but there are plans on the map provided for more around Mabgate but only number a
few hundred more electors within next six years or so. . The numbers moving would still mean
both Burmantofts and Richmond Hill and Little London and WoodHouse would be within the
variance of 10% allowed.
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Hyde Park Neighbourhood Plan Designated Area would be in one ward (it has failed to mention HWA and
HWL). Keeping a Neighbourhood Plan in one ward didn’t seem so important to the council two years ago
when it included HWM and HWI in the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan Designated Area against the
expressed wishes of the Hyde Park Neighbourhood Forum and numerous residents via their consultation
responses.
You state at paragraph 56 of your document “Draft recommendations on the new electoral arrangement
for Leeds City Council” that you have had three representations relating to Hyde Park and Woodhouse
ward and that they all recommend dividing the ward in two and giving half to the existing Headingley
ward. These representations were from Leeds City Council, the Lib Dems (who until 2010 were in charge
of Leeds City Council) and Neil Taggart, who until about 18 months ago was a senior councillor at Leeds
City Council and chairman of the city centre planning committee. Please note that your respondents all
have one thing in common: Leeds City Council.
2. HYDE PARK AND WOODHOUSE WARD
The draft proposal cuts Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward in two. It proposes adding the northern half of
the ward comprising the Hyde Park residential area and the park known as Woodhouse Moor to a new
Headingley and Hyde Park ward, and the southern half of the ward to a new ward that would be called
Hunslet and Riverside.
The existing Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward is coterminous with the historic district of Woodhouse which
includes all the area between Headingley and Leeds town centre. The name "Hyde Park" was applied by
developers to part of this area in the mid nineteenth century in order to give the area an up‐market
appeal. Prior to becoming a park in 1857, Woodhouse Moor was common grazing land for the people of
Woodhouse who lived around it. Woodhouse Moor has never been part of Headingley and has no
connection with that area. Because they felt that their area was distinct from Headingley, the people of
Hyde Park recently set up their own Neighbourhood Forum to preserve the distinctiveness of their area
and to prevent it being included in the Headingley Neighbourhood Forum’s Designated Area.
Woodhouse Moor is the main feature of Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward and it is much loved by local
people. Over the last 11 years, residents have successfully campaigned to safeguard the park from various
Leeds City Council proposals for it including; in 2006, a proposed major pay and display car park for the
university; in 2008, a drinking den for the city’s street drinkers; in 2008, a proposed road widening of the
A660 dual carriageway where it crosses the park; in 2009, a proposed massive barbecue area designed to
persuade students to vote Lib Dem; and finally, between 2012 and 2106, a proposal for a trolleybus
scheme to be routed across the park.
It is difficult to understand what would be gained from an electoral point of view by transferring
Woodhouse Moor to Headingley ward when you consider that no one lives on the park. We were told
recently by a councillor that the reason they want to transfer the park to Headingley ward is that the park
is within polling district HWD which also has electors living there and that polling districts can’t be split.
But the draft proposal would split polling district CHD in the existing City and Hunslet ward in two, so
polling district HWD could be split.
If Woodhouse Moor is transferred to Headingley ward, residents of Woodhouse complaining to their ward
councillors about proposals for the park would be told the park is not in their ward. And if they complained
to Headingley councillors, they would be told that they, the residents, were not in the councillors’ ward.
The majority of the people who visit the park would therefore suddenly find there was no one easily
accessible in authority they could complain to.
3. TECHNICAL PROBLEMS WITH THE CONSULTATION
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Your web page provides a link to an electoral figures spreadsheet. The spreadsheet states at the top of the
table on the right that the figures shown in the cells of the table on the right, will change depending on
what data is entered in the table on the left. Unfortunately, the figures on the right don’t change when
data is changed in the table on the left. This makes it extremely difficult to work out a proposal that
eliminates the electoral variances between wards.
Your web page also provides a link to a polling district map. The map does does not show polling districts
HWL and HWM. This is extremely unfortunate as the draft proposal involves transferring these two polling
districts to the proposed new Headingley and Hyde Park ward. These omissions make me wonder how
many other polling districts are missing from the map.
The table on the right of the electoral figures spreadsheet gives a total electorate for Hyde Park and
Woodhouse ward in 2015 of 15,514. The actual total is 15,596. The total in the table on the right of the
spreadsheet wrongly excludes polling district HWL with its electorate of 82 in 2015.
The council proposes splitting polling district CHD in two with one half north of the river and the other half
south of the river. But the council has not provided electoral figures for the proposed new polling district
to the north of the river (or the proposed new polling district to the south of the river for that matter).
In the light of the above paragraphs, I have to ask, do you accept everything the council tells you on trust,
without checking any of it?
4. MY PROPOSAL
I have lived all my life in north west Leeds and am very familiar with the area and its history. I am not as
familiar with the rest of Leeds and its history. I propose therefore to accept the council’s proposals except
where they apply to north west Leeds (for the reasons set out in section 2 above). I object to the council’s
proposal to split Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward in two. Instead, I propose keeping Hyde Park and
Woodhouse ward intact, and adding to it polling district CHC from the existing City and Holbeck ward. This
would create variance of +0.6% in 2015 and +10% in 2021 (assuming the council’s predictions for electoral
growth between 2015 and 2021 to be correct). This proposal makes sense as polling district CHC contains a
large number of student blocks which are immediately adjacent to Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward. Some
of the residents of these blocks are responsible for anti‐social behaviour which residents in Hyde Park and
Woodhouse find difficult to deal with because the blocks are outside their ward. In addition, the student
blocks district is known as the “Little Woodhouse Student Village” even though the blocks are just outside
Little Woodhouse (Little Woodhouse is located inside Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward).
I propose keeping the existing Headingley ward intact, and adding to it polling districts CAJ, CAL, CAB and
CAH from the existing Chapel Allerton ward. The advantage of this is that these polling districts aren’t
actually part of historic Chapel Allerton, and they will be joining up with Headingley anyway as part of the
proposed new Leeds North East constituency. This proposal would create a variance of +11% in 2015 and
+6% in 2021 (assuming the council’s predictions for electoral growth between 2015 and 2021 to be
correct).
I propose joining the remainder of the existing Chapel Allerton ward to polling districts CHI and CHD (CHD
as revised under Leeds City Council’s proposals) from the existing City and Hunslet Ward. This would
create a new ward which could be called "Chapel Allerton and City." The advantage of this would be that it
would bring together two up‐market areas which are very popular with younger newcomers to Leeds. I
have had to estimate electoral figures for the amended polling district CHD as Leeds City Council has
provided none. My estimates suppose that the northern half of the existing polling district CHD (which
would form the amended polling district CHD) contains half of CHD’s existing total of electors. My proposal
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would create a variance of ‐2% in 2015 and +13% in 2021 (assuming the council’s predictions for electoral
growth between 2015 and 2021 to be correct).
My proposals are summarised in these tables.
5. CONCLUSIONS
Leeds City Council has not given you a list of active community groups and because of this, the
consultation you have carried out is seriously flawed. The people most likely to respond to your
consultation exercise, have not been consulted. Therefore your ward boundary review should be aborted
and begun again.
The information supplied by the council was inadequate. At least two polling districts are missing from
their polling district map. Their electoral figures spreadsheet doesn’t work. They have not provided
electoral figures for the revised polling district CHD. And the total number of electors they have given on
their spreadsheet for Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward in 2015 does not include those living in polling
district HWL. Some of these factors may have deterred people from participating in your consultation
exercise. Therefore your ward boundary review should be aborted and begun again.
Thus far, the boundary review does not inspire confidence. If you won’t agree to abort the review, I would
be obliged if you would let me know the reason why.
Finally, when you do consider amending ward boundaries, I would be grateful if you would adopt the
proposals I’ve set out at section 4 above. These would leave Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward intact, and
would not impinge on the historic areas of either Headingley or Chapel Allerton.
Yours sincerely
Bill McKinnon

On 24 Nov 2016, at 09:04, reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:
Dear Mr McKinnon
Thank you for your email.
I have attached a list of the community groups that were sent to us by Leeds City Council, which
were then used by the Commission when launching the review’s warding arrangements and draft
recommendations. The community groups which have contacted us have been listed as
submissions, which can be found the webpage you linked below under ‘Warding arrangements’. The
submissions received for the draft recommendations will be published in due course.
With regard to the third question, if the former councillor lives in Leeds, then he is entitled to be
considered as a local resident, if he is no longer a serving councillor. The Commission has therefore
categorised Mr Taggart as a local resident.
The second submission in regards to the proposed Headingley and Hyde Park ward was received by
the Leeds Liberal Democrats, which can be found here (paragraph 15).
4

In regards to your last query, the review team considers all evidence received during the
consultation, and all of the evidence we have received is available to view on our website. At this
draft recommendations stage, we feel that the proposals reflect the most appropriate solution for
the area, based on the evidence received from the Council, and from other submissions. However,
this is an open consultation, and if there are alternatives for a particular area, then the LGBCE
encourages residents to make a submission during this second stage of consultation either by email
or via the consultation portal on our website.
I hope these answers your questions but if you have any further queries do let me know.
Kind regards
‐‐
Jonathan Ashby
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1252
From: William McKinnon
Sent: 17 November 2016 22:48
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Leeds City Council Electoral Review

Dear Sir / Madam
I have been examining your web page and its various links relating to the Leeds City Council
Electoral Review.
Section 6 of your "Electoral Reviews Technical Guidance" states amongst other things, that
the local authority is required to provide you with a comprehensive list of community groups.
Paragraph 6.2 states that you will publish this list on your website, but I have been unable to
locate this list on your website. Therefore please supply me with the list of community
groups sent to you by the council.
Section 6 also states that the purpose of this list is "in order that we can inform all relevant
bodies about the review, and encourage them to participate and publicise further." Please let
me know which community groups you have contacted, and which community groups
you have had a response from.
Paragraph 56 of the "Draft Recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for Leeds
City Council," which relates to the proposed Headingley and Hyde Park ward, states, "We
have received two submissions relating to this area in addition to the Council's scheme." I
have only been able to locate one submission in addition to the Council's and it was made by
former Councillor Neil Taggart who I see mistakenly listed as a "Local Resident." Former
Councillor Taggart is in fact a resident of Garforth, an area located on the other side of Leeds
from the proposed Headingley and Hyde Park ward. Since former Councillor Taggart is
not a local resident, please could you give him a more accurate
description, e.g. "Former Leeds City Councillor."
Paragraph 56 states that you have received two submissions in addition to the Council's
scheme. I have located former Councillor Taggart's submission. Please let me know who
made the second submission and supply me with a copy of it.
Paragraph 56 states, "We consider that this arrangement provides for good adherence to the
statutory criteria and reflects local evidence." Schedule 2 of the Local Democracy,
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Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 lists as a statutory criterion, "the need to
reflect the identities and interests of local communities." Please explain how removing
Woodhouse Moor from Woodhouse reflects the identities and interests of local
communities. Furthermore, "Reflects local evidence" is not wording you have used for all
your proposed changes. Therefore, please supply your local evidence.
Thank you.
Yours sincerely
Bill McKinnon
<Leeds Local Orgs.pdf>
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William McKinnon
10 January 2017 00:53
reviews; Smith, Rebecca; Starkie, Emily
Ward Boundary Review - Leeds

To : The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Dear Sir / Madam
This communication is in support of my alternative to your draft proposal, contained in my email to you of
the 19th December 2016.
Your draft proposal would join the southern half of Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward to the city centre.
This would be wrong for all the reasons I’ve already given you, and in addition because:
Hyde Park and Woodhouse where I live is an inner city area. The council has been using it as a dumping
ground for all sorts of problems for many years. In 2006 and 2007, they tried to establish a drinking den on
our local park for all the city’s street drinkers. This was the council’s way to get street drinkers out of the
city centre. As well as being a cheap and easy solution, it was cynical and cruel, both to the street drinkers
and to local people. For the past 15 years, the council has allowed huge student developments to take
place in our area. This was with a view to persuading students to move out of Headingley ward, a ward
much favoured by the council and which always has two councillors on the planning committees which
approve planning applications for the southern half of Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward, which is
unrepresented on the same planning committee. At a planning committee meeting in 2005 which
approved a student block near me, one of the councillors on the panel said, “We should welcome any
application which benefits Headingley.” Another councillor said something similar.
Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward has seen an influx of many 1000s of students over the past 15 years as a
result of all the student blocks that have been built here. The council says that this is good news because
the students bring money to Leeds. If they do, none of that money is being spent by the council on
improvements to Hyde Park and Woodhouse.
Now you are proposing dividing Hyde Park and Woodhouse in two. You want to give the northern half to
Headingley, and the southern half to the city centre.
I urge you to think again. If you go ahead with your proposal, all the section 106 and Community
Infrastructure money from developments in the north of the existing ward will get spent beautifying
Headingley. And all the section 106 and Community Infrastructure money from the south of the existing
ward will get spent beautifying the city centre. Section 106 money and Community Infrastrure Levy money
are paid by developers to the council and have to be spent in the ward where the development took place
which gave rise to the money
The city centre already gets more than its fair share of the city’s resources. It would be very wrong to allow
it access to all the money resulting from the inappropriate development the council keeps approving in the
southern half of Hyde Park and Woodhouse. And this is precisely what would happen if you go ahead with
your proposal.
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I would be very grateful therefore if you would amend your proposal along the lines I suggested in my
email to you of the 19th December 2016.
Thank you.
Yours faithfully
Bill McKinnon
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Leeds District
Personal Details:
Name:

E-mail:

Bill Mecrate-Butcher

Postcode:

Organisation Nam

Comment text:

The proposed changes are inappropriate for the local residents who live to the east of the A 58
due to the current proposals for development in our area. The area to the west of the A58
provides green amenities for the residents of Whinmoor not for those who live in Shadwell and
the rest of Harewood ward. Thus those of us who live to the east will lose any bargaining
power to protect our interests in the development process. The local residents to the west of
the A58 will also be in a much weaker position to protect their interests if they are represented
by Harewood councillors who are unlikely to have sympathy for their needs.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adam O'Neill
22 January 2017 19:04
reviews
Leeds City Council LGBCE proposals

Dear Sir/Madam,
I was disappointed to see that the LGBCE's proposals did not take the opportunity to address the current
situation where the existing ward boundary between Ardsley and Robin Hood ward and Middleton
Park ward runs arbitrarily through a modern housing estate in the vicinity of Blenkinsop Way, Woodland
Drive and Glade Walk. It would have made more sense for all properties on the estate to have been
included in the Middleton Park ward from which vehicular access is available.
Although the consultation has now closed, I would be grateful if you could pass this email to the lead
officer on the Leeds City Council review.
Regards
Adam O'Neill
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Manny Poxton
06 January 2017 20:24
reviews
garforth/swillington boundries and kippax/methley boundaries

Dear sirs please be advised of my concerns regarding the Leeds area boundaries above.
I feel and have for a long time the boundaries do not reflect or serve the neighbourhood they are drawn around.
I believe they are drawn such as to create a political map that favours one of the parties not the people of the area.
The large swage that takes Kippax away from Garforth and Swillington being one obvious folly.
Also then to include Kippax with Methley which is hardly in the same post code let alone neighbourhood is almost
blatantly
Manipulative.
I also feel strongly the Rothwell and Sherburn in Helmet seat is also too far removed from each others communities
as it too appears an odd boundry.
May be the proposed changes should be in the interests of the communities rather than the politics.
Kind Regards,
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Leeds District
Personal Details:
Name:

E-mail:

Andrew Sloss

Postcode:

Organisation Name:

Comment text:

I would like to register my strongest disagreement with the proposed changes to the Hyde Park
area's ward. As an area we have strong connections and cultural/economic similarities to the
Woodhouse ward, whereas our relationship with Headingley has been antagonistic for years.
This is due to Headingley's repeated attempts to use money aimed at regenerating Hyde Park
for themselves while dumping the transients and immigrants in Hyde Park. The recent
development proposal on Cardigan Road is just the latest case in point - all the arguments for
it were from Headingley because it would get rid of some of their HMOs while those from the
Council and Hyde Park residents were against it because broke several planning directives and
would be a blight on the area. Similarly last year the Council illegally gave £2000 to Headingley
Development Trust Ltd. in order to take over a community website with the intention of
promoting Headigley over its neighbouring wards and make a profit for HDT Ltd. They have also
supported a scheme to massively disrupt Hyde Park Corner so they commuters in Headingley
can get home 90 seconds faster, and another where part of Woodhouse Moor would be sold to
private developers for building more inappropriate student flats. The catalogue of similar
complaints goes back for decades, so to give control of Hyde Park to their professional
campaigners would be disastrous for Hyde Park. Let us stay with the community we have links
and shared aims with - Woodhouse. Also, according to this map, there are only 60 voters in
Hyde Park. I can't believe this is correct. Yours, Andrew Sloss

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mercia southon
08 January 2017 17:32
reviews
Leeds Ward Boundary Review

Dear Sir / Madam
I live just off
in North Hyde Park. North Hyde Park is historically part of Woodhouse. The boundary between Hyde Park and
Woodhouse ward and Headingley ward is Cliff Lane, which is the next road along from where I live. Cliff Lane used to be known as
Pikeman’s Ridge. For hundreds of years it was the boundary between Woodhouse and Headingley.
Woodhouse and Headingley have very little in common. Headingley used to be known as Leeds’ Number One suburb. This is because
so many wealthy people live there in spacious villas surrounded by gardens. By contrast, Woodhouse is an area where people mostly
live cheek by jowl in terraced houses with no gardens and whose front doors open onto the street. Hyde Park, which was built in the
19th century, is also characterised by terraced housing with no gardens.
Your draft proposal would transfer me and all my neighbours from Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward to Headingley ward. I urge you to
reconsider your proposal as it ignores the historical reality, and the fundamentally different characters of Headingley on the one hand,
and Hyde Park and Woodhouse on the other.
My suggestion is that you leave Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward as it is, except that you add polling district CHC to the ward as this
area contains the so‐called Little Woodhouse Student Village, whose name reveals that many people associate it with Little
Woodhouse, which is part of Hyde Park and Woodhouse ward.
I also suggest that you leave Headingley ward as it is, except that you add to it polling districts CAJ, CAL, CAB and CAH from the current
Chapel Allerton ward. There would be no detriment to Chapel Allerton from doing this as these polling districts are not part of Chapel
Allerton village.
My final suggestion is that the remainder of the existing Chapel Allerton ward be added to polling district CHI and the northern part of
polling district CHD (as proposed by Leeds City Council), from the existing City and Hunslet Ward. The new ward that would be created
could be called "Chapel Allerton and Central.”
My proposals would solve the problem of Headingley currently having too few electors without destroying Hyde Park and Woodhouse
ward. And the figures all add up (see footnote).
I look forward to hearing your view on my proposal.
Yours faithfully
Mercia Southon

Footnote : The variances are shown in brackets.

Ward
Hyde Park and Woodhouse
Headingley
Chapel Allerton and Central

2015
16994 (+0.6%)
18845 (+11%)
16472 (-2%)
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2021
20151 (+10%)
19423 (+6%)
20608 (+13%)

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Briony Spandler
08 January 2017 14:14
reviews
Leeds Ward Boundaries

As a resident of Rawdon Villag
- it does not make any sense to split the village into
different Wards. Whichever you decide on, I urge you to keep individual towns or villages in ONE ward.
Surely this is even more relevant now, given that the government intend to place much importance on the
Neighbourhood Plan, and Rawdon Village has it’s own, it would surely make things much simpler. This is
for both local and national Ward boundaries - Councils or MPs Wards.
Thanks
Briony Spandler
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Walt Treloar
07 January 2017 10:26
reviews
Consultation Feedback - Leeds City Council

I have just been made aware of this consultation by Garforth Neighbourhood Planning Forum and been looking at
the map provided.
I don’t have a problem with my local ward boundary, however, I am unhappy about the Parish boundary shown (are
these being consulted on?) I live on the northern tip of Garforth and see that unlike 99% of all other Garforth
residents I am in the Sturton Grange CP (made up of 99% green fields and 1% of Garforth urban area!)
Surely it would make better sense for all Garforth households to be covered by a single CP.
Regards
Walt.
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

08 January 2017 16:59
reviews
Ward Boundaries Review Leeds City Council - Guiseley & Rawdon Ward

Dear Boundary Commissioners
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft proposals.
The suggestion that Guiseley & Rawdon should be separated from the bulk Yeadon is not a good one at all. Most of
Yeadon should we included with Guiseley the two Townships have always historically been linked since at least the
18th Century by a common culture being both textile towns of some note. In the 1930's both townships were joined
together with Rawdon to form Aireborough UDC a very successful sustainable local government grouping that we
hope will return some day.
We note that the airport is not in our ward it should be because it impacts on us and not on Otley which is out of
sight about 5 miles away in the Wharfe valley bottom out sight and sound! Perhaps Otley ward has been
accommodated too much because it has a Town Council being at one time a market town.
Guiseley Rawdon and Yeadon are densely populated areas adjacent to one another whose epicentres should rightly
be in the same ward nothing else makes sense. Whereas Otley has traditionally been less populated less dense even
to day and thus is better able and used to taking in outlying areas into its area of governance.
So expand Otley's western boundary further west to get the numbers and put the whole of central Yeadon in with
Guiseley also put the airport into our ward.
Please note that I have read that Leeds City Council have not included all community groups on their list, for
consultation, just their own housing clients. This is not good enough.
Also you might like to consider why we need 99 councillors just for Leeds. We were not asked how many we wanted
apparently the ruling group just asked the others shall we stick with 99? They all agreed but we were not asked
about it. If Parliament is loosing 50 MP's why can not LCC economise on representation as well!
Hope this helps you.
Regards Robert Turner
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alan Tynan
07 January 2017 10:52
reviews
Garforth and Swillington Ward boundary Review - Outer South East Leeds City Council.

Dears Sirs
I wish to drawer attention to the electoral commission request for comments on existing Ward boundaries and the
lack of consultation and notification by Leeds City Council on the need to make MY option know to the commission.
Garforth has population of between 17/18 thousand, has no parish or Town council.
Swillington on the other hand has a population of 3/4 thousand and has a parish council.
This suggests that the Leeds city ward councillors, 3 in number pay more attention to the Swillington population via
the elected parish council.
The 3 LABOUR members are resisting the community of Garforth attempting the setting up of a Town /Parish
council, that is been driven by data received via a new Neighbourhood Forum, developing a neighbourhood plan.
Democracy is not apparent for the population of Garforth.
Given the population of Garforth (as noted above) has sufficient numbers to allow the creation of a separate ward, I
would like to request this matter be considered as a legitimate reason for a Ward Boundary review.
I have provided the above comments on the Electoral Commission web site, however, I felt you should be made
aware of the feelings held by members of the Garforth community and data obtained in the development of a
neighbourhood plan and given that the Core Strategy of the Leeds City council is proposing, considerable new
development for Garforth, in the 5 year land supply for housing, to increase the population of Garforth by 41%.
Swillingtons contribution to the 5 year land supply is zero, furthermore has extensive green space available.
I hope you can accept these comments as positive reason to review the Garforth and Swillington Ward boundaries.
Yours
Alan D Tynan
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