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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. 3692).
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 are:
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 ward boundaries, the number of councillors and ward names. We can
also recommend changes to the electoral arrangements of parish and town councils.
This report sets out our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for the city of
Leeds in West Yorkshire.
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Summary
We began a review of Leeds electoral arrangements on 8 May 2002. We published our draft
recommendations for electoral arrangements on 11 February 2003, after which we undertook an
eight-week period of consultation. We now submit final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission.

•

This report summarises the representations that we received during consultation on
our draft recommendations, and contains our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission.

We found that the existing arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in Leeds:
•
•

In 17 of the 33 wards the number of electors represented by each councillor varies by
more than 10% from the average for the city and nine wards vary by more than 20%
from the average.
By 2006 this situation is expected to worsen, with the number of electors per
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 16 wards and by
more than 20% in 11 wards.

Our main final recommendations for future electoral arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2 and
paragraphs 264-265) are that:
•
•
•

Leeds City Council should have 99 councillors, the same as at present;
there should be 33 wards, the same as at present;
the boundaries of all of the existing wards should be modified.

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

In 32 of the proposed 33 wards the number of electors per councillor would vary by
no more than 10% from the city average.
This level of electoral equality is forecast to improve, with the number of electors per
councillor in no ward expected to vary by more than 10% from the average for the city
in 2006.

Recommendations are also made for changes to parish council electoral arrangements which
provide for:
•
•

revised warding arrangements for Austhorpe and Harewood parishes;
revised warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillors for Otley parish.

All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission at the address below, which will not
make an Order implementing them before 9 September 2003. The information in the
representations will be available for public access once the Order has been made.
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The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose.)
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Table 1: Final recommendations: Summary
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Large map
reference
2, 3 and 6

1

Adel & Wharfedale

3

Arthington parish; Bramhope parish; Pool parish; part of
Cookridge ward; part of Otley & Wharfedale ward

2

Alwoodley

3

Part of North ward; part of Roundhay ward; the proposed Wigton
parish ward of Harewood parish

3

Ardsley & Robin
Hood

3

Part of Middleton ward; part of Morley South ward; part of
Rothwell ward

4

Armley

3

Armley ward; part of City & Holbeck ward; part of Wortley ward

5

Beeston & Holbeck

3

Part of Beeston ward; part of City & Holbeck ward

10

6

Bramley &
Stanningley

3

Part of Bramley ward; part of Pudsey North ward

2 and 9

7

Burmantofts &
Richmond Hill

3

Part of Burmantofts ward; part of City & Holbeck ward; part of
Richmond Hill ward; part of University ward

6 and 10

8

Calverley & Farsley

3

Part of Bramley ward; part of Pudsey North ward

2 and 9

9

Chapel Allerton

3

Chapel Allerton ward; part of Harehills ward; part of Headingley
ward; part of University ward

10

City & Hunslet

3

Part of Beeston ward; part of City & Holbeck ward; part of
Hunslet ward; part of Kirkstall ward; part of Middleton ward; part
of Richmond Hill ward; part of Rothwell ward; part of University
ward

11

Cross Gates &
Whinmoor

3

Part of Halton ward; part of Whinmoor ward

12

Farnley & Wortley

3

Part of City & Holbeck ward; part of Wortley ward

9 and 10

13

Garforth &
Swillington

3

Great & Little Preston parish; Sturton Grange parish; Swillington
parish; the proposed Austhorpe East parish ward of Austhorpe
parish; part of Garforth & Swillington ward; part of Halton ward;
part of Rothwell ward; part of Richmond Hill ward

10,11 and
12

14

Gipton & Harehills

3

Part of Burmantofts ward; part of Harehills ward; part of
University ward

15

Guiseley & Rawdon

3

Part of Aireborough ward; part of Otley & Wharfedale ward

6

10
6, 9 and 10

6
6 and 10

6, 7 and 11

6
1 and 2

16

Harewood

3

The parishes of Aberford, Bardsey cum Rigton, Barwick in Elmet
& Scholes, Collingham with Linton, East Keswick, Lotherton cum
Aberford, Parlington, Scarcroft, Shadwell, Thorner, and
Wothersome; the proposed Harewood & Wike parish ward of
Harewood parish

3, 4, 6, 7, 8,
11 and 12

17

Headingley

3

Part of Headingley ward

6

18

Horsforth

3

Horsforth parish; Horsforth ward; part of Cookridge ward; part of
Otley & Wharfedale ward; part of Weetwood ward

2

19

Hyde Park &
Woodhouse

3

Part of City & Holbeck ward; part of Headingley ward; part of
Kirkstall ward; part of University ward

6

20

Killingbeck &
Seacroft

3

21

Kippax & Methley

3

Seacroft ward; part of Burmantofts ward; part of Harehills ward

6, 7 and 11

Allerton Bywater parish; Ledsham parish; Ledston parish;
Micklefield parish; part of Barwick & Kippax ward; part of
Garforth & Swillington ward

11 and 12

9

Ward name

Number of
councillors

Constituent areas

Large map
reference

22

Kirkstall

3

Part of Bramley ward; part of Kirkstall ward; part of Weetwood
ward

23

Middleton Park

3

Part of Hunslet ward; part of Middleton ward

10

24

Moortown

3

Part of Moortown ward; part of Weetwood ward

6

25

Morley North

3

Churwell and Scatcherd parish wards of Morley parish; part of
Morley North ward

9 and 10

26

Morley South

3

Central, Topcliffe, Elmfield and Teale parish wards of Morley
parish; part of Morley South ward

9 and 10

27

Otley & Yeadon

3

Otley parish; Carlton parish; part of Aireborough ward; part of
Otley & Wharfedale ward

1 and 2

28

Pudsey

3

Pudsey South ward; part of Bramley ward

29

Rothwell

3

Hunslet ward; part of Halton ward; part of Middleton ward; part of
Rothwell ward

30

Roundhay

3

Part of Moortown ward; part of Roundhay ward

31

Temple Newsam

3

The proposed Austhorpe West parish ward of Austhorpe parish;
part of Burmantofts ward; part of Halton ward; part of Richmond
Hill ward

32

Weetwood

3

Part of Cookridge ward; part of Weetwood ward

33

Wetherby

3

Boston Spa parish; Bramham cum Oglethorpe parish; Clifford
parish; Thorp Arch parish; Walton parish; Wetherby parish

2, 6 and 9

9
10 and 11
6
6, 10 and
11
2 and 6
4, 5, 7 and
8

Notes:
1. Only part of the district is parished and 22 wards comprise the unparished area.
2. The wards on the above table are illustrated on Map 2 and the large maps.
We have made a number of minor boundary amendments to ensure that existing ward boundaries adhere
to ground detail. These changes do not affect any electors.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for Leeds
Ward name

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average %

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average %

1

Adel & Wharfedale

3

16,084

5,361

-1

16,503

5,501

-1

2

Alwoodley

3

17,114

5,705

5

17,359

5,786

4

3

Ardsley & Robin Hood

3

15,158

5,053

-7

16,401

5,467

-2

4

Armley

3

17,539

5,846

8

17,373

5,791

4

5

Beeston & Holbeck

3

16,186

5,395

0

16,031

5,344

-4

6

Bramley & Stanningley

3

16,042

5,347

-1

16,418

5,473

-1

7

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill

3

15,651

5,217

-4

15,686

5,229

-6

8

Calverley & Farsley

3

16,983

5,661

4

17,026

5,675

2

9

Chapel Allerton

3

16,506

5,502

1

16,897

5,632

1

10

City & Hunslet

3

12,953

4,318

-20

15,684

5,228

-6

11

Cross Gates & Whinmoor

3

17,416

5,805

7

17,113

5,704

3

12

Farnley & Wortley

3

17,025

5,675

5

17,492

5,831

5

13

Garforth & Swillington

3

16,114

5,371

-1

16,260

5,420

-2

14

Gipton & Harehills

3

15,758

5,253

-3

15,684

5,228

-6

15

Guiseley & Rawdon

3

16,417

5,472

1

17,595

5,865

6

16

Harewood

3

14,599

4,866

-10

14,950

4,983

-10

17

Headingley

3

15,902

5,301

-2

16,077

5,359

-4

18

Horsforth

3

17,294

5,765

6

17,411

5,804

5

19

Hyde Park & Woodhouse

3

16,401

5,467

1

17,182

5,727

3

20

Killingbeck & Seacroft

3

16,624

5,541

2

16,603

5,534

0

21

Kippax & Methley

3

15,567

5,189

-4

16,413

5,471

-1

22

Kirkstall

3

16,503

5,501

1

16,493

5,498

-1

23

Middleton Park

3

16,817

5,606

3

16,964

5,655

2

24

Moortown

3

17,027

5,676

5

17,568

5,856

5

25

Morley North

3

16,716

5,572

3

17,841

5,947

7

26

Morley South

3

15,735

5,245

-3

16,326

5,442

-2

27

Otley & Yeadon

3

17,375

5,792

7

17,696

5,899

6

28

Pudsey

3

16,998

5,666

5

17,300

5,767

4

29

Rothwell

3

15,386

5,129

-5

15,863

5,288

-5

30

Roundhay

3

17,085

5,695

5

17,187

5,729

3

31

Temple Newsam

3

16,001

5,334

-2

15,958

5,319

-4
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Ward name

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average %

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average %

32

Weetwood

3

16,308

5,436

0

16,737

5,579

0

33

Wetherby

3

15,432

5,144

-5

15,709

5,236

-6

Totals

99

536,716

-

-

549,800

-

-

-

-

5,421

-

-

5,554

-

Averages

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 city. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than
average number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations for the electoral arrangements for the city of
Leeds in West Yorkshire. We are reviewing the five metropolitan authorities in West Yorkshire as
part of our programme of periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority
areas in England. The programme started in 1996 and is currently expected to finish in 2004.
2 This is our first review of the electoral arrangements of Leeds. The last review was
undertaken by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, which reported to the
Secretary of State in August 1979 (Report no. 346).
3

In making final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have had regard to:

•

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 No. 3692), 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.
the general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1996 and the statutory
Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for Racial Equality,
May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

•
•

4 Details of the legislation under which the review of Leeds was conducted are set out in a
document entitled Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reviews. This
Guidance sets out the approach to the review.
5 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on a
council, and the number, boundaries and names of wards. We can also propose changes to the
electoral arrangements for parish and town councils in the district.
6 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, so far as possible, equal representation across
the district as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance of over
10% in any ward 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.
7 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 the council
simply to make it more consistent with the size of other similar councils.
8 Under the provisions of the Local Government Act 1972 there is no limit to the number of
councillors which can be returned from each metropolitan district ward. However, the figure must
be divisible by three. In practice, all metropolitan district wards currently return three councillors.
13

Where our recommendation is for multi-member wards, we believe that the number of
councillors to be returned from each ward should not exceed three, other than in very
exceptional circumstances. Numbers in excess of three could lead to an unacceptable dilution of
accountability to the electorate and we have not, to date, prescribed any wards with more than
three councillors.
9 In exercising our functions under the 1992 Act we have a general duty to have regard to the
provisions of section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1996 and the statutory Code of Practice in
•
•
•

eliminating unlawful racial discrimination;
promoting equality of opportunity; and
promoting good relations between people of different racial groups.

10 This review was in four stages. Stage One began on 8 May 2002, when we wrote to Leeds
City Council inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified West
Yorkshire Police Authority, the Local Government Association, West Yorkshire Association of
Parish & Town Councils, parish and town councils in the district, Members of Parliament with
constituencies in the district, Members of the European Parliament for the Yorkshire & Humber
region, and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in the local press,
issued a press release and invited Leeds City Council to publicise the review further. The closing
date for receipt of representations, the end of Stage One, was 27 August 2002. At Stage Two we
considered all the representations received during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.
11 Stage Three began on 11 February 2003 with the publication of the report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Leeds, and ended on 7 April 2003.
During this period comments were sought from the public and any other interested parties on the
preliminary conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four the draft recommendations were
reconsidered in the light of the Stage Three consultation and we now publish the final
recommendations.
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Current electoral arrangements

12 The city of Leeds is the largest urban centre in West Yorkshire. Its location is in a key
position for trade and manufacturing and has led to the city becoming a major commercial,
industrial, administrative and cultural centre and focal point for road and rail communications.
The manufacturing industry has declined as a source of employment in the Leeds area.
However, Leeds has experienced a substantial development in the finance and business
sectors, which are now the dominant industries within its economy. It is predominantly urban in
character, but has a more rural hinterland, which contains such significantly populated areas as
Guiseley, Otley and Yeadon in the north-west, Wetherby in the north-east, Morley and Rothwell
in the south and Garforth, Kippax and Swillington in the south-east. The north and east of the
more rural area is parished and the district contains 33 parishes.
13 The electorate of the city is 536,716 (December 2001). The Council presently has 99
members who are elected from 33 wards, 22 of which are relatively urban and the remainder
more rural. All wards are three-member wards.
14 To compare levels of electoral inequality between wards, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each ward (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the city average in percentage terms. In the text which
follows this calculation may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
15 At present, each councillor represents an average of 5,421 electors, which the City Council
forecasts will increase to 5,554 by the year 2006 if the present number of councillors is
maintained. However, due to demographic and other changes over the past two decades, the
number of electors per councillor in 17 of the 33 wards varies by more than 10% from the city
average and nine wards vary by more than 20%. The worst imbalance is in Morley South ward
where each councillor represents 36% more electors than the city average.
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Map 1: Existing wards in Leeds
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Table 3: Existing electoral arrangements
Ward name

Number
of councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

Aireborough

3

19,582

6,527

20

20,868

6,956

25

2

Armley

3

15,339

5,113

-6

15,279

5,093

-8

3

Barwick & Kippax

3

18,392

6,131

13

19,258

6,419

16

4

Beeston

3

11,990

3,997

-26

11,866

3,955

-29

5

Bramley

3

16,259

5,420

0

16,422

5,474

-1

6

Burmantofts

3

12,593

4,198

-23

12,916

4,305

-22

7

Chapel Allerton

3

14,524

4,841

-11

14,898

4,966

-11

8

City & Holbeck

3

14,853

4,951

-9

17,111

5,704

3

9

Cookridge

3

16,632

5,544

2

16,672

5,557

0

10

Garforth & Swillington

3

18,693

6,231

15

18,970

6,323

14

11

Halton

3

18,043

6,014

11

18,104

6,035

9

12

Harehills

3

13,732

4,577

-16

13,662

4,554

-18

13

Headingley

3

20,676

6,892

27

20,888

6,963

25

14

Horsforth

3

17,091

5,697

5

17,208

5,736

3

15

Hunslet

3

10,955

3,652

-33

11,449

3,816

-31

16

Kirkstall

3

15,217

5,072

-6

15,345

5,115

-8

17

Middleton

3

14,925

4,975

-8

16,092

5,364

-3

18

Moortown

3

16,151

5,384

-1

16,643

5,548

0

19

Morley North

3

19,370

6,457

19

20,542

6,847

23

20

Morley South

3

22,167

7,389

36

22,860

7,620

37

21

North

3

16,926

5,642

4

17,164

5,721

3

22

Otley & Wharfedale

3

19,053

6,351

17

19,544

6,515

17

23

Pudsey North

3

17,879

5,960

10

18,136

6,045

9

24

Pudsey South

3

16,893

5,631

4

17,195

5,732

3

25

Richmond Hill

3

12,057

4,019

-26

12,085

4,028

-27

26

Rothwell

3

16,223

5,408

0

16,703

5,568

0

27

Roundhay

3

16,624

5,541

2

16,808

5,603

1

28

Seacroft

3

11,772

3,924

-28

11,302

3,767

-32

29

University

3

15,536

5,179

-4

16,292

5,431

-2

30

Weetwood

3

16,416

5,472

1

16,955

5,652

2

31

Wetherby

3

20,495

6,832

26

20,945

6,982

26
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Ward name

Number
of councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

32

Whinmoor

3

12,614

4,205

-22

12,275

4,092

-26

33

Wortley

3

17,044

5,681

5

17,342

5,781

4

Totals

99

536,716

-

-

549,800

-

-

-

-

5,421

-

-

5,554

-

Averages

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Leeds City 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 city. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower
than average number of electors. For example, in 2001, electors in Hunslet ward were relatively
over-represented by 33%, while electors in Morley South ward were significantly underrepresented by 36%. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Draft recommendations

16 During Stage One 66 representations were received, including city-wide schemes from
Leeds City Council, the Conservative Group, the Liberal Democrat Group, Beeston Community
Forum and Mr Winfield, a local resident. We also received representations from Mr Colin
Burgon, MP, nine parish and town councils, a local political group, a city councillor, West
Yorkshire Police Authority, local community groups and local residents. In the light of these
representations and the evidence available to us, we reached preliminary conclusions which
were set out in our report, Draft recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for
Leeds.
17 Our draft recommendations were based on the City Council’s proposals. However, we
moved away from the City Council’s scheme in a number of areas, affecting 19 wards, to provide
a better balance between the statutory criteria and to secure more easily identifiable boundaries.
We proposed that:
•
•
•

Leeds City Council should be served by 99 councillors representing 33 wards as at present;
the boundaries of all of the existing wards should be modified;
there should be new warding arrangements for Harewood and Otley parishes.

Draft recommendation
Leeds City Council should comprise 99 councillors, serving 33 wards.

18 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality, with the
number of electors per councillor in 32 of the 33 wards varying by no more than 10% from the
city average. This level of electoral equality was forecast to improve further, with no ward varying
by more than 10% from the average in 2006.
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4

Responses to consultation

19 During the consultation on the draft recommendations report, 138 representations were
received. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All representations may be
inspected at our offices and those of Leeds City Council.

Leeds City Council
20 The City Council generally supported the draft recommendations but proposed a number of
amendments across the district including several ward name changes. The document also
indicated the position of each of the political parties on the Council with regard to each of the
proposed amendments.

The Conservative Group
21 The Conservative Group on the Council (‘the Conservatives’) expressed their
disappointment with the draft recommendations and proposed three amendments as well as a
ward name change.

The Liberal Democrat Group
22 The Liberal Democrat Group on the Council (‘the Liberal Democrats’) considered that the
‘greater part of the BCE’s proposals [were] a sensible and reasonable plan for redrawing the
ward boundaries’. It also proposed a boundary amendment and two ward name changes.

Members of Parliament
23 Mr Hilary Benn MP (Leeds Central constituency) suggested that the proposed City &
Riverside ward be renamed City, Holbeck & Hunslet ward. Mr Colin Challen MP (Morley,
Middleton & Rothwell constituency) suggested that the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood ward be
renamed South Villages ward. He also stated that he was ‘not happy with the boundary of
Morley South ward’.

Parish and town councils
24 Representations were received from fifteen parish and town councils. Boston Spa,
Bramham, Clifford and Thorp Arch parish councils opposed the proposed Bramham & Harewood
ward. Arthington, Bramhope & Carlton and Pool parish councils opposed the proposed
Cookridge & Wharfedale ward. Barwick-in-Elmet and Scholes, Collingham with Linton, Horsforth
and Scarcroft parish councils and Otley Town Council all supported the draft recommendations.
Micklefield Parish Council generally supported the draft recommendations and commented on
several areas. Harewood Parish Council opposed the proposed division of Harewood parish
between two wards. Morley Town Council inquired about the implementation process and, in a
subsequent submission, proposed an amendment to the boundary between the proposed
Morley North and Morley South wards.

Other representations
25 A further 118 representations were received in response to our draft recommendations from
local political groups, local organisations, councillors and residents.
26 Cookridge & Adel Conservatives proposed an amendment to the boundary between the
proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale and Weetwood wards and opposed a proposal for an
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alternative ward linking Cookridge with Rawdon and Yeadon. The East Leeds Conservative
Association proposed amendments to Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Cross Gates and Temple
Newsam wards. The Labour Group on Morley Town Council proposed amendments to the
proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood, City & Riverside, Middleton Park, Morley North and Morley
South wards.
27 Beeston Community Forum proposed a reconfiguration of, and new names for, the proposed
Beeston and City & Riverside wards. Kippax Community Environment Forum proposed a minor
amendment to the boundary between the proposed Garforth & Swillington and Kippax & Methley
wards. The Barwick & Kippax/Garforth & Swillington Community Involvement team supported
the City Council’s submission. South Headingley Community Association and North Hyde Park
Neighbourhood Association commented on the draft recommendations for their respective
areas. Briarsdale & Gipton Gate Residents Association supported the draft recommendations for
its area. Churwell Action Group supported the draft recommendations for the Morley area. The
Hunslet Club for Boys and Girls suggested that the proposed City & Riverside ward be renamed
Hunslet & City.
28 The Parish Church of St Peter Hunslet Moor and Hunslet Baptist Church both proposed new
names for the proposed City & Riverside ward. The Cluster Council for the Parishes of St Peter’s
Walton and All Saints’ Thorp Arch, St Mary the Virgin Boston Spa, St Luke’s Clifford and All
Saints’ Bramham opposed the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward.
29 Councillors Fox & Francis (Otley & Wharfedale ward) proposed a reconfiguration of the
proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale and Otley & Yeadon wards. Councillor Atha (Kirkstall ward)
supported the proposed Temple Newsam ward and opposed the proposals of the East Leeds
Conservative Association. Councillors Fox (Roundhay ward), Hall (University ward), Harington
(Harehills ward), Illingworth, McKenna (Armley ward) and Moxon (Chapel Allerton ward)
supported the draft recommendations for their respective areas. Councillors Harker, Harris and
Lancaster (all Moortown ward) supported the draft recommendations for Moortown ward while
Councillors Monks, Parker and Wakefield (all Barwick & Kippax ward) supported the proposed
Kippax & Methley ward. Councillors Congreve, Gabriel and Ogilvie (all Beeston ward) supported
the proposed Beeston ward. Councillors Atkinson (Bramley ward), Castle (Roundhay ward),
Kirkland (Otley & Wharfedale ward), Feldman and Feldman (both North ward) proposed
amendments for their respective areas. Councillors Lewis (Pudsey South ward) and Minkin
(Kirkstall ward) supported the Council’s submission.
30 Councillor Brown (North ward) proposed amended Alwoodley, Bramham & Harewood and
Moortown wards and questioned the electorate projections for these wards. Councillors
Anderson (Cookridge ward), Blackburn (Wortley ward), Jennings (Weetwood ward) and Taggart
(Chapel Allerton ward) supported an amended version of the Beeston Community Forum
submission. Councillors Blake (Hunslet ward), Davey (City & Holbeck ward), Driver (Hunslet
ward), Erskine (Hunslet ward), Iqbal (City & Holbeck ward) and Nash (City & Holbeck ward)
suggested alternative ward names for the proposed City & Riverside ward. Councillor Erskine
also supported the Council’s proposal for an amended boundary between the proposed City &
Riverside and Middleton Park wards. In a subsequent submission Councillor Nash supported the
original City Council proposals for the proposed City & Riverside ward. Councillor Hill and Jones
(both Morley North ward) supported the City Council’s proposals for the Morley area. Councillor
Finnigan (Morley North ward) opposed the City Council’s proposals for the Morley area.
31 Councillor Tear (Harehills ward) opposed the draft recommendations for the Harehills area.
Councillor Gruen (Whinmoor ward) supported the draft recommendations but suggested that the
proposed Cross Gates ward be renamed Cross Gates & Whinmoor ward. Councillor Robinson
(a Morley Town councillor) submitted detailed comments on the draft recommendations and
proposed a number of amendments across the city. Councillor Coyne (an Otley Town councillor)
supported the proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale and Otley & Yeadon wards. Councillor Clark (a
Morley Town councillor) supported the City Council’s proposed amendments to the Morley area.
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32 Two residents also submitted detailed comments on the draft recommendations and
proposed a number of amendments across the city. Four residents supported the draft
recommendations in their entirety. Ten residents opposed the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and
Otley & Yeadon wards. Seven residents supported the proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale and
Otley & Yeadon wards. One resident proposed an amendment to the boundary between the
proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards. Two identical petitions were received
containing 25 signatures and proposing the inclusion of eight streets in the proposed Temple
Newsam ward. A resident proposed an amendment to the boundary between the proposed
Alwoodley and Bramham & Harewood wards. A resident proposed an amended boundary
between the proposed City & Riverside and Hyde Park wards and suggested that Hyde Park be
renamed Hyde Park & Woodhouse. Another resident put forward amendments to the proposed
Chapel Allerton, Headingley, Hyde Park and Moortown wards. Six residents opposed the
proposed Roundhay ward and eight residents proposed an amended Roundhay ward. A
resident opposed the draft recommendations especially concerning the proposed Kippax &
Methley ward.
33 We received representations from 18 residents (12 of them proforma letters) objecting to the
name of the proposed City & Riverside ward. Another resident proposed an amended boundary
between the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood and Morley South wards. Three residents opposed
the proposed Seacroft ward while four residents opposed the proposed Bramham & Harewood
ward. One resident supported the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward.
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Analysis and final recommendations

34 As described earlier, our prime objective in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Leeds 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; 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 ward of the district or
borough’.
35 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 within the next five years. We also must have regard to
the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and to maintaining local ties.
36 It is therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every ward of an authority. There must be a degree of
flexibility. However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such flexibility
must be kept to a minimum.
37 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for the authority as a whole is
likely to be unattainable. However, 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 community identity and interests. Five-year forecasts of changes in electorate
must also be considered and we would aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved
electoral equality over this five-year period.

Electorate forecasts
38 Since 1975 there has been a 0.6% decrease in the electorate of Leeds City Council.
39 At Stage One, the City Council submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2006, projecting
an increase in the electorate of approximately 2.4% from 536,716 to 549,800 over the five-year
period from 2001 to 2006. It expects most of the growth to be in City & Holbeck ward, although a
significant amount is also expected in Middleton ward. In order to prepare these forecasts, the
City 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.
40 During Stage One, North Hyde Park Neighbourhood Association highlighted its concern that
within the existing Headingley ward a ‘transient and seasonal population [of students] is
inevitably underestimated in the electoral register’. In light of the Association’s comments, we
sought further clarification from the City Council as to the electoral data for this area. The City
Council noted that ‘in Headingley ward itself, which has the largest student population, 12.5% of
properties had no registered electors compared to 7.5% for Leeds as a whole’, but that ‘it is not
possible to quantify student non-registration precisely, and it may be thought unlikely that nonregistration will decrease over the boundary review period’. However, the City Council stated
that the electoral ‘projections do take account of two sizable student housing developments in
the Woodhouse area’, and therefore provide the best estimates that can be made for Headingley
ward. It should be noted that The Boundary Committee will take claims of under-representation
into account for the purposes of five-year forecasts, but only where substantial evidence is
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provided, both of the existence of under-registration and of the steps that are already being
taken to increase registration in a particular area.
41 During Stage Three, South Headingley Community Association commented further on the
student electorate in Headingley ward. It stated that ‘given the continuing expansion of higher
education in Leeds, and the proposed consolidation of Headingley ward, the proportion of
temporary electors will soon well exceed 50%’. It continued that ‘while the electoral roll may
show (currently) more than 20,000, in fact (since more than half of these are students) the
majority of the electorate is absent for a third of the year’. However while we acknowledge the
problems of under-representation and a seasonal electorate, South Headingley Community
Association itself notes that ‘solutions are beyond the Boundary Committee’s remit’. Further to
this, the Council, when asked to comment on this problem during Stage Two, considered that its
figures provided the best estimates currently available.
42 Councillor Brown questioned the projected electorate figures for the proposed Alwoodley and
Bramham & Harewood wards arguing that the Council had underestimated the growth in the
proposed Alwoodley ward and over-estimated the growth in the proposed Bramham &
Harewood ward. The East Leeds Conservative Association questioned the projected electorate
figures for the existing Whinmoor ward stating that ‘the Council projections do not appear to
allow for any growth in the present Whinmoor ward even though this is anticipated in the UDP’. It
considered that ‘in our view the new Cross Gates ward could well see growth in population
numbers beyond those currently forecast for 2006’. We asked the Council to comment on both
of these queries and it supplied details of the process by which it had arrived at its projections. It
stated that ‘these figures represent the best estimate based on the information available at the
time and that they have been applied consistently…when verifying submissions on behalf of the
Council, political parties and other interested groups’.
43 Therefore, having considered the representations received regarding the electorate forecasts
during Stage Three, we remain satisfied that they represent the best estimates currently
available.

Council size
44 During Stage One, we received proposals for three different council sizes. The City Council,
the Liberal Democrats and Mr Winfield proposed a council of 99 members. The Conservatives
proposed two alternatives for a council of either 99 or 96 members, while Beeston Community
Forum also proposed two alternatives for a council of either 120 or 96 members. Morley Town
Council stated that it ‘believes that Leeds City Council should retain 99 councillors in 33 wards’.
However, we considered that we had not received sufficient evidence to enable an informed
judgement as to the most appropriate council size for Leeds and therefore requested that each
respondent who had submitted a city-wide scheme provide further evidence and argumentation
in support of their proposed council sizes.
45 Leeds Left Alliance stated that it ‘would have wished to submit proposals for a reduction in
the number of councillors from 99 to 66, and for an increase in the number of wards from 33 to
66’. The Alliance argued for a comprehensive restructuring of the electoral arrangements for
Leeds relating to issues such as the number of councillors representing each ward and the
‘system of elections’. However, the Alliance recognised that we were unable to consider any of
these proposals due to ‘current legislation’. We could have considered the Alliance’s proposal for
a reduction in council size, but as its proposed council size was a component of the proposals
for a comprehensive restructuring of Leeds electoral arrangements, we judged that we were
unable to consider the proposed council size in the context of this review due to the legislation
under which PERs are conducted.
46 The Liberal Democrats argued that a reduction in the number of members ‘would result in
wards too large to be effectively represented by three members, or in some parts of the city too
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large geographically’. In a more detailed submission, the Liberal Democrats argued that an
increase in the councillor:elector ratio would hinder the creation of wards that were ‘cohesive in
terms of community and geography’ and obstruct members’ ability to effectively conduct their
representative role or maintain relationships with their constituents. Mr Winfield argued from a
similar perspective. He contended that due to the large size of the present city wards there is a
risk of ‘councillors becoming remote from their electorates’, and therefore ‘to reduce the number
of wards risks exacerbating this situation’. He further argued that a 96 member council would not
produce a warding structure that best reflects ‘natural communities’.
47 The Liberal Democrats also contended that there was no capacity to decrease the size of the
council due to the needs of its political management structure, which under the modernisation
programme has ‘vastly increased the workload of the many councillors who serve on the various
boards and committees’ in terms of their responsibilities and ‘the number of posts that [they] are
expected to fill’. Therefore the Liberal Democrats argued that as the modernisation process has
‘increased the scale of councillors’ responsibilities’ a ‘reduction in the number of councillors
would result in an unacceptable increase in workload, both in terms of ward based casework and
within the corporate structure’.
48 Beeston Community Forum proposed two alternative council sizes to reflect the eight
parliamentary constituencies in the area, concluding that ‘the number of wards should be
divisible by eight’. The Forum noted that its proposal for a 120 member council ‘is a much more
radical approach’, which would be justified on the grounds that it would enable councillors to
represent smaller areas that would provide a better reflection of communities and therefore allow
for members to be more accountable to ‘the individuals who elect them’. However, we noted that
the Forum’s proposal for a 96 member council representing 32 wards was its preferred scheme.
It argued that ‘the recent adoption by Leeds City Council of the cabinet model of governance has
significantly reduced the workload, power and influence of individual councillors’ and that this
has been exacerbated by trends such as ‘arms length organisations’ and the use of the private
sector for public service delivery. In contrast to the expectation that the modernisation
programme would enhance members’ representation role, the Forum explained how, in its
experience of the community involvement teams, councillors do not place a ‘high priority’ on
developing their representational role or interacting with communities, which the new political
management structure is intended to encourage.
49 The Conservatives proposed two alternative council sizes, their preferred proposal for 96
members and another for 99 members to reflect ‘the fact that should 32 wards prove
unacceptable [they] would otherwise effectively have no input into the process’. In support of
their proposed 96 member council they argued that reducing the present warding structure by
one ward would account ‘for more than half of the city-wide electoral deficit’, would ‘leave the city
with eight [parliamentary] seats all contained within the city’ and that ‘any reduction
acknowledges the fact that post modernisation the role of councillors has changed with most
councillors now involved in fewer committee meetings’.
50 In providing further evidence and argumentation in support of their scheme, the
Conservatives outlined the City Council’s internal political management structure by describing
the executive and scrutiny boards and area committees and their respective competencies and
areas of authority. The Conservatives explained that the area committee structure is under
review, proposing to delegate responsibility from the council with the intention to ‘reconnect
locally elected members with their communities and enhance the[ir] representative role’. In
studying the numbers of councillors sitting on internal committees and external bodies the
Conservatives concluded that ‘members’ involvement with committees represents something like
a third of that prior to modernisation and by implication the attendance demands on councillors is
significantly less than it used to be’.
51 The Conservatives discussed the review being conducted by the Independent Panel on
Members’ Allowances and its report published in April 2002. They quoted the report as stating
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that the IPMA is ‘uneasy about the number of lead councillors receiving a Special Responsibility
Allowance’. They concluded from this that ‘having conducted a thorough review, the IPMA are
stating that in its view three years into modernisation, the basic structure of the council is about
right with the exception of an excessive amount of lead members’. The Conservatives’
interpretation was that the report points ‘clearly to a limited amount of slack in the system’. They
concluded that all these factors justify their proposal for a council of 96 members.
52 The City Council made a detailed examination of its political management structure,
describing how the adoption of the Leader and Cabinet model in May 1999 had meant that
‘although members may have lost their traditional committee role in 1999, all members [have]
continued to play a variety of demanding roles’. Non-cabinet members play key roles as
members of: full council; scrutiny boards; the standards committee and regulatory panels; joint
committees and external bodies; area management committees; and as ward representatives.
53 The City Council described how initially the Cabinet (termed the Executive Board) ‘was
comprised of eight members which was reduced to seven, but workload demands upon the
[Executive] Board have now led to it being increased to 10 members’. The scrutiny boards were
set up in May 2000 with three scrutiny boards each comprising ten members; however, in May
2001 ‘the boards were expanded to reflect increasing workloads’. Currently there are seven
scrutiny boards of which six comprise nine members and one comprises 13 members. These
scrutiny boards require 67 members in total, but ‘in practice some [members] sit on two – hence
60 members in total actually sit on [the seven] scrutiny boards’. The standards committee and
regulatory panels require 65 members, on which the City Council commented: ‘in light of the size
of the population served by the Council, the major development of the City, the number of major
events hosted by the City and the number of Council employees, all these panels have a heavy
workload’. The City Council has appointed 16 area committees and ‘all members are appointed
to one such committee’.
54 The City Council argued that the multiplicity and range of responsibilities and duties within
‘this structure coupled with members’ representational role places considerable demands on
members’. The City Council judged that ‘in light of the experience gained in operating a
modernised structure since 1999…these bodies are now at optimum size’, therefore ‘to reduce
the number of members would be to risk its effectiveness’ as members could become
overburdened ‘to the extent that both the political management and representative roles are put
at risk’. The City Council also contended that to enable a composition that reflects the diversity
of society and be open to all sections of it ‘workloads must not become so excessive as to
exclude people serving as a councillor unless they are prepared to give up paid employment’.
55 A number of the respondents discussed the issue of parliamentary constituencies. The
Conservatives and Beeston Community Forum proposed that the warding pattern for Leeds
should reflect the number of parliamentary consituencies. However, we take no account of
parliamentary constituencies in recommending patterns of ward boundaries, since the
(Parliamentary) Boundary Commission will take new district ward boundaries into account in its
ongoing Fifth General Review of Parliamentary Constituencies.
56 We carefully considered all the representations regarding council size that we received
during Stage One. We considered that the key difference between the various proposals
concerned the effect the modernisation process has had on the City Council’s capacity to secure
effective and convenient local government.
57 Both the Conservatives and Beeston Community Forum judged that there is an excess
capacity which would enable a reduction in members but still allow for the City Council to
execute its functions and duties effectively. The Forum considered that the expectation for the
modernisation programme to enable members to expand their representational role has not
been realised in practice. However, we judged that, although their evidence of the practical
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application of members’ representational role is significant, it may not reflect the experience of
all the members of the City Council.
58 We judged that, although the Conservatives considered that as a result of the modernisation
process councillors have a reduced role within the political management structure, they had not
provided sufficient evidence to contend that councillors’ workloads have decreased within the
new political management structure. We studied the IPMA’s report which the Conservatives
included as part of their further evidence. We noted that the IPMA considered the City Council’s
appointed lead members in terms of determining their appropriate remuneration, and we were
not convinced that this was sufficient evidence to justify the Conservatives’ interpretation that
this indicates ‘slack in the system’.
59 We considered that both the Liberal Democrats and Mr Winfield could have described in
more detail how members would be hindered in performing their representational role and
maintaining relationships with their constituents if they represented larger wards. We considered
that the Liberal Democrats could have provided more evidence regarding how the roles and
demands of councillors have developed as a result of the modernisation process to fully justify
their view that the process has ‘increased the workload of the many councillors who serve on the
various boards and committees’ and the ‘scale of councillors’ responsibilities’. We noted the
valuable evidence detailing a local councillor’s working week, but considered that it was not
necessarily reflective of the whole City Council.
60 We judged that the City Council had made a detailed study of the requirements of
governance under its new political structure and considered its experience of operating within
the new structures to reach a balanced conclusion on the appropriate council size to secure
effective and convenient local government for Leeds. We agreed with the City Council that due
to the modernisation programme members may have lost their traditional committee role, but as
they still perform a variety of roles and functions, the demands on councillors in Leeds have not
diminished.
61 All the respondents put forward good submissions, and we recognised the effort and work
that had been required to produce them, particularly Beeston Community Forum’s and Mr
Winfield’s in view of their restricted resources. In conclusion, however, we judged that the City
Council had provided the most persuasive argumentation and evidence to support its proposed
council size. 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
concluded that the achievement of electoral equality and the statutory criteria would best be met
by a council of 99 members.
62 During Stage Three, we received three representations regarding council size. East Leeds
Conservative Association stated that it was ‘extremely disappointed that your Committee has
accepted the Leeds Labour Party scheme rather than the Conservative 32 ward scheme’ based
on a 96-member council. However, it did not supply any further argumentation for a council size
of 96 members. Morley Town Council ‘supported the proposal to continue with 99 councillors in
33 electoral wards’. The Labour Group on Morley Town Council also stated its support for ‘the
proposal to continue to have 99 councillors in 33 electoral wards in the City of Leeds’.
63 We note the opposition to our proposed council size from the East Leeds Conservative
Association. However, no new evidence has been provided to persuade us that a council of 96
members would provide for more effective and convenient local government for Leeds than the
existing council size of 99. Therefore, in light of this and the support for the proposed council
size from Morley Town Council and the Labour Group on Morley Town Council, we are
confirming our proposed council size of 99 members as part of our final recommendations.
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Electoral arrangements
64 We received five city-wide submissions at Stage One from the City Council, the
Conservatives, the Liberal Democrats, Beeston Community Forum and a resident, Mr Winfield.
65 Having carefully considered all the representations, we judged that overall the City Council’s
proposed ward structure provided a better balance between the statutory criteria than the other
city-wide schemes we received. We considered that it maintained as far as possible a divide
between the rural and urban areas, achieved a good level of electoral equality and provided for
generally stronger boundaries. We noted the consultation that had been conducted and that
support had been received for parts of the scheme. We also noted the degree of consensus
between the City Council and the Liberal Democrats on the appropriate ward structure for
Leeds. We considered that where the Liberal Democrats provided alternative arrangements to
the City Council’s, their proposals did not provide a better balance between the statutory criteria.
Their proposals for the north-west secured a higher level of electoral variance, while their
proposals for the east of the city joined rural with urban areas and breached identifiable
boundaries.
66 In comparison to the City Council’s scheme, we judged that the Conservatives’ scheme
would not provide a better reflection of community identities in the south-west and would join
rural and urban areas in the east of the city. We also considered, in comparison to the City
Council’s scheme, that Mr Winfield’s proposed ward structure would not provide for a better
reflection of communtiy identities in the south-west area or provide for a better balance between
the statutory criteria in one of the central areas of the city.
67 In view of the degree of consensus behind large elements of the Council’s proposals, and
the consultation exercise which it undertook with interested parties, we based our draft
recommendations on the City Council’s scheme. We considered that this scheme would provide
a better balance between electoral equality and the statutory criteria than the current
arrangements or other schemes submitted at Stage One. However, we amended the City
Council’s proposed warding arrangements affecting 19 wards to further improve the balance
between electoral equality and the reflection of community idenities and interests and to provide
more identifiable boundaries.
68 At Stage Three, the City Council generally supported the draft recommendations. It did,
however, propose a number of amendments that it considered would provide a better reflection
of community identities and interests as well as stronger boundaries in certain areas. The
Council’s submission outlined the proposed amendments and stated whether or not the various
political parties on the Council supported or opposed these amendments. Several ward name
changes were also proposed.
69 The Conservatives stated that they were ‘very disappointed that the Boundary Committee
felt unable to take virtually any of our proposals on board in their draft scheme for Leeds’. They
’were particularly concerned that the Labour Party scheme…was adopted almost in total and
that the Boundary Committee decided to depart from its own guidelines as regards percentages
of variance between electors in a ward’. The Conservatives proposed three amendments and a
ward name change in addition to their proposals contained in the Council submission.
70 The Liberal Democrats stated that ‘as a result of our consultations and the ensuing
deliberations within the Group three main strands of comment and thought emerged.’ Firstly
‘concern was expressed that the BCE had accepted to such a great extent the Labour Group’s
proposal and had largely ignored the views of other submissions even when accepting that , if
only in part, those submissions had merit’. Secondly they stated that ‘notwithstanding the above
comment the greater part of the BCE’s proposals are a sensible and reasonable plan for
redrawing the ward boundaries within Leeds’ and thirdly ‘that we should minimize our proposed
changes only to those we thought to be of utmost importance so as to be able to give them
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greater weight in the BCE’s further deliberations’. As a result of this, the Liberal Democrats
proposed one boundary amendment and two ward name changes.
71 We note the disappointment expressed by the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats
regarding our draft recommendations. However, as stated above, we based our draft
recommendations on the City Council’s scheme as we considered that it provided a better
balance between the statutory criteria than any of the other schemes received at Stage One.
Every submission is judged equally on its merits and we have no regard for the political outcome
of our reviews. We also note the fact that the Liberal Democrats go on to commend the ‘sensible
and reasonable plan for redrawing the ward boundaries in Leeds’ and the general level of
support that the majority of the draft recommendations have received.
72 Councillors Illingworth and Moxon supported the draft recommendations while Councillors
Lewis and Minkin supported the Council’s Stage Three proposals. A resident who submitted a
scheme for the entire district at Stage One, Mr Winfield, commented on the draft
recommendations in a number of areas and proposed several amendments across the district.
These proposals are described in more detail in the relevant sections of this chapter. Councillor
Robinson (a Morley Town councillor) and a resident commented on the draft recommendations
in a number of areas and again their proposals are discussed in the relevant sections of this
chapter. One of these residents requested that ‘the Boundary Committee look at all their
proposals to try and ensure that present polling districts should be retained as the “building
bricks” of their proposals’. However, we are of the opinion that polling districts are administrative
matters to be determined by the local authority once a warding pattern has been established and
we do not consider argumentation based on the existing or future position of polling stations to
be persuasive in its own right. Four residents supported the draft recommendations in their
entirety.
73 Having carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three, we are
proposing to endorse the majority of our draft recommendations as final. However, we are
proposing a number of amendments to provide a better reflection of community identity and
interests and to provide for stronger and more easily identifiable boundaries. In particular we are
proposing a reconfiguration of, and new names for, the proposed Beeston and City & Riverside
wards, similar to the proposals put forward by the Beeston Community Forum and supported by
the Conservatives. A slightly amended version of this proposal also received the support of
representatives of all of the political groups on the Council.
74 We are proposing an amended Bramham & Harewood ward to be renamed Harewood ward
and an amended Wetherby ward to provide a better reflection of community identity and
interests. We are also proposing 12 other minor amendments across the district to better reflect
community identities and interests and to provide stronger boundaries. We are also renaming
five wards to provide a better reflection of the constituent parts of the respective wards. Finally
we would like to commend the number and quality of submissions received throughout the
course of this review and the level of consensus that has been attained in the majority of the city.
75 For city warding purposes, the following areas, based on existing wards, are considered in
turn:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Barwick & Kippax, Garforth & Swillington, North and Wetherby wards (page 32);
Middleton, Morley North, Morley South and Rothwell wards (page 39);
Armley, Bramley, Pudsey North, Pudsey South and Wortley wards (page 43);
Aireborough, Cookridge, Horsforth and Otley & Wharfedale wards (page 46);
Kirkstall, Moortown, Roundhay and Weetwood wards (page 52);
Halton, Seacroft and Whinmoor wards (page 55);
Burmantofts, Chapel Allerton, Harehills, Headingley, Richmond Hill and University wards
(page 58);
viii. Beeston, City & Holbeck and Hunslet wards (page 62).
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76 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on Map 2,
in Appendix A and on the large maps.

Barwick & Kippax, Garforth & Swillington, North and Wetherby wards
77 These four wards comprise the more rural hinterland to the north, east and south-east of the
city. Barwick & Kippax ward includees the parishes of Scarcroft, Thorner, Aberford, Parlington,
Lotherton cum Aberford, Sturton Grange, Micklefield, Ledsham, Ledston and Allerton Bywater,
and Barwick parish ward of Barwick in Elmet and Scholes parish, and has 13% more electors
per councillor than the city average currently (16% more by 2006). Garforth & Swillington ward
includes the parishes of Swillington and Great & Little Preston and has 15% more electors per
councillor than the city average currently (14% more by 2006). North ward includes the parish of
Harewood and has 4% more electors per councillor than the city average currently (3% more by
2006). Wetherby ward comprises the parishes of Wetherby, Walton, Thorp Arch, Boston Spa,
Collingham with Linton, Clifford, Bramham cum Oglethorpe, Wothersome, Bardsey cum Rigton
and East Keswick and has 26% more electors per councillor than the city average both now and
by 2006.
78 At Stage One, there was a measure of consensus between the four respondents who
proposed city-wide schemes of 33 wards. They proposed a modified Wetherby ward to comprise
the parishes of Wetherby, Thorp Arch, Clifford, Walton, Collingham and Boston Spa. The
Conservatives proposed to also include Wothersome parish and the residential roads of
Hillcrest, Wharfe Rein and Wharfe Bank within East Keswick parish. Mr Winfield proposed to
include Linton parish ward of Collingham parish and Bramham cum Oglethorpe parish.
79 All four proposed a similar Kippax & Methley ward. All four respondents proposed to extend
the south-western boundary to include the populated areas of Mickletown and Methley with the
parishes of Micklefield, Allerton Bywater, Ledston and Ledsham and the populated Kippax area.
The Conservatives also proposed to include three of the four parishes that comprise Aberford &
District Parish Council (Aberford, Parlington and Lotherton cum Aberford parishes). The Liberal
Democrats proposed to include part of Lotherton cum Aberford parish within its proposed Kippax
& Methley ward.
80 All four respondents proposed a similar Garforth & Swillington ward to comprise the
populated Garforth area and the parishes of Great & Little Preston, Swillington and Sturton
Grange, and, as described above, all the respondents proposed that both Mickletown and
Methley be transferred to their proposed Kippax & Methley wards to achieve an improved level
of electoral equality. The Conservatives and Mr Winfield proposed utilising the existing
boundaries except for the inclusion of Sturton Grange parish and in the south to transfer
Mickletown and Methley to their proposed Kippax & Methley wards by proposing that the
boundary follow the River Aire. However, the City Council proposed that the boundary utilise the
M1 until it meets the River Aire, which the boundary would then follow until the eastern boundary
of Great & Little Preston parish, from where it would follow the existing boundary to the A656,
which it would follow until it intersects with the M1. The Liberal Democrats proposed to transfer
Austhorpe parish from the existing Halton ward to comprise part of their proposed Garforth &
Swillington ward and proposed to utilise the M1 as the northern boundary until it intersects with
Barwick in Elmet and Scholes parish’s western boundary, which it would follow southwards to
then follow Austhorpe parish’s external boundary until it joins with the existing Garforth &
Swillington ward’s boundary, where it would follow the rear of the properties on Barrowby Road,
in order to propose a similar boundary as the Conservatives and Mr Winfield.
81 The City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed a new Alwoodley ward to comprise
the unparished area of the existing North ward, and the area north of the Ring Road and west of
Roundhay Park Lane comprising part of the existing Roundhay ward and the Meanwood Park
Hospital development site comprising part of the existing Moortown ward. The Liberal
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Democrats proposed also to include an area north of Stonegate Road and east of the Leafield
Estate comprising part of the existing Moortown ward. The City Council proposed a new
Bramham & Harewood ward to comprise the parishes of Harewood, East Keswick, Bardsey cum
Rigton, Scarcroft, Thorner, Barwick in Elmet and Scholes, Wothersome, Bramhope cum
Oglethorpe, Shadwell, Aberford, Parlington and Lotherton cum Aberford. The Liberal Democrats
proposed a similar ward.
82 The Conservatives proposed new North Rural and Barwick & Whinmoor wards as well as
revised Moortown and Roundhay wards. We also received a number of representations at Stage
One from Mr Colin Burgon, MP, the Leeds Left Alliance, local parish councils and community
groups and residents for alternative warding arrangements.
83 Having considered the representations received, we broadly adopted the City Council’s
proposed Alwoodley, Bramham & Harewood and Wetherby wards as part of our draft
recommendations. We considered that the City Council’s approach in attempting to maintain, as
far as possible, a separation between the rural and suburban areas provided for a warding
pattern that provided the best reflection of community identities. While we acknowledged that the
City Council’s proposed Bramham & Harewood ward covers a large geographical area, we
considered that this was justified due to the rural nature of the area. In addition, this warding
pattern would reflect the views expressed to us by local residents of the village of Scarcroft and
the parishes of Scarcoft, Collingham and Barwick in Elmet and Scholes. However, we noted that
the City Council proposed to utilise the M1 as the southern boundary, necessitating the creation
of unviable parish wards in the parishes of Barwick in Elmet and Scholes and Parlington, and we
therefore maintained that the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward’s boundary followed the
southern boundaries of these two parishes.
84 We were not persuaded that the Liberal Democrats’, the Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s
proposals would provide for a better reflection of community identities. We judged that the best
reflection of community identities was provided by the City Council’s proposal for the parishes of
Aberford, Bardsey cum Rigton, Barwick in Elmet and Scholes, Bramham cum Oglethorpe, East
Keswick, Harewood, Lotherton cum Aberford, Parlington, Scarcroft, Shadwell, Thorner and
Wothersome to comprise the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward. We judged that the areas
broadly east of the Ring Road and north of Naburn Approach were similar in nature to the areas
to the south and should form part of the same ward.
85 We considered that the Conservatives’ proposal that the residential roads of Hillcrest,
Wharfe Rein and Wharfe Bank within East Keswick parish be transferred to comprise a ward
with Collingham parish had merit. However, we judged that there were too few electors in the
area to constitute a viable parish ward.
86 Officers from the Committee visited the area and we noted that the City Council’s proposed
Alwoodley ward would not provide for the best reflection of community identity in the area or use
the most identifiable boundary. Therefore we amended the City Council’s proposed Alwoodley
ward to utilise the existing boundary of the Ring Road. We were aware that the estates broadly
south of Wigton Moor and east of Harrogate Road currently comprise part of the existing North
ward. Therefore we proposed that the properties surrounding Wigton Lane be transferred from
the City Council’s proposed Bramham & Harewood ward to comprise part of our proposed
Alwoodley ward. This area comprises the southern area of Wigton parish ward of Harewood
parish, and we amended the parish ward’s boundary to reflect our proposed city ward boundary.
This amendment had a significant impact on the level of electoral equality secured by the
proposed Bramham & Harewood ward. Therefore we proposed a consequential amendment to
transfer Clifford parish from the proposed Wetherby ward to the proposed Bramham &
Harewood ward, which would maintain the relationship between the parishes of Bramham cum
Oglethorpe and Clifford. We considered that, although our proposed Bramham & Harewood and
Wetherby wards provided for a poorer level of electoral equality than the City Council’s
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proposals, on balance they provided for a better balance between electoral equality and the
reflection of community identities and interests, and secured stronger boundaries.
87 Having considered the representations received, we broadly adopted the proposed Kippax &
Methley and Garforth & Swillington wards submitted to us by the City Council, the Liberal
Democrats, the Conservatives and Mr Winfield. We adopted the Liberal Democrats’ proposal for
Austhorpe parish to comprise part of the proposed Garforth & Swillington ward and, subject to
this amendment, we adopted the identical proposed boundaries submitted by the Conservatives
and Mr Winfield. The use of the M1 as a boundary has merit, but it would necessitate the
creation of a number of unviable parish wards. We note Aberford & District Parish Council’s
opposition to Sturton Grange parish comprising part of the proposed Garforth & Swillington
ward, but considered that this provided a better reflection of community identity and interests
than if the parish were to comprise part of the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward.
88 We considered the other alternative proposals submitted to us, but did not consider that any
of them would provide for a better balance between the statutory criteria than the Council’s
proposals with the amendments outlined above.
89 Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Alwoodley, Bramham & Harewood,
Garforth & Swillington, Kippax & Methley and Wetherby wards would contain 5% more, 8%
fewer, 1% fewer, 4% fewer and 7% fewer electors per councillor than the city average currently
(4% more, 8% fewer, 2% fewer, 1% fewer and 8% fewer by 2006).
90 At Stage Three, the Council supported the majority of the draft recommendations for this
area but proposed two amendments. Firstly it proposed to ward Austhorpe parish along the
centre of the M1 motorway. It stated that ‘properties to the west of the M1 would be located in
the proposed Temple Newsam ward, properties to the east of the M1 would be located in the
proposed Garforth & Swillington ward’. It continued that ‘as Austhorpe parish does not have a
parish council (merely a parish meeting) this would not lead to the creation of two unviable
parish council wards’ and considered that this proposal would ‘provide a better balance of the
statutory criteria to reflect the identity and interests of the two local communities concerned’.
91 Secondly the Council opposed the proposal outlined in the draft recommendations to transfer
properties to the south of the A63 Selby Road from the proposed Kippax & Methley ward to the
proposed Garforth & Swillington ward. It argued that the ’existing boundary was very clear on the
ground ‘ and that there would be a ‘difficulty in finding a suitable boundary to the rear of
properties’. However we received a further representation from the Chair of the Boundary
Review Group on Leeds City Council supporting the proposal from the Kippax Community
Environment Forum and stating that, following consultation with the ward councillors for Garforth
& Swillington and Kippax & Methley wards, the proposal put forward by the Forum in this area
was now acceptable to them.
92 Mr Winfield expressed his concern over ‘the sheer size of this ward [Bramham & Harewood],
comprising a number of villages’ and argued that ‘Harewood, located at one end of the proposed
ward, does not identify with Aberford, at the other end, yet both are located in the same
proposed ward’. He considered that it would be ‘appropriate to have two smaller wards mixing
urban and rural areas’ and proposed a reconfiguration of the proposed Bramham & Harewood
and Cross Gates wards ‘using the centre of York Road as a boundary’. Under this proposal the
northern of the two wards would be named Bramham & Harewood ward while the southern ward
would be named Barwick & Cross Gates ward. The proposed Barwick & Cross Gates ward
would have an electoral variance of 10% below the district average by 2006 and Mr Winfield
stated that ‘if this level of electoral variance is deemed unacceptable, the ward could be modified
by adding Sturton Grange parish from the proposed Garforth & Swillington ward’. This
amendment would result in an electoral variance of 8% below the average by 2006 for the
proposed Barwick & Cross Gates ward. Mr Winfield also proposed a minor amendment to the
boundary between the proposed Alwoodley and Bramham & Harewood wards to include those
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electors on Manor House Lane in a revised Alwoodley ward. He argued that these electors ’are
far closer to the built up area of Alwoodley than any of the communities forming part of the
Bramham & Harewood ward’.
93 Barwick-in-Elmet and Scholes Parish Council supported the draft recommendations and
stated that it particularly welcomed the ‘joining up of the two villages of Barwick-in-Elmet and
Scholes’. Micklefield Parish Council supported the proposed Kippax & Methley ward and
supported any ‘additional reasoned evidence that Kippax Community Forum may submit’
regarding the proposal to amend the boundary between the proposed Garforth & Swillington and
Kippax & Methley wards. Micklefield Parish Council supported the draft recommendations to
utilise parish boundaries to the east of the city as ward boundaries rather than the M1 motorway
to avoid the creation of unviable parish wards. It also opposed the Council’s proposal to ward the
parish of Austhorpe along the M1 motorway arguing that ‘the parish of Austhorpe cannot be split
into viable parish wards’.
94 Boston Spa Parish Council opposed the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward, in particular
the separation of Clifford parish from Boston Spa parish and the inclusion of Bramham in the
proposed Bramham & Harewood ward. It argued that ‘Bramham in particular is historically linked
with and physically connected to Clifford parish and is similarly associated with Wetherby town’.
It continued that ‘it [Bramham] is separated from the remainder of the proposed ward by the
A1/M1, other than for one or two isolated dwellings, and shares the same needs and problems
as Clifford and is naturally served by the same services’. Boston Spa Parish Council continued
that ’there is far less commonality of interest between Bramham/Clifford/Boston Spa and
Collingham but Collingham is of course closely connected, historically at least, with Wetherby
town. However, there is probably more commonality of interest between Collingham, Bardsey,
East Keswick and Harewood’. It went on to state that ‘furthermore Collingham and Harewood
are already closely linked through the joint ecclesiastical parish arrangement.’
95 Bramham Parish Council believed that it was ‘appropriate for parishes of a similar nature to
be grouped together…and [it] has no overall objection to being part of a group of parishes
forming a Wetherby ward or a group of parishes forming a rural ward in North-East Leeds
(currently designated Bramham & Harewood)’. It continued: ‘However, in selecting the parishes
to be placed in each ward, the committee also needs to take into consideration the historic
connection and current commonality of interests that exists between parishes’. It stated that ‘in
the case of Bramham, these connections exist with our neighbours to the east of the A1, viz :
Clifford and Boston Spa; likewise, the Council considers that there is a similar commonality
between the parishes to the west of the A1 viz: Bardsey, East Keswick and Collingham’. The
parish council also expressed its concern about the ‘large geographic spread of the “Bramham &
Harewood” ward’.
96 Clifford Parish Council objected to the proposal ‘to place Clifford parish in the proposed
“Bramham & Harewood” city council ward’. It stated that ‘the town of Wetherby is the nearest
administrative centre of Leeds City Council and residents of Clifford look to the town for several
services provided by the City Council’. The Parish Council considered that the high level of
electoral inequality in the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward that would result from retaining
Clifford in Wetherby ward would be justified by the strong community links between Clifford and
Wetherby. It also commented on the problems that a large rural ward such as Bramham &
Harewood would create and considered that ‘one way of ameliorating the problems is for them to
have a smaller electorate to serve and this would justify exceeding the 10% norm for variance’.
Clifford Parish Council argued against the proposed Wetherby ward stating that ‘as your
proposals are presented, Clifford residents would reside in one ward but several of the services
provided by the city council would be in another, the responsibility of which would lie with a
different set of ward councillors’. It continued that ‘this would only serve to make it more difficult
for electors to argue and/or campaign on issues related to the provision of those services’. The
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Parish Council concluded that there was a strong argument for retaining Clifford parish in
Wetherby ward and considered that similar arguments applied to Bramham cum Oglethorpe
parish.
97 Collingham with Linton Parish Council stated that it was ‘particularly content that Collingham
with Linton Parish Council should remain as a parish within the smaller Wetherby ward’. It also
commented on parish arrangements and these comments are discussed at the end of this
chapter.
98 Harewood Parish Council opposed the division of the parish between the two district wards
of Alwoodley and Bramham & Harewood. It argued that the proposal would lead to a ‘potential
loss of identity’ and stated that ’currently there is a strong sense of community in Harewood’ and
that ‘the proposed join with Bramham is regarded as being “the thin end of the wedge” that will
reduce the visibility of Harewood village’. It considered that North ward as at present containing
Harewood parish provides good electoral equality and asked ‘why problems elsewhere should
be translated into such a big local change’. The Parish Council concluded that it was ‘totally
opposed to the proposal and urged the Boundary Committee to reconsider and retain the parish
of Harewood as an entity within a single city ward boundary’.
99 The Cluster Council for the Parishes of St Peter’s Walton and All Saints’ Thorp Arch, St Mary
the Virgin Boston Spa, St Luke’s Clifford and All Saints’ Bramham (the Cluster Council) opposed
the proposed separation of the parishes of Bramham and Clifford from the parishes of Boston
Spa, Thorp Arch and Walton. It considered that these five parishes had ‘long historical
associations’ and shared a ‘commonality of interests’. It argued that ‘Boston Spa is the focal
point for local shopping, schools and community concerns’ and that ‘the A1 is a natural boundary
for the five parishes and is a major unifying factor in considering future developments’. Finally, it
stated that ‘the Diocese of York intends the five parishes to work as one’ and that ‘in time there
will be only one ecclesiastical parish’.
100
Thorp Arch Parish Council opposed the draft recommendations and considered that ‘the
village of Clifford is an immediate neighbour of Bramham and is historically linked with the
adjacent communities of Boston Sp and Thorp Arch’. It stated that ‘all these parishes are
situated to the east of the A1/M1 motorway and have little involvement with the communities of
Harewood, Bardsey, Shadwell and other villages to the west of the motorway’. It also stated that
‘a significant part and population of Clifford actually lies within the physical boundaries of Boston
Spa’.
101
Kippax Community Environment Forum submitted further evidence in support of their
Stage One proposal to transfer electors to the south of the A63 (Selby Road) from the proposed
Kippax & Methley ward to an amended Garforth & Swillington ward. As the proposals only
affected five houses, the Environment Forum consulted each household by means of a proforma
questionnaire which asked where each household felt that it’s community identities and interests
lay. The Environment Forum submitted these questionnaires and, in light of the responses to
these questionnaires, stated that ‘the real boundary between the Garforth and Kippax
communities lies between Field House and Southfield Bungalow’. It therefore proposed that ‘the
boundary between the Garforth & Swillington and Kippax & Methley wards…be amended so that
Southfield Bungalow continues to be within the Kippax & Methley ward but that Field House,
Hillside, Gatelands and Highcroft be instead within the Garforth & Swillington ward’.
102
The Barwick & Kippax/Garforth & Swillington Community Involvement team supported
the proposals of Leeds City Council. Councillors Monks, Parker and Wakefield (all Barwick &
Kippax ward) stated that ‘after consulting with the Community Involvement team, a multi-agency
representative forum of local bodies and local organisations, we would like to endorse the
Boundary Committee proposals for the new Kippax & Methley ward’.

36

103
Councillor Brown (North ward) queried the electorate projections for 2006 and
considered that the estimated growth for the proposed Alwoodley ward had been underestimated while the growth for the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward had been overestimated. With regard to the proposed Alwoodley ward, Councillor Brown stated that ‘there are
many future proposals in the pipeline and therefore your estimated increase is very much lower
than can be expected’. He also stated that ‘in contrast the Harewood & Bramham ward is largely
green belt and little development can be expected over the next fifteen years’. Councillor Brown
proposed retaining Harewood parish in Bramham & Harewood ward and transferring the
southern part of the Moor Allerton estate to the proposed Alwoodley ward. His proposal would
involve transferring polling district NOC from Alwoodley ward to Bramham & Harewood ward and
polling district MOB from Moortown ward to Alwoodley ward. He argued that this proposal would
unite Harewood parish and the Moor Allerton estate in single city wards and that this ‘would
reflect the identities and interests of both local communities’.
104
Councillors Feldman and Feldman (both North ward) proposed transferring those
properties on Manor House Lane from the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward into the
proposed Alwoodley ward. They stated that ‘Manor House Lane has its entrance and egress
onto Wigton Lane, yet it is shown on the map as becoming part of Bramham & Harewood ward,
and consequently residents would have to travel to Harewood or Wike to vote’. They concluded
that ‘whilst we are sorry to lose Harewood and Wike we do understand the rationale behind the
decision to place them in the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward’. Councillor Robinson (a
Morley Town councillor) supported the Council’s proposals to ward Austhorpe parish and to
retain the existing boundary between the proposed Garforth & Swillington and Kippax & Methley
wards.
105
Four residents of Clifford opposed the proposed transfer of Clifford parish into the
proposed Bramham & Harewood ward. One argued that the boundary between the parishes of
Boston Spa and Clifford is a ‘historical boundary created hundreds of years ago’ and that the two
parishes are strongly linked. This resident considered that ‘Wetherby, Boston Spa and Clifford
are all residential communities with similar identities, their difference being size and
corresponding facilities’ whereas ‘the proposed Bramham & Harewood ward comprises mainly a
collection of villages beyond the northern outskirts of Leeds that have more of a rural/agricultural
identity’. Another resident stressed the ‘community identity [of Clifford] with Wetherby and
Boston Spa’ while another stated that ‘I shop and go to the libraries in Boston Spa and Wetherby
and to evening and day classes’. This same resident also commented that the bus service from
Clifford runs to Boston Spa and Wetherby rather than Harewood.
106
Another resident commented that ‘wards which cover a large area tend to be unable to
build up a community identity’ and that ‘there is one major example of this in the Bramham &
Harewood ward’. A resident of Barwick-in-Elmet opposed the draft recommendations for the
proposed Kippax & Methley ward. A resident of the proposed Alwoodley ward supported the new
name of the ward and stated that ‘the transfer of “Harwood” and other districts to form a rural
and village type ward is more in keeping with the country nature of those areas’. He also
proposed an amendment to the northern boundary of the proposed Alwoodley ward. A resident
of Scarcroft considered that ‘the new grouping proposed will be much better than the old’ and
stated that she was ‘very glad we are now to be with like villages’ in support of the proposed
Bramham & Harewood ward.
107
Having carefully considered the representations received, we are proposing to endorse
the majority of the draft recommendations for this area with three amendments to provide a
better reflection of community identities and one amendment to provide for a stronger and more
easily identifiable boundary.
108
We have been persuaded by the representations received from local parish councils and
residents that the parishes of Clifford and Bramham have strong community and transport links
with the other parishes to the east of the A1 such as Boston Spa and Thorp Arch. We are
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therefore proposing to transfer Bramham and Clifford parishes from the proposed Bramham &
Harewood ward into an amended Wetherby ward. However, this would result in a revised
Bramham & Harewood ward with an electoral variance of 25% below the average for the district.
We consider this to be an extremely high level of electoral inequality and therefore looked at
options to improve it. Our options were limited due to the location of this area at the edge of the
district but we noted the comments of Boston Spa and Bramham parish councils which
considered that parishes to the west of the A1 shared a community identity. In light of this and to
improve electoral equality, we are proposing to transfer Collingham parish from the proposed
Wetherby ward to an amended Bramham & Harewood ward. We note that Collingham parish
supported the proposed Wetherby ward but consider that we have received stronger
argumentation and evidence concerning the links between the parishes to the east of the A1 and
Wetherby than concerning the links between Collingham parish and Wetherby. As a result of this
amendment, which would transfer Bramham parish out of Bramham & Harewood ward, we are
proposing that Bramham & Harewood ward be renamed Harewood ward.
109
We are proposing an amendment to the boundary between the proposed Garforth &
Swillington and Kippax & Methley wards as put forward by the Kippax Community Environment
Forum. The Forum consulted locally on an amendment that would affect five properties and this
amendment received the support of the local ward councillors and Micklefield Parish Council.
We have been impressed with the extent and quality of the submission received from Kippax
Community Environment Forum and are adopting their proposed boundary as we consider that it
would provide for a better reflection of community identity than the draft recommendations
without adversely affecting electoral equality.
110
We are also proposing an amended boundary between the proposed Alwoodley and
Harewood wards as put forward by Mr Winfield and Councillors Feldman and Feldman. We have
been persuaded that electors on Manor House Lane share more of a community identity with
electors in the proposed Wigton parish ward than those in the remainder of Harewood parish to
the north. This amendment only affects 28 electors and we are of the opinion that it would
provide a better reflection of community identity in this area than the draft recommendations.
111
The final amendment that we are proposing in this area is to ward Austhorpe parish
down the centre of the M1 to provide a stronger boundary, as proposed by the Council and a
local resident. We are proposing that all electors to the west of the M1 be transferred into a
revised Temple Newsam ward while all electors to the east of the M1 be contained in Garforth &
Swillington ward. We note the opposition of Micklefield Parish Council to this proposal regarding
the creation of unviable parish wards but Austhorpe parish is a parish meeting and can,
therefore, be warded without creating unviable parish wards.
112
We considered a number of other amendments in this area such as those proposed by
Harewood Parish Council and Councillor Brown to retain the entirety of Harewood parish in a
single ward, those by Mr Winfield regarding new Barwick & Cross Gates and Bramham &
Harewood wards and those by a local resident for a revised northern boundary of the proposed
Alwoodley ward. However, we are unable to consider any area in isolation and consider that an
amendment such as that to retain the entirety of Harewood parish in a single ward would have
significant knock-on effects across the city. We have also not been persuaded that any of these
other amendments would provide a better balance between our statutory criteria than the draft
recommendations and are therefore content to endorse the draft recommendations for the
remainder of this area as final.
113
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in the proposed
Garforth & Swillington (including the parishes of Great and Little Preston, Swillington, Sturton
Grange and Austhorpe East parish ward of Austhorpe parish), Harewood (including the parishes
of Aberford, Bardsey cum Rigton, Barwick in Elmet and Scholes, Collingham with Linton, East
Keswick, Lotherton cum Aberford, Parlington, Scarcroft, Shadwell, Thorner, Wothersome and
Harewood and Wike parish ward of Harewood parish), Kippax & Methley (including the parishes
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of Allerton Bywater, Ledsham, Ledston and Micklefield) and Wetherby (including the parishes of
Boston Spa, Bramham cum Oglethorpe, Clifford, Thorp Arch, Walton and Wetherby) wards
would be 1%, 10%, 4% and 5% below the city average respectively (2%, 10%, 1% and 6% by
2006). The number of electors per councillor in the proposed Alwoodley ward (including Wigton
parish ward of Harewood parish) would be 5% above the city average (4% by 2006).

Middleton, Morley South, Morley North and Rothwell wards
114
These four wards comprise the southern periphery of the city. Both Middleton and
Rothwell wards are unparished and have 8% fewer and equal to the average electors per
councillor for the city currently (3% fewer and equal to the average by 2006). Morley North ward
includes Churwell, Scatcherd and Teale parish wards of Morley Town Council and has 19%
more electors per councillor than the city average currently (23% more by 2006). Morley South
ward includes Central, Elmfield and Topcliffe parish wards of Morley Town Council and has 36%
more electors per councillor than the city average currently (37% more by 2006).
115
At Stage One, there was a measure of consensus between all four respondents who
proposed city-wide schemes for 33 wards in their proposals for the existing Rothwell ward. The
Conservatives and Mr Winfield proposed to retain the existing Rothwell ward. The City Council
proposed that the northern boundary utilise the M1 and the River Aire and therefore proposed
that an area broadly north of the football ground at Middleton Lane, which comprises part of the
existing Middleton ward, and an area south of the M1 and broadly north of Wood Lane, which
comprises part of the current Hunslet ward, be included in a modified Rothwell ward; that two
areas north of the M1 comprise its proposed City & Riverside and Burmantofts & Richmond Hill
wards; and that two areas east of the River Aire comprise its proposed Garforth & Swillington
ward. The Liberal Democrats proposed utilising the existing boundaries, but proposed a minor
amendment for the boundary to follow the M1, thereby transferring an area north of the M1 to
comprise their proposed City & Riverside ward, to provide for a more identifiable boundary.
116
The City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed a new Middleton Park ward
comprising a northern area of the existing Middleton ward. They proposed utilising the existing
Middleton ward’s north and west boundaries, but suggested that the ward boundary then depart
from the railway line south of Thorpe Lane to follow the rear of properties on Thorpe Lane and
Throstle Terrace and then follow pathways north of Throstle Carr to join and run along Sharpe
House Road and then Sharpe Lane to join and follow the M1 northwards. They proposed that
the areas north and west of this proposed boundary combine with the areas broadly south and
west of the A621 and east of Middleton railway line within the existing Hunslet ward to comprise
their proposed Middleton Park ward.
117
The City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed that the southern area of the
existing Middleton ward combine with an area broadly east of Dewsbury Road comprising the
existing Morley South ward to comprise a new ward, proposing that it be named Ardsley & Robin
Hood or Ardsley & Lofthouse ward respectively. The Liberal Democrats proposed utilising
Dewsbury Road as the western boundary, dividing their proposed Morley South and Ardsley &
Lofthouse wards from where it intersects with West Wood Road to the city’s external boundary
and retain the existing boundary between Morley South and Rothwell wards as the eastern
boundary. The City Council proposed that the ward boundary depart from Dewsbury Road to
broadly follow the rear of the properties of Hesketh Road, Ryedale Way and Lonsdale Rise and
then Westerton Road and Haigh Moor Road, but then follow pathways from Jude’s Pond through
Haigh Wood to join and follow Baghill Road and Hay Beck Lane. The City Council proposed that
the areas broadly east of this proposed boundary comprise part of its proposed Ardsley & Robin
Hood ward and the areas broadly west of this proposed boundary comprise part of its proposed
Morley South ward. The City Council also proposed transferring an area broadly west of The
Shutts and north of West Beck from the existing Rothwell ward in order to contain the whole of
the Robin Hood area within its proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood ward.
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The City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed similar Morley North and Morley
South wards, based mostly on the existing wards, by proposing a new division between these
two wards. They proposed that they should be divided by the existing parish ward boundaries of
Morley Town Council, proposing that Churwell and Scatcherd parish wards comprise part of the
proposed Morley North ward and that Topcliffe, Central, Elmfield and Teale parish wards
comprise part of the proposed Morley South ward. However, their proposed boundaries diverged
after linking with the M621: the City Council proposed using Nepshaw Lane South and then
following the A650 and the A62, while the Liberal Democrats proposed using the M621 and then
ground detail to the external city boundary, which would necessitate further warding of Morley
Town Council. The City Council proposed that the boundary depart from Dewsbury Road as
described above.
119
The Conservatives proposed a reconfiguration of the existing Morley South and
Middleton wards. Mr Winfield’s proposals for the existing Middleton and Morley South wards
were similar to the Conservatives’, while his proposal for the existing Morley North ward was
identical except for the proposal to retain the Morley North name. Morley Town Council
proposed broadly retaining the existing Morley North ward but proposed a modified Morley
South ward and a new Ardsley & Lofthouse ward.
120
We carefully considered all the submissions received for this area and broadly adopted
the proposals that the City Council submitted to us as part of our draft recommendations. We
noted that the Liberal Democrats submitted similar proposals for this area. In addition we noted
that this warding arrangement reflected the proposals submitted to us by Morley Town Council.
We noted that there was a measure of consensus between the City Council, the Liberal
Democrats, the Conservatives and Mr Winfield in their proposals for the existing Rothwell ward.
However, we judged that the City Council’s proposals provided for the most identifiable
boundaries and concurred with its proposal for the whole of the Robin Hood area to be
contained in a single city ward.
121
Officers from the Committee visited the area and were not convinced that the
Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s proposals to split the Middleton Park area between two wards
provided a better balance between the statutory criteria than the Liberal Democrats’ and the City
Council’s proposals to unite this area with Belle Isle, utilising strong boundaries, to comprise
their proposed Middleton Park ward. We noted that there was a similarity between all the
proposals for a new ward comprising the Ardsley area. We were persuaded that the City
Council’s proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood ward would provide the best balance between
electoral equality and the recognition of community identities and interests in this area, and due
to the level of consultation conducted on ward names, adopted this name. However, we
proposed two minor boundary amendments so that the whole of Ouzlewell Green was contained
in the proposed ward, and followed Baghill Beck and ground detail to provide for a more
identifiable boundary in the Upper Green area.
122
We were not convinced that the Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s proposals for the
Morley area would secure a better balance between the statutory criteria than the City Council’s
and Liberal Democrats’ similar Morley North and Morley South wards. When considering the
proposed warding arrangements submitted to us by the City Council and the Liberal Democrats,
we considered a number of amendments which might have improved the balance between the
statutory criteria secured by the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood, Middleton Park, Morley North
and Morley South wards. Officers from the Committee visited the area and were concerned that
the properties north of Middleton Lane which would comprise part of the proposed Ardsley &
Robin Hood ward shared their identity with the areas comprising the proposed Middleton Park
ward. We were concerned that the proposed Morley North ward would be under-represented,
while the proposed Morley South ward would be over-represented. Therefore we considered an
alternative option for the area north of Middleton Lane to comprise part of the proposed
Middleton Park ward, for the area east of Dewsbury Road to comprise part of the proposed
Ardsley & Robin Hood ward, and for an area north of Station Road and east of Church Street to
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comprise part of the proposed Morley South ward. However, having carefully considered this
alternative option, we decided that we did not have sufficient evidence or justification to propose
such a comprehensive transformation of the proposals submitted to us by the Council and the
Liberal Democrats, but stated that we would welcome comments regarding this alternative
option during Stage Three.
123
Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood, Middleton Park,
Morley North, Morley South and Rothwell wards would have 7% fewer, 3% more, 3% more, 3%
fewer and 5% fewer electors per councillor than the city average currently (2% fewer, 2% more,
7% more, 2% fewer and 5% fewer by 2006).
124
At Stage Three, the Council proposed adopting the amended warding pattern for this
area outlined in the draft recommendations. This proposal would transfer the area to the north of
Station Road and east of Church Street from the proposed Morley North to the proposed Morley
South ward. The Council also recommended that the area to the south of Victoria Road within
polling district MNC transfer from the proposed Morley North to the proposed Morley South ward
as ‘within most of Morley town this would give a much clearer boundary – utilising the A643 –
between the two Morley wards’. Consequentially the Council proposed that the area to the east
of the A653 be transferred from the proposed Morley South ward into an amended Ardsley &
Robin Hood ward. The Council argued that this would give a ‘much clearer boundary between
the proposed Morley South and Ardsley & Robin Hood wards’. As a result of this proposed
change, the Council also proposed that the area to the north of Middleton Lane be transferred
from the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood ward to an amended Middleton Park ward. It argued
that this would use ‘Thorpe Lane/Middleton Lane to mark the boundary between the
overwhelmingly urban area of the proposed Middleton Park ward to the north and the more rural
area of the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood ward to the south’. The Council also proposed a
further amendment to the boundary between the proposed City & Riverside and Middleton Park
ward and stated that ‘these four recommendations are all interdependent’. All political parties on
the Council supported these amendments with the exception of the Green Party which reserved
its position on the amendments regarding Morley North and Morley South, and Ardsley & Robin
Hood and Morley South wards.
125
The Council opposed a proposal by Colin Challen MP to rename Ardsley & Robin Hood
ward as South Village ward. The Council supported a proposal by Morley Town Council to
transfer the area to the south of Wakefield Road and Gildersome Street from the proposed
Morley South to the proposed Morley North ward to follow the town council boundary.
126
Morley Town Council supported the proposed council size of 99 members. It proposed
an amendment to the boundary between the proposed Morley North and Morley South wards so
that the ward boundary be coterminous with the town council boundary. The Town Council
stated that if the Council proposals for Morley were adopted it ‘should seek assurances from the
Boundary Committee that…the Morley Town Council internal ward boundaries would be
unaffected until 2007, when the whole parish will need to be rewarded to take account of
housing developments’. In a separate submission, Morley Town Council queried the procedure
for the implementation of the new wards arising from the review.
127
Colin Challen MP suggested that the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood ward be renamed
South Villages ward arguing that ‘“South Villages” is a fairly unique description of a collection of
relatively distinct communities to the south of Leeds’. He stated that ‘the name also would help
preserve the idea that these are villages, and not merely another suburb of Leeds’. Mr Challen
also stated that ‘I am not happy with the boundary of Morley South ward meandering over the
A653 (Dewsbury Road) and then snaking around the backs of people’s gardens in Tingley’. He
considered that the proposed boundary could lead to confusion if Morley Town Council wished
to make its boundaries coterminous with ward boundaries. He stated that ‘I accept that this
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problem, even if the city ward boundary ran along the A653, would still exist to a certain extent,
but at least local people would be able to recognise the logic of having a major arterial road as
the boundary’.
128
The Labour Group on Morley Town Council supported the proposed council size of 99
members and proposed the same amendments to the Ardsley & Robin Hood, City & Riverside,
Morley North, Morley South and Middleton Park wards as the Council. It also stated that it
believed that ‘the Morley Town Council wards should remain unaltered at this stage but a full
review should be undertaken ahead of the 2007 Town Council elections’.
129
Churwell Action Group opposed the alternative warding arrangement outlined in the draft
recommendations for Morley North and Morley South wards arguing that this proposal would
‘create a conclave of residents in a ward totally divorced from its physical topography, that of the
(railway) valley which dissects the two boundaries’. It continued that: ‘To create an adjunct to the
Topcliffe ward in what is at present, the Scatcherd ward defies all common sense and logic as
well as alienating a section of the community (Daisy Hill, King George Avenue, the Croft House
Estate, Rooms Lane, the Ingles Estate and Church Street) who are all well established within
this same conglomerate of Morley North ward and are part of a well developed and established
community’.
130
Councillor Hill (Morley North ward) supported the Council’s proposal to amend the
boundary between Morley North and Morley South wards and the boundary between Ardsley &
Robin Hood and Morley South wards. She argued that these proposals would allow ’the
utilisation of the A643 as an absolutely clear boundary on the ground between the proposed
wards of Morley North and Morley South’ and the ‘utilisation of the A653 as a consistently clear
boundary on the ground between the proposed wards of Morley South and Ardsley & Robin
Hood’. Councillor Jones (Morley North ward) supported the Council proposals for amended
Morley North and Morley South wards. He argued that ‘the partition between these wards being
Elland Road (Churwell Hill) and Victoria Road is sensible, will be understood by the electorate
and practically will reduce the need for electors to cross this main road to cast votes’.
131
Councillor Finnigan opposed the proposal to amend the boundary between Morley North
and Morley South wards. He stated that the ‘present ward boundary is the railway line which
provides a physical boundary to communities’ and continued ‘because of the depth of the valley
on either side of the railway line, the communities on either side have no relationship with each
other and have two distinct characters’. Councillor Finnigan considered that the proposal ‘would
see many of the residents on the Daisy Hill/King George Avenue end of the area being split from
the community they identify with at Churwell’. He continued that ‘the residents towards the
Church Street end of this area also feel a strong sense of community with residents on both the
Ingles Estate and the Rooms Lane area’. He concluded that ‘the proposal would split welldeveloped communities who have a common sense of purpose’.
132
Councillor Clark (a Morley Town councillor) supported the Council’s proposed
amendment between Morley North and Morley South wards arguing that the Croft House area
was of a different character to that of other areas in Morley North ward. He stated that ‘The
Ingle’s and the Asquith’s are primarily social and council housing whilst the Croft Houses are an
established private development of mainly bungalow style properties’. Councillor Clark also
stated that ‘the A653, Victoria Road, does suggest itself as a reasonable border between the two
city council wards’. Councillor Robinson (a Morley Town councillor) supported the Council
proposals for the Ardsley & Robin Hood, City & Riverside, Morley North, Morley South and
Middleton Park wards. A resident proposed that Dewsbury Road be used as the boundary
between the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood and Morley South wards. The same resident also
proposed to transfer Croft House and New Bank Street from Morley North into Morley South
ward but to retain Bank Avenue Flats in Morley North ward. A resident proposed an amendment
to the boundary between the proposed Ardsley & Robin Hood and Rothwell wards, stating that
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‘the western boundary [of the proposed Rothwell ward] is not as clear as it might be’ and
considered that ‘a good solution would be to select as the western boundary of the ward the M1
motorway’.
133
We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three regarding
this area, and are proposing to endorse the draft recommendations with just one amendment to
provide for a stronger boundary between the proposed Morley North and Morley South wards.
This amendment was proposed by Morley Town Council and supported by the Council and
would involve amending the ward boundary between the proposed Morley North and Morley
South wards to follow the town council boundary. It would only affect 11 electors but would
provide for more effective and convenient local government by making the proposed ward
boundary coterminous with the town council boundary.
134
As part of the draft recommendations, we outlined an alternative warding pattern to that
which we adopted as part of our draft recommendations for Ardsley & Robin Hood, Middleton
Park, Morley North and Morley South wards and asked for comments regarding this option
during Stage Three. A number of the representations we received at Stage Three commented
on this alternative option with the Council, the Labour Group on Morley Town Council, and a
resident supporting the alternative warding arrangement. Councillors Clark, Hill, Jones and a
resident supported at least part of these proposals. However, the Green Party on the Council
reserved their position on these amendments and Churwell Action Group and Councillor
Finnigan opposed the alternative warding arrangements for the proposed Morley North and
Morley South wards. We also noted the fact that this alternative option was not specifically
endorsed by Morley Town Council. We have to be persuaded to move away from our draft
recommendations and, in light of the mixed messages that we have received regarding the
alternative proposals for this area and, in particular, the argument that this alternative would split
established comunities, do not consider that sufficient argumentation and evidence has been
received for us to depart significantly from the draft recommendations. On balance, and having
considered all the representations, we consider that endorsing the draft recommendations with
only the amendment outlined above would provide for the best reflection of the statutory criteria
in this area.
135
We also considered the proposal of Colin Challen MP that Ardsley & Robin Hood ward
be renamed South Villages ward. However, this proposed name did not receive any further local
support and, as we consider that Ardsley & Robin Hood provides a good reflection of the
constituent parts of this ward, we are proposing to retain Ardsley & Robin Hood as the ward
name. We also noted the opposition of the Council to this proposed ward name. We considered
the boundary amendments proposed by Mr Challen and local residents but have not been
persuaded that any of these proposals would provide a better balance between electoral equality
and the reflection of community identity than the draft recommendations. Mr Challen’s proposal
to utilise the A653 as a boundary was part of the alternative warding arrangement outlined
above and, as discussed, we do not consider that we have received sufficient evidence and
argumentation in support of this proposal to move away from our draft recommendations. We
also do not consider that the proposal of a local resident to utilise the M1 as the western
boundary of the proposed Rothwell ward would provide for a good level of electoral equality due
to the large number of electors to the east of the M1 who would become part of an amended
Rothwell ward. We are unable to comment on matters regarding the implementation of our
recommendations as this is a matter for the Implementation team of The Electoral Commission.
Therefore, having considered all the draft recommendations and, with the one amendment
outlined above, we are proposing to endorse our draft recommendations for this area as final.
136
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in the proposed
Ardsley & Robin Hood, Morley South (jncluding Central, Elmfield, Teale and Topcliffe parish
wards of Morley Town Council) and Rothwell wards is 7%, 3% and 5% below the city average
respectively (2%, 2% and 5% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the proposed
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Middleton Park and Morley North (including Churwell and Scatcherd parish wards of Morley
Town Council) wards is 3% above the city average in both (2% and 7% respectively by 2006).

Armley, Bramley, Pudsey North, Pudsey South and Wortley wards
137
These five unparished wards comprise the western periphery of the city. Armley,
Bramley, Pudsey South, Pudsey North and Wortley wards have 6% fewer, equal to, 4% more,
10% more and 5% more electors per councillor than the city average currently (8% fewer, 1%
fewer, 3% more, 9% more and 4% more by 2006).
138
At Stage One, all four respondents who proposed city-wide schemes for 33 wards shared
a measure of consensus in their proposals for the existing Wortley ward. Mr Winfield and the
Conservatives proposed retaining the existing ward, while the City Council and the Liberal
Democrats proposed to include an area broadly north of the railway line adjacent to Whithall
Road and west of the railway line adjacent to Wortley Recreation Ground within the existing City
& Holbeck ward, but to transfer an area comprising the existing Wortley ward to their proposed
Armley ward. The City Council defined this area as north of the back of properties on Heights
Way and Heights Walk and north of Whingate Road, while the Liberal Democrats defined this
area as east of Congress Mount and north of Whingate Road. The City Council proposed to
rename the existing Wortley ward Farnley & Wortley ward.
139
All four respondents proposed to broadly retain the existing Pudsey North, Pudsey South
and Bramley wards, subject to differing amendments. The City Council and the Liberal
Democrats proposed only minor revisions to the existing Bramley and Pudsey North wards.
They both proposed to retain the existing Pudsey South ward and for an area broadly south of
Bagley Beck and east of Bagley Lane to be transferred from the current Pudsey North ward to
their proposed Bramley ward. The City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed to broadly
retain the existing Bramley ward; however, the Liberal Democrats proposed to retain Bramley
ward’s existing eastern boundary where it follows the River Aire, while the City Council proposed
that the boundary should depart from the river to follow the Leeds to Liverpool Canal and then
follow the western side of the Kirkstall Brewery site in order that the site be transferred to
comprise part of its proposed Kirkstall ward. The City Council proposed to rename Pudsey South
ward Pudsey ward and Pudsey North ward Calverley & Farsley ward. The City Council and the
Liberal Democrats proposed to retain the existing Armley ward, but proposed to transfer an area
broadly north of Wellington Road and west of Canal Street from the existing City & Holbeck ward
to comprise part of the southern area of their modified Armley ward.
140
The Conservatives proposed to revise the existing Pudsey North, Pudsey South and
Bramley wards. Mr Winfield proposed a number of amendments to the existing Pudsey North,
Pudsey South and Bramley wards.
141
Officers of the Committee visited the area and were concerned that the proposals for
these five wards would entail uniting areas and communities either side of major geographical
features, such as the railway line and the A647. When proposing new warding arrangements, we
seek to use the most identifiable boundaries, and therefore we considered alternative options to
try to utilise these geographical features. However, in order to achieve good levels of electoral
equality, and in doing so provide the best balance between the statutory criteria, it is sometimes
necessary to breach major geographical features. With this in mind we broadly adopted the
proposals submitted to us by the City Council for this area. We noted that the Liberal Democrats
submitted similar proposals for this area. Due to the consultation conducted regarding ward
names, we proposed naming these wards as Armley, Bramley, Calverley & Farsley, Pudsey and
Farnley & Wortley wards as part of our draft recommendations.
142
We judged that the warding arrangements proposed by Mr Winfield and the
Conservatives for the existing Bramley, Pudsey North and Pudsey South wards would not
provide for a better reflection of the statutory criteria in comparison to the City Council’s and
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Liberal Democrats’ proposals, particularly with regard to the proposal for an area comprising the
north-eastern part of the existing Pudsey South ward to comprise part of the proposed Bramley
ward.
143
As stated above, officers of the Committee visited the area and we judged that, although
the City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed to transfer an area south of the railway line
from the existing Wortley ward, this was justified in that it allowed for an isolated area
surrounding Wortley Recreation Ground to comprise part of the proposed Farnley & Wortley
ward and still provide for a good balance between the statutory criteria. We judged that the City
Council’s and the Liberal Democrats’ proposals to transfer an area comprising part of the
existing Pudsey North ward to comprise part of their proposed Bramley ward, and to transfer an
area comprising the existing City & Holbeck ward to comprise part of their proposed Armley
ward, would provide an appropriate balance between the statutory criteria and would secure
identifiable boundaries. However, we proposed two minor boundary amendments to secure a
more identifiable boundary and a better reflection of community identities: for the area south of
the railway line between Swinnow Lane and Swinnow Road to comprise part of the proposed
Pudsey ward, and for the area south of Town Street and west of Grangefield Road to comprise
part of the proposed Bramley ward.
144
Under our draft recommendations, the proposed Armley, Bramley, Calverley & Farsley,
Farnley & Wortley and Pudsey wards would have 8% more, 1% fewer, 4% more, 5% more and
5% more electors per councillor than the city average currently (4% more, 1% fewer, 2% more,
5% more and 4% more by 2006).
145
At Stage Three, the Council proposed an amendment to the boundary between the
proposed Bramley and Pudsey wards. It proposed that the area to the south of the LeedsBradford railway line and east of Richardshaw Lane be transferred from the proposed Calverley
& Farsley ward to the proposed Pudsey ward. It stated that this ‘would result in clearer
boundaries on the ground – particularly for the proposed Calverley & Farsley ward – and the
transfer into the proposed Pudsey ward of households which relate more to Pudsey than the
proposed ward of Calverley & Farsley’. The Council also proposed an amendment to the
boundary between the proposed Bramley and Calverley & Farsley wards to provide a stronger
boundary and transfer those electors on Bagley Lane currently in the proposed Bramley ward
into an amended Calverley & Farsley ward. Both of these amendments received the support of
all the groups on the Council. The Council opposed the proposal by Councillor Sullivan (Bramley
ward) that the proposed Bramley ward be renamed Bramley & Stanningley ward but noted that
this alternative ward name had the support of the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats.
146
The Conservative Group supported the proposal by Councillor Sullivan of Bramley ward
that the proposed Bramley ward be renamed Bramley & Stanningley ward. They stated that
‘Stanningley is also an historic part of Leeds and for many years had a ward called Stanningley’.
147
Councillor Atkinson (Bramley ward) supported the draft recommendations for Bramley
but proposed an amendment to the boundary between the proposed Bramley and Pudsey
wards. She proposed that Sunnyside Road be transferred from the proposed Pudsey ward into
the proposed Bramley ward.
148
Councillor Robinson (a Morley Town councillor) supported the Council’s proposed
amendment to the boundary between the proposed Bramley and Pudsey wards. A resident
suggested that the proposed Farnley & Wortley ward be renamed Wortley ward and argued that
‘Farnley is a relatively small part of West Leeds’ while ‘Wortley is a well established area name’.
149
We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three and, with
two amendments, are proposing to endorse the draft recommendations for this area as final. We
are proposing to adopt the amendment to the boundary between the proposed Bramley and
Calverley & Farsley wards as put forward by the Council. This amendment would affect very few
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electors and we consider that it would provide for a better reflection of community identity as well
as providing for a stronger and more easily identifiable boundary. We are also proposing to
adopt Councillor Sullivan’s proposal, supported by the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats,
that Bramley ward be renamed Bramley & Stanningley ward as we consider that this name
would best reflect the constituent parts of the proposed ward.
150
We considered the Council’s proposed amendment to the boundary between the
proposed Bramley and Pudsey wards but have not been persuaded that this proposal would
provide for a better reflection of the statutory criteria than our draft recommendations. We
consider that the proposed southern boundary of Bramley ward which follows the railway line
provides a strong boundary and that the properties on Richardshaw Lane should be united in a
single ward rather than divided between two wards as proposed by the Council. We also
considered Councillor Atkinson’s proposal to transfer Sunnyside Road from the proposed
Pudsey ward into the proposed Bramley ward but have not been persuaded that electors on
Sunnyside Road share more of a community identity with electors in Bramley ward than they do
with electors in Pudsey ward. Finally, we considered the proposal that Farnley & Wortley ward
be renamed Wortley ward but have not been persuaded that this name would provide a better
reflection of the constituent parts of the ward.
151
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in the proposed
Armley, Calverley & Farsley, Farnley & Wortley and Pudsey wards would be 8%, 4%, 5% and
5% above the city average respectively (4%, 2%, 5% and 4% by 2006). The number of electors
per councillor in the proposed Bramley & Stanningley ward would be 1% below the city average,
both initially and in 2006.

Aireborough, Cookridge, Horsforth and Otley & Wharfedale wards
152
These four wards comprise the north-western periphery of the city. Both Aireborough and
Cookridge wards are unparished and have 20% more and 2% more electors per councillor than
the city average currently (25% more and equal to the average by 2006). Horsforth ward
includes Horsforth Town Council and has 5% more electors per councillor than the city average
currently (3% more by 2006). Otley & Wharfedale ward includes the parishes of Otley, Pool,
Arthington, Bramhope and Carlton and has 17% more electors per councillor than the city
average both now and by 2006.
153
At Stage One, the City Council and Liberal Democrats both proposed broadly retaining
the existing Horsforth ward. The City Council proposed departing from the existing boundary
along Leeds Road to follow Over Lane and return to the existing boundary. Both the Council and
the Liberal Democrats proposed a boundary amendment for the eastern boundary to follow the
railway line until the Ring Road, where it would rejoin the existing boundary of Oil Mill Beck.
154
The City Council proposed a further three wards. It proposed a revised Aireborough
ward, to be named Guiseley & Rawdon ward. It proposed to amend the eastern boundary of this
ward to run from the south-western boundary of Carlton parish, following the rear of the
properties on the eastern side of Coppice Wood Avenue until it joins and runs along Banksfield
Mount, turning to run along Coppice Wood Avenue, briefly following Queensway and then
turning to follow Swincar Avenue, then Walker Row through the Westfield industrial estate to the
western edge of Engine Field nature reserve and onto Parkland View and then Henshaw Lane,
behind the properties of Henshaw Avenue and Cricketers Green, joining and following Green
Lane and then Belmont’s Grove and ground detail to link with the City Council’s proposed
Horsforth ward where the existing boundary intersects with Bayton Lane.
155
The City Council proposed that the areas east of this boundary within the current
Aireborough ward should join with the parishes of Otley and Carlton, and the areas south of
Carlton parish, which comprise the south-west area of the existing Otley & Wharfedale ward, to
comprise a new Otley & Yeadon ward. The City Council proposed a new Cookridge &
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Wharfedale ward to comprise the majority of the existing Cookridge ward, except for the areas
broadly south of Tinshill Road and Farrar Lane, and west of Otley Old Road, Raynell Drive and
New Adel Lane, and the parishes of Bramhope, Pool and Arthington.
156
The Liberal Democrats argued that the communities of the Wharfe Valley, the parishes of
Otley, Pool and Arthington, should be contained in a single city ward. To achieve this aim, the
Liberal Democrats proposed new Yeadon & Rawdon and Bramhope & Cookridge wards as well
as a modified Otley & Wharfedale ward. The Conservatives and Mr Winfield developed a similar
set of proposals for these four wards. The Conservatives proposed to retain the existing
Cookridge ward along with a revised Otley & Wharfedale ward and new Horsforth & Rawdon
and Guiseley & Yeadon wards. Mr Winfield proposed to retain the existing Cookridge ward along
with a modified Aireborough ward, a revised Otley & Wharfedale ward and a new Horsforth
North & Rawdon ward.
157
Micklefield Parish Council proposed three wards: Otley & Guiseley; Yeadon & Rawdon
and a revised Horsforth ward. Horsforth Town Council argued that it should remain in one city
ward while Otley Town Council noted that consultation ‘has taken place between the Labour
Group of Leeds City Council’ and itself, and that it ‘supports the principle of the formation of an
Otley & Yeadon ward’.
158
We carefully considered all the representations received for this area. We noted that, due
to significant under-representation in this area, these four wards should comprise five wards.
However, we observed that options to accomplish this were limited by the area’s position on the
north-western edge of the city boundary. In proposing new warding arrangements for this area,
we sought to provide the best reflection of community identities and interests while retaining, as
far as possible, a separation between the rural and suburban areas. In this instance, due to the
limited options available, we judged that, although there is an element of uniting rural and
suburban areas, the City Council’s proposals provided for the best reflection of the statutory
criteria and the most appropriate solution to the issue of under-representation. In addition we
noted that its proposed Otley & Yeadon ward had received support from Otley Town Council and
that its proposed Horsforth ward reflected the views submitted to us by Horsforth Town Council.
Therefore we adopted the City Council’s proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale, Guiseley &
Rawdon, Horsforth and Otley & Yeadon wards.
159
However, officers from the Committee visited the area and, as a result, we amended the
boundary between the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards to achieve a
better level of electoral equality. We proposed that the boundary between these two wards follow
the rear of the properties on the western side of Coppice Wood Crescent, the western side of
Queensway Primary School and then run along the rear of properties on the northern side of
Queensway to join with the City Council’s proposed boundary.
160
We considered that the Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s proposals had merit, in
particular with regard to their proposed Otley & Wharfedale ward. We noted Mr Winfield’s
argument that to unite the Cookridge community with Bramhope parish would provide a poor
reflection of their community identities and interests. However, we considered that the
Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s proposals would not provide for a better reflection of the
statutory criteria or a more appropriate solution to the issue of under-representation in the area.
We were not convinced by the Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s arguments regarding the
division of Horsforth Town Council, and therefore judged that the City Council’s proposed
Horsforth and Cookridge & Wharfedale wards would secure more effective and convenient local
government while providing a good reflection of the statutory criteria and utilising clear and
identifiable boundaries.
161
We considered that the Liberal Democrats’ proposed alternative arrangements did not
provide for a better balance between the statutory criteria than the City Council’s proposals. We
judged that we had received insufficient evidence and argumentation to justify the high level of
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electoral imbalance secured by their proposed Yeadon & Rawdon ward or that their proposal for
a part of Guiseley to comprise part of the proposed Otley & Wharfedale ward would provide for a
better reflection of the statutory criteria. We judged that Micklefield Parish Council’s proposed
wards would not secure a better balance between the statutory criteria and that we had received
insufficient evidence to justify the high level of electoral variance produced by a ward comprised
of ‘just Horsforth proper’.
162
Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale, Guiseley &
Rawdon, Horsforth and Otley & Yeadon wards would have 1% fewer, 1% more, 6% more and
6% more electors per councillor than the city average currently (1% fewer, 6% more, 5% more
and 6% more by 2006).
163
At Stage Three, the Council, with the exception of the Liberal Democrats, suggested that
the proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale ward be renamed Adel & Wharfedale ward. The Council
opposed an amendment to the boundary between the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley &
Yeadon wards put forward by Councillor Kirkland. The Council opposed the proposal to run the
boundary behind the properties to the south of Belmont Grove on the grounds that there was ‘a
lack of suitable alternative ward boundary on the ground – both to north and south’. However the
Council noted that Councillor Kirkland’s proposal had the support of the Liberal Democrats. The
Council also opposed the proposal by Councillor Anderson to transfer the area to the south and
east of Tinshill Road from the proposed Weetwood ward into an amended Cookridge &
Wharfedale ward. However the Council noted that Councillor Anderson’s proposal had the
support of the Conservatives. The Conservatives stated that they ‘wholeheartedly supported this
proposal as it would ensure that the area again had a greater cohesion of interest’.
164
Arthington Parish Council opposed the draft recommendations and stated that it wished
‘to remain as part of the Otley & Wharfedale ward’. The Parish Council stated that its links were
with Otley rather than Cookridge. Bramhope & Carlton Parish Council also opposed the proposal
to ‘separate Bramhope from Otley via a Cookridge & Wharfedale ward’. It argued that there were
no links between the communities of Bramhope and Cookridge stating that ‘because Cookridge
is essentially a housing district of Leeds, it has little in common with a rural community’. The
Parish Council also stressed the ‘long and historical connection between Bramhope and Otley’
commenting on factors such as the transport links, school links and medical links which it argued
were all with Otley rather than Cookridge. It argued that Bramhope residents did their shopping
and used the services in Otley and pointed to the parish’s representation on the Otley Ward
Community Involvement Team. The Parish Council concluded that it hoped that the Boundary
Committee would ‘keep the Wharfe valley communities together with the town of Otley, its
natural and historical reference point’.
165
Horsforth Town Council stated that it was ‘delighted to see that you had produced a draft
proposal for the electoral arrangements for Leeds which placed Horsforth in one ward’ and
supported the draft recommendations. It stressed the strong community identity of Horsforth and
enclosed a community directory giving details of over 100 local organisations that were an
’indication of the community spirit of Horsforth and of its entity as an individual community’.
166
Micklefield Parish Council supported the draft recommendations ‘in relation to the new
district wards around Guiseley, Yeadon and Rawdon’. In particular it supported the boundary
between the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards where our proposed
boundary runs along the rear of the properties to the north of Queensway. Micklefield Parish
Council argued that this boundary ‘more accurately reflects the local topography’. Otley Town
Council supported the draft recommendations but proposed a minor amendment to its internal
parish warding arrangements. This is discussed in more detail in the parishing section at the end
of this chapter. Pool Parish Council felt ‘very strongly that they should remain with Otley’ arguing
that ‘there is no connection from the Pool area with the community of Cookridge – either
geographically, physically through local transport, or commercially’.
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Cookridge & Adel Conservatives proposed amending Cookridge & Wharfedale and
Weetwood wards. They expressed ‘grave concern at the proposals to split up Cookridge and
place it in two separate wards’. Their proposal would transfer Carr Bridge View, Carr Bridge
Drive, Carr Bridge Close, Carr Bridge Avenue, Hillcrest Mount, Hillcrest Rise, Tinshill Drive and
all electors to the south of Tinshill Road and to the west of Otley Old Road from the proposed
Weetwood ward into an amended Cookridge & Wharfedale ward. The Cookridge & Adel
Conservatives also stated that, if the ward boundaries remained unchanged, they would support
the proposal that Cookridge & Wharfedale be renamed Adel & Wharfedale ward but that, if their
proposed amendment were adopted, then the name Cookridge & Wharfedale would be more
appropriate. They stated that they were opposed to any alternative proposal that would link
Rawdon and Yeadon with Cookridge & Wharfedale. They argued that ‘there is no commonality
at all with Rawdon and Yeadon as they are areas which have their own unique identity and, as
well as being major housing areas, have their own shopping facilities’ and concluded that ‘there
is also the natural barrier of the green belt to the rear of Moseley Woods and Cookridge Avenue
and the Airport which separates the localities’.
168
Councillors Fox and Francis (Otley & Wharfedale ward) proposed a reconfiguration of the
proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale and Otley & Yeadon wards on a ‘broadly west-east basis’.
They opposed the draft recommendations on the grounds that they split Bramhope & Carlton
Parish Council and failed ‘to reflect the identities and interests of local communities’. Councillors
Fox and Francis stressed the community links regarding health, schooling, service provision and
transport between the villages of Arthington, Bramhope and Pool and the town of Otley. They
also questioned the links between Otley & Yeadon arguing that there were no geographical links
and poor public transport links between the two towns. They argued that there were no links
between the villages of Arthington, Bramhope and Pool and Cookridge and stated that
Cookridge was ‘now separated from Bramhope by green belt and put very simply there never
has been any connection between the two communities’. They questioned the consultation
exercise carried out by Leeds City Council arguing that ‘the “consultation” with Otley Town
Council was purely a token exercise, the Leeds City Council Labour Group having required the
endorsement of its proposals by the Town Council’s Labour Group’ and therefore carried out
their own consultation exercise with the residents of Otley. A questionnaire was delivered to
‘98% of the 6000 or so houses in Otley, as near as is practicable to the whole town’ and the
Councillors stated that the vast majority of the replies supported their alternative proposals. They
considered that ‘the message is clear – there is no measurable support from the community of
Otley for an Otley & Yeadon ward whereas there is overwhelming support for a modified Otley &
Wharfedale ward’. Councillors Fox and Francis proposed an amended Otley & Wharfedale ward
to comprise the existing Otley & Wharfedale ward less polling districts OWK, OWL and OWM.
The proposed new Cookridge & Yeadon ward would comprise ’that part of Cookridge forming
the bulk of the Cookridge & Wharfedale ward per the Boundary Committee’s draft plans…that
part of the present Aireborough ward proposed by the Boundary Committee to go into their new
Otley & Yeadon ward…[and] polling districts OWL and OWK’. The councillors concluded that ‘we
consider the case for a Cookridge & Yeadon ward and a modified Otley & Wharfedale ward to
be compelling and we invite the Boundary Committee to so modify their draft recommendations’.
169
Councillor Kirkland (Otley & Wharfedale ward) proposed a minor amendment to the
boundary between the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards to unite all
properties on Belmont Grove in a single ward. Councillor Coyne, (Otley Town), supported the
Councils proposed Otley & Yeadon ward. He argued that the current Otley & Wharfedale ward
‘ties together areas which are markedly dissimilar’ stating that ‘the villages of Pool, Arthington
and Bramhope are essentially wealthy commuter villages in an agricultural setting’ whereas
‘Otley is a market town with distinct urban characteristics’. Councillor Coyne continued: ‘Otley
has much more in common economically and socially with Yeadon than it does with the villages,
and it shares with Yeadon one of the area’s major employers – Leeds Bradford Airport’.
170
Councillor Robinson (a Morley Town councillor) supported the proposed Otley & Yeadon
ward and stated that ‘both areas are small towns with similar economies, similar social
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composition and similar problems’. Councillor Robinson also stated that ‘the current Otley &
Wharfedale ward ties together areas which are markedly dissimilar’.
171
A resident supported the draft recommendations but proposed a minor amendment to the
boundary between the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards. This resident
proposed that the boundary run along the centre of Queensway rather than behind the
properties to the north of Queensway. Another resident supported the proposed Cookridge &
Wharfedale ward stating that ‘as a resident of the portion of the ward that is being moved into
Weetwood, I certainly feel that the aspirations of people in the immediate area will be better
served being tied into the larger areas of Ireland Wood and Moor Grange’. Six residents
supported the proposed Otley & Yeadon ward with one of these residents also supporting the
proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale ward. One resident argued that the proposal would ‘link up
two areas with similar history and social make-up’ while another argued that ‘there is more
movement between Yeadon and Otley, for work, shopping and other leisure activities and I
therefore support your proposals in full’. Another resident argued that ‘Otley & Yeadon are both
market towns and have a lot more in common than the “Wharfedale” portion of the present
ward’. The same resident considered that ‘the “Wharfedale” portion namely Pool-In-Wharfedale,
Bramhope and Arthington would be better suited to Cookridge (in a new Cookridge &
Wharfedale ward) as they are located nearer to Leeds and have similar characteristics of looking
like suburbs of Leeds’. One resident stated that the proposed Otley & Yeadon ward ‘makes
excellent sense bringing together two very similar communities with a great deal in common,
both historically and today’. A resident of Otley considered that the ‘existing ward did not make
sense with blocks of voters from wealthy commuter suburbs, such as Bramhope, added to this
town’. He continued, stating that the ‘proposal of adding more of Yeadon to Otley has much to
commend it’ and that ‘Yeadon was itself a distinct small town before it became engulfed by
Leeds, with similar sorts of housing, and the only downside is its distance from Otley’.
172
Ten residents opposed the proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale ward arguing that the
Wharfedale villages of Arthington, Bramhope and Pool had little in common with Cookridge. A
resident of Pool stated that ‘All our links are with Otley. My children go to school in Otley, we
shop in Otley, we bank in Otley and visit the doctor and dentist’s surgeries in Otley’. Several
residents argued that there were no public transport links between the Wharfedale villages and
the Cookridge area. Another resident of Pool stated that ‘we are a small rural village with long
historical links with Otley and villagers in Pool look to Otley for virtually all their regular services’.
Another resident of Pool considered that ‘Cookridge is a large anonymous suburb of Leeds and
has nothing in common with the needs of a small village community’. A resident considered that
‘Otley remains the centre for all basic services for both Otley itself and for the three Wharfedale
parishes of Bramhope & Carlton, Pool in Wharfedale and Arthington’ and stated that ‘Cookridge
provides no services to the Wharfedale villages and has, itself, no cohesive centre’. This
resident also opposed the proposed Otley & Yeadon ward arguing that Yeadon has ‘no
commonality whatsoever with Otley’ and considered that ‘it might be that you could link Yeadon
with Cookridge’.
173
A resident, Mr Winfield, stated that he remained ‘uneasy about the composition of this
proposed ward [Cookridge & Wharfedale] which very clearly divides the natural community of
Cookridge (Cookridge Primary School, Cookridge Tower and Cookridge Hospital are each
located outside the proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale ward)’. However he stated that ‘as there
does not appear to be a more satisfactory division of Cookridge ward than the one proposed by
the Committee, I shall not be putting forward any alternative ideas for the division of the present
Cookridge ward’. However he stated that ‘there is some merit in a reconfiguration of the
Committee’s proposed Otley & Yeadon, and Cookridge & Wharfedale wards’. This
reconfiguration would create a ‘Cookridge & Yeadon ward comprising, broadly, the areas of the
current Cookridge ward proposed to be included in the Cookridge & Wharfedale ward, together
with the areas of the proposed Otley & Yeadon ward not currently included in the Otley &
Wharfedale ward’ and a ‘smaller Otley & Wharfedale ward comprising the areas of the two
proposed wards which would not be included in the Cookridge & Yeadon ward’.

50

174
Another resident opposed the draft recommendations for the northwest of the district and
considered that ‘my own solution would be to build three wards along the line of the A65’. He
stated that ‘the Guiseley & Rawdon proposed ward is a start’ and that ‘to this could be added
Yeadon, parts of Rawdon and the northern section of Horsforth’. He continued that ‘the Horsforth
ward in turn could be extended southwards towards the Hawksworth area’ and that ‘in turn Otley
could keep its connections with the Wharfe Valley’. The same resident suggested that the
proposed Guiseley & Rawdon ward be renamed Aireborough ward arguing that ‘the former
Aireborough UDC covered all of the area in this new ward and many local groups have this
name in its title’.
175
We have carefully considered all the representations received regarding this area at
Stage Three and, with three minor amendments, are proposing to endorse the draft
recommendations as final. As put forward by Councillor Kirkland, we are proposing an
amendment to the boundary between the proposed Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon
wards to unite all properties on Belmont Grove in a single ward. We note the opposition of the
Council to this proposal but consider that it would provide a better reflection of community
identity than the draft recommendations without significantly affecting electoral equality. We are
also adopting the amendment proposed by a resident to run the boundary between the proposed
Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards along the centre of Queensway rather than
behind the properties to the north of Queensway. We note the opposition of Micklefield Parish
Council to this proposal and the fact that this boundary was adopted as part of our draft
recommendations but, having reconsidered, we are of the opinion that running the boundary
along the centre of Queensway would provide a stronger boundary than that in the draft
recommendations, again without significantly affecting electoral equality. We are also adopting
the Council’s suggestion that the proposed Cookridge & Wharfedale ward be renamed Adel &
Wharfedale as we consider that this name provides a better reflection of the constituent parts of
the ward.
176
We looked very carefully at the representations we received regarding our proposed
Guiseley & Rawdon and Otley & Yeadon wards and commend the quality of the submissions
received regarding this area. We have received strong argumentation from local parish councils,
Councillors Fox and Francis and local residents regarding the community links between the
Wharfedale villages and Otley. We also commend the efforts of Councillors Fox and Francis to
put forward an alternative solution for this area. However, while we recognise that their proposal
for an amended Otley & Wharfedale ward and a new Cookridge & Yeadon ward has merit we
have not been persuaded to adopt it as part of our final recommendations. Although we have
received opposition to our proposals in this area, we have also received support from the
Council, from Otley Town Council and from a number of local residents, particularly for our
proposed Otley & Yeadon ward. The Cookridge & Adel Conservatives also stated that they
would be opposed to any proposal that would link Rawdon and Yeadon with Cookridge &
Wharfedale as in Councillor Fox and Francis’ proposed Cookridge & Yeadon ward. It should also
be noted that we are constrained in this area by the geographical location of these wards on the
edge of the district and by the need to provide for a uniform pattern of three-member wards. We
are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final for this area with the three
amendments detailed earlier.
177
We also looked at the proposal put forward by the Cookridge & Adel Conservative
Association to transfer an area to the south of Tinshill Road from the proposed Weetwood ward
into an amended Cookridge & Wharfedale ward. However, we did not consider that sufficient
evidence and argumentation regarding community identity had been received to justify the lower
level of electoral equality that this proposal would result in. We also considered the alternative
warding arrangements proposed by local residents for this area but have not been persuaded
that any of these proposals would provide a better balance between the statutory criteria than
the draft recommendations.
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178
On balance, although we recognise the difficulties in this area and have been impressed
by the representations received at Stage Three, we are proposing to endorse our draft
recommendations for this area with only the three minor amendments outlined earlier.
179
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in the proposed
Guiseley & Rawdon, Horsforth (including Horsforth Town Council) and Otley & Yeadon
(including the parishes of Carlton and Otley) wards would be 1%, 6% and 7% above the city
average respectively (6%, 5% and 6% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed Adel & Wharfedale (including the parishes of Arthington, Bramhope and Pool) ward
would be 1% below the city average, both initially and in 2006.

Kirkstall, Moortown, Roundhay and Weetwood wards
180
These four unparished wards comprise the northern area of the city. Kirkstall, Moortown,
Roundhay (including the parish of Shadwell) and Weetwood wards have 6% fewer, 1% fewer,
2% more and 1% more electors per councillor than the city average currently (8% fewer, equal
to, 1% more and 2% more by 2006).
181
At Stage One, the City Council and Liberal Democrats proposed to broadly retain the
existing Kirkstall ward, but to include an area broadly south of the Ring Road and west of Spen
Lane within the existing Weetwood ward. The City Council also proposed transferring the
Kirkstall Brewery site, which lies within the existing Bramley ward to form part of its proposed
Kirkstall ward. The City Council also proposed that the areas which comprise the south-eastern
area of the current Kirkstall ward broadly east of the railway line be transferred to its proposed
City & Riverside and Hyde Park wards.
182
The City Council and Liberal Democrats proposed to broadly retain the existing
Weetwood ward. The City Council proposed to transfer the areas broadly south of Tinshill Road
and Farrar Lane and west of Otley Old Road, Raynell Drive and New Adel Lane from the
existing Cookridge ward to comprise part of the north-western area of its proposed Weetwood
ward. The Liberal Democrats proposed to transfer a similar area south of Tinshill Road, but west
of The Foxhills and south of Tinshill Lane and Farrar Lane and west of Raynell Drive and New
Adel Lane. They proposed to amend the current Weetwood ward’s western boundary with their
proposed Horsforth ward, as described above. They proposed to utilise Meanwood Beck as the
proposed Weetwood ward’s eastern boundary to where it reaches Monk Bridge and then follow
Monk Bridge Road. However, the Liberal Democrats proposed that the boundary run along
Meanwood Road, while the City Council proposed that it run along Stainbeck Avenue, and that
their proposed boundaries then join the existing boundary running along Grove Lane and
Stainbeck Road. The Liberal Democrats proposed that Weetwood ward be renamed Far
Headingley & Lawnswood ward.
183
The City Council proposed to transfer the areas broadly east of Meanwood Beck and Mill
Race and north of Monk Bridge Road, plus an area east of Stainbeck Avenue and north of
Stainbeck Road from the existing Weetwood ward to comprise part of its proposed Moortown
ward. The City Council proposed that this ward comprise much of the existing Moortown ward,
but proposed to transfer the area south of Kedleston Road and east of Chelwood Drive and the
areas east of Talbot Gardens, south of Talbot Avenue and east of Bentcliffe Gardens and
Allerton Grange Avenue, to comprise part of its proposed Roundhay ward, and for the
Meanwood Park Hospital site to comprise part of its proposed Alwoodley ward. The Liberal
Democrats proposed similar modifications to the existing Moortown ward. However, they
proposed that the area east of Meanwood Road be transferred from the existing Weetwood ward
and that the areas north and east of Lidgett Lane be transferred to comprise part of their
proposed Roundhay ward. The Liberal Democrats also proposed to transfer an area broadly
east of King Lane and north of Stonegate Lane from the existing Moortown ward to comprise
part of their proposed Alwoodley ward.
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Both the City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed to broadly retain the existing
Roundhay ward. They proposed to utilise the A1620 as the north-eastern boundary, proposing
that Shadwell parish be transferred to comprise their proposed Bramham & Harewood ward and
that an area broadly north of the A1620 and west of Roundhay Park Lane be transferred to
comprise part of their proposed Alwoodley ward. As described above, they proposed that similar
areas which comprise the current Moortown ward be transferred to comprise part of western
area of their proposed Roundhay ward.
185
The Conservatives and Mr Winfield proposed that the existing Horsforth ward should be
reconfigured into Horsforth North and South regions. They proposed a new Horsforth South &
Kirkstall ward and both proposed to retain the existing Weetwood ward. Mr Winfield proposed to
amend the existing Moortown and Roundhay wards. The Conservatives proposed to rearrange
the northern and southern boundaries of the existing Moortown ward.
186
Councillor lllingworth (Kirkstall ward) opposed the Conservatives’ proposal to
‘amalgamate parts of the existing Kirkstall and Horsforth wards’ while Leeds Left Alliance
proposed that the existing Roundhay ward be retained. Spen Lane & West Park Residents’
Association considered ‘that the present boundaries should broadly remain as they are at
present as the area itself has had no significant changes in respect of new housing or demolition
of homes’.
187
We carefully considered all the representations received for this area. We adopted the
proposals submitted to us by the City Council as we judged that its proposed Kirkstall,
Moortown, Roundhay and Weetwood wards would provide the best balance between electoral
equality, the recognition of community identities and interests and the need to provide for striong
and easily identifiable boundaries. We noted that the Liberal Democrats submitted similar
proposals for this area. As we utilised the similar proposals submitted to us by the City Council
and the Liberal Democrats for other areas, we were unable to utilise the Conservatives’ and Mr
Winfield’s proposed warding pattern for the existing Kirkstall, Roundhay and Weetwood wards.
We also judged that their proposals for the existing Kirkstall and Roundhay wards would not
provide for a better reflection of the statutory criteria, particularly with regard to uniting
communities either side of Hawksworth Wood, and their proposed modification to a southern
area of the existing Roundhay ward. We noted Councillor Illingworth’s opposition to the Kirkstall
Brewery site being included in the proposed Kirkstall ward; however, we considered that we had
received insufficient evidence to suggest that the City Council’s proposal did not provide a good
reflection of community identity.
188
We considered that the City Council’s proposals secured a better reflection of the
statutory criteria than the Liberal Democrats’. We judged that the City Council’s proposed
Kirkstall ward would provide for a better reflection of community identity and provide for a
generally stronger boundary. We considered that the City Council’s proposed Moortown ward’s
modified eastern boundary would be more identifiable and that the use of Stainbeck Avenue
would provide for a better reflection of community identities in the Meanwood area.
189
As discussed above, officers from the Committee visited the area and we were
concerned that the proposed Moortown ward’s boundary would not utilise the most identifiable
boundary in the area (the A1620), and that the proposal for the Meanwood Park Hospital site to
comprise part of the proposed Alwoodley ward would not provide a good reflection of community
identity. Therefore we maintained that the proposed Moortown ward’s northern boundary should
follow the A1620 Ring Road in order that the Meanwood Park Hospital site comprise part of its
north-eastern area.
190
Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Kirkstall, Moortown, Roundhay and
Weetwood wards would have 1% more, 4% more, 5% more and equal to the average number of
electors per councillor for the city average currently (1% fewer, 5% more, 3% more and equal to
the average by 2006).
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At Stage Three, the Council opposed Councillor Harrand’s proposal to transfer polling
district MOC from the proposed Moortown ward to the proposed Roundhay ward and transfer
polling district MOH from the proposed Roundhay ward to the proposed Moortown ward on the
grounds that the resulting Roundhay electorate would be too large. The Conservatives
supported Councillor Harrand’s proposal. The Council also (with the exception of the Liberal
Democrats who made a separate proposal) supported the retention of the name Weetwood in
light of proposals by local residents to rename the ward.
192
The Conservatives supported Councillor Anderson’s proposal for an amended Weetwood
ward as discussed in the previous section. The Liberal Democrats suggested that the proposed
Weetwood ward be renamed Far Headingley & Lawnswood ward. They accepted that ‘no single
name received universal support’ but considered that ‘although not a perfect solution we feel that
Far Headingley & Lawnswood is a far more appropriate name for the new proposed Weetwood
ward’. They argued that ‘Far Headingley is a commonly used description of the majority of the
southern part of the ward’ and that ‘Lawnswood School, Lawnswood Roundabout and the
Lawnswood Business Park are well known landmarks in the northern part of the proposed ward’.
193
Scarcroft Parish Council supported the draft recommendations stating that ‘the
comments received have all been very favourable so far as the amalgamation of local interests
is concerned’.
194
Councillor Castle (Roundhay ward) proposed transferring polling district MOC from the
proposed Moortown ward to the proposed Roundhay ward and transferring polling district MOH
from the proposed Roundhay ward to the proposed Moortown ward to provide a better reflection
of community identity. Councillor Fox (Roundhay ward) supported the draft recommendations
and stated that ‘in terms of the Roundhay ward…I can assure you that the changes proposed
reflect natural communities and have been warmly welcomed’. Councillor Fox also opposed the
alternative proposal of Councillor Harrand and the Conservatives. He stated that ‘Moortown
Corner, which includes residencies and shopping areas, is at the very heart of Moortown and
has never had any linkage to Roundhay’. Councillors Harker, Harris and Lancaster (Moortown
ward) also opposed Councillor Harrand and the Conservative’s proposals on the grounds that
the proposed Roundhay ward would have an electoral variance of more than 7% above the city
average and would not reflect community identities in the area. They argued that Councillor
Harrand’s and the Conservative’s proposals would ‘mean that part of the heart of Moortown
community would be transferred into Roundhay’ and that ‘in no way does this area have any
connection with Roundhay’. In conclusion they stated that ‘the proposals which you have
recommended for the revised Moortown ward do hold together as a viable unit’.
195
A resident, Mr Winfield, proposed an amendment to the proposed Roundhay ward ‘so as
to ensure that the whole of the area bounded to the west by Harrogate Road, to the south by
Street Lane, to the east by Roundhay Park and to the north of the Ring Road would be included
in Roundhay ward’. He argued that the boundary between the proposed Moortown and
Roundhay wards is ‘arbitrary and fails to reflect natural communities’. Mr Winfield also opposed
the transfer of polling district WDB into the proposed Kirkstall ward arguing that this would divide
the two sites of a school between two wards. Mr Winfield proposed retaining polling district WDB
in Weetwood ward and adding polling district KIG to the proposed Kirkstall ward as well as
removing polling district WDG from the proposed Weetwood ward and adding it to the proposed
Headingley ward. Finally he proposed transferring part of polling district HEF from the proposed
Headingley ward into the proposed Hyde Park ward.
196
Another resident considered that ‘a long established electoral district [such as Roundhay
ward] should be preserved unless there were an overwhelming need for a change’. However, if
changes were necessary then the resident considered that a ‘better proposal would be to add
the polling district MOC to the Roundhay ward instead of the Brackwood Estate’.
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Fourteen residents opposed the proposed Roundhay ward with eight of these residents
supporting Councillor Harrand and the Conservative’s proposal for amended Moortown and
Roundhay wards.
198
We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three regarding
this area and are proposing to endorse the draft recommendations, without amendment, as final.
We looked carefully at the proposal to amend the boundary between the proposed Moortown
and Roundhay wards but, in light of the support for the draft recommendations from the Council
and Councillors Fox, Harker, Harris and Lancaster, have not been persuaded to move away
from our draft recommendations. We do not consider that sufficient evidence has been provided
to demonstrate that the proposed amendment would better reflect community identities in the
area, especially in light of the worse level of electoral equality that this amendment would result
in. We also looked at Mr Winfield’s proposed amendments to Headingley, Hyde Park, Kirkstall
and Weetwood wards but are not proposing to adopt them as we consider that the draft
recommendations provide a good balance between electoral equality, the recognition of
community identity and the provision of strong boundaries in this area. We also do not consider
that transferring polling district KIG into the Kirkstall ward would provide a good reflection of
community identity in the area. Finally we have not been persuaded to move away from our draft
recommendations to rename Weetwood ward as Far Headingley & Lawnswood as we have not
received any further local support for this name and the Liberal Democrats themselves stated
that ‘no single name received universal support’. We have also noted the support of the Council
for the proposed Weetwood ward.
199
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in our proposed
Kirkstall, Moortown, Roundhay and Weetwood wards would be 1%, 5% and 5% above and
equal to the city average respectively (1% below, 5% above, 3% above and equal to the city
average by 2006).

Halton, Seacroft and Whinmoor wards
200
These three wards comprise the eastern area of the city. Both Halton (including the
parish of Austhorpe) and Seacroft wards are unparished and have 11% more and 28% fewer
electors per councillor than the city average currently (9% more and 32% fewer by 2006).
Whinmoor ward encompasses both an urban and a rural area and includes Scholes parish ward
of Barwick in Elmet and Scholes parish, and has 22% fewer electors per councillor than the city
average currently (26% fewer by 2006).
201
At Stage One, the City Council proposed to retain the urban area of the existing
Whinmoor ward by transferring Scholes parish ward of Barwick in Elmet and Scholes parish to
its proposed Bramham & Harewood ward. It proposed that the unparished urban area be
combined with the north-eastern area of the existing Halton ward broadly north of the railway line
and Whitkirk Lane and east of the A6120 to comprise a new Cross Gates ward. It proposed that
much of the existing Halton ward comprise a new Temple Newsam ward, proposing to modify
the eastern and southern boundary to follow the M1 motorway so that the area east of the
motorway comprising part of Austhorpe parish and the area south of the motorway comprising
Newsam Green be transferred to comprise part of its proposed Garforth & Swillington ward. The
areas west of the motorway that comprise part of Swillington parish would comprise part of its
proposed Temple Newsam ward. It proposed to modify the current Halton ward’s western
boundary to transfer an area broadly south of the railway line comprising the existing
Burmantofts ward and an area broadly east of the railway line, Neville Close, Felnex Road and
north of Pontefract Lane from the current Richmond Hill ward to comprise the western area of its
proposed Temple Newsam ward. The City Council proposed to expand the existing Seacroft
ward by transferring an area broadly east of Oakwood Lane and north of Fearnville Road from
the existing Harehills ward and the areas broadly north of the railway line and east of Wyke Beck
from the existing Burmantofts ward.
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202
The Liberal Democrats proposed to divide the existing Seacroft ward between two new
Whinmoor & North Seacroft and Crossgates & Seacroft wards. They also proposed a new
Halton & Osmondthorpe ward. The Conservatives proposed three wards broadly based on the
existing Halton, Seacroft and Whinmoor wards. They proposed to retain the existing Halton ward
along with a revised Seacroft ward and a new Barwick & Whinmoor ward. Mr Winfield proposed
to broadly retain the existing Halton ward along with new Barwick & Collingham and Seacroft
South & Halton Moor wards.
203
We carefully considered all the submissions received for this area. We broadly adopted
the City Council’s proposals for this area as part of our draft recommendations as we judged that
the City Council’s proposals would secure the best balance between the statutory criteria. We
considered that its proposed Cross Gates and Seacroft wards would provide a better reflection
of community identities than the other proposals we had received. Officers from the Committee
visited the area and were concerned that Mr Winfield, the Conservatives and the Liberal
Democrats all proposed wards which breach the A1620 Ring Road, which we judged to be a
strong and identifiable boundary and a clear demarcation between two urban areas. However,
as discussed above, we considered that the City Council’s proposal to use the M1 motorway as
its proposed Temple Newsam ward’s eastern boundary would require the creation of unviable
parish wards of the parishes of Austhorpe and Swillington. Therefore we proposed that the
eastern boundary followed Swillington parish’s western boundary until it intersects with the M1,
which the boundary would follow westwards as proposed by the City Council, and we adopted
the Liberal Democrats’ proposal for Austhorpe parish to form part of the proposed Garforth &
Swillington ward.
204
Having visited the area, officers from the Committee considered that it may be possible
to further improve upon the Council’s proposals. We were concerned that the proposed Cross
Gates ward name would not provide an accurate reflection of its comprising communities, as it
would not contain part of the Cross Gates area broadly south of York Road and north of the
railway. However, proposing that this area be included in the proposed Cross Gates ward would
have a detrimental effect on electoral equality. We considered the option of renaming both the
proposed Cross Gates and Seacroft wards to provide a better reflection of their constituent
parts, but in light of the consultation carried out on ward names, we were reluctant to propose
such an amendment. However, we welcomed comments regarding this issue during Stage
Three. We were concerned that the area south of the railway line proposed by the Liberal
Democrats and City Council to comprise part of the proposed Cross Gates ward would identify
with the Whitkirk area to the west rather than the areas to the north. However, we noted that the
areas broadly north and south of the railway line comprised part of the existing Halton ward. We
were concerned that the City Council’s proposal that part of the existing Harehills ward comprise
part of the proposed Seacroft ward would place the Hollin Park area within a ward to which it
had no direct access. In spite of this, proposing amendments for these areas would either have
a detrimental effect on electoral equality, due to the substantial size of each of the area’s
electorates, or on community identities, if the Hollin Park area was to be split between two
wards, and therefore would not provide the best balance between the statutory criteria.
However, we amended the proposed boundary where it runs along the centre of Fearnville Road
so that it followed the rear of the properties on the south side.
205
Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Cross Gates, Seacroft and Temple
Newsam wards would have 7% more, 2% more and 2% fewer electors per councillor than the
city average currently (3% more, equal to the average and 4% fewer by 2006).
206
At Stage Three, the Council opposed Councillor Hyde and the East Leeds Conservative
Association’s proposal for amending Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Cross Gates and Temple
Newsam wards on the grounds that the resulting Cross Gates ward would have an electoral
variance of 8% below the district average. The Council also proposed that the wards of Cross
Gates and Seacroft be renamed Cross Gates & Whinmoor and Killingbeck & Seacroft
respectively.
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207
The Conservatives supported Councillor Hyde’s proposal for amending Burmantofts &
Richmond Hill, Cross Gates and Temple Newsam wards arguing that ‘there is absolutely no
community interest between the part of Osmondthorpe that has been tacked on to the Temple
Newsam ward’. They also argued that other wards with variances of the size of the proposed
Cross Gates ward (8% below the district average) were contained in the draft recommendations.
208
The East Leeds Conservative Association proposed transferring all electors to the south
of the Leeds to York railway line from the proposed Cross Gates ward to an amended Temple
Newsam ward. It also proposed transferring polling districts RHF and RHJ from the proposed
Temple Newsam ward into an amended Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward and argued that this
would unite Osmondthorpe in a single ward. It considered that this proposal ‘offers an
improvement towards the mean average in two of the wards at the expense of a slight shortfall in
the third’ and that ‘much more importantly it addresses the expectation of our residents that they
will continue to live in their own homogenous communities’.
209
Micklefield Parish Council opposed the boundary between the proposed Cross Gates
and Seacroft wards and considered that ‘the boundary between a Cross Gates and a Seacroft
ward should be on a southwest/northeast axis along the A64, not on a southeast/northwest axis
along the A6120’. The Parish Council recognised the constraints of a periodic electoral review
but stated that ‘any further consideration of the ward boundary in that vicinity would be
welcomed’.
210
Councillor Atha (Kirkstall ward) supported the proposed Temple Newsam ward and
opposed the proposals put forward by the East Leeds Conservative Association. He considered
that, under their proposals, the proposed Cross Gates ward would be ‘far too small’ and argued
that, while the East Leeds Conservative Association’s proposals utilise a railway line as a
boundary in one area, they breach the same railway line elsewhere.
211
Councillor Gruen (Whinmoor ward) supported the draft recommendations but suggested
that the proposed Cross Gates ward be renamed Cross Gates & Whinmoor arguing that ‘people
in Whinmoor feel very strongly about the place they live in, they are proud of their community,
have a very special spirit within their neighbourhood and would wish to be clearly and publicly
associated in the name of the new ward’.
212
A resident, Mr Winfield, opposed the proposed Temple Newsam ward on the basis that it
included ‘areas of the present Halton ward (private housing) together with parts of Halton Moor
and Osmondthorpe (council estates)’. He proposed transferring polling district HNI from the
proposed Cross Gates ward into an amended Temple Newsam ward as well as transferring
polling districts RHF and RHJ from the proposed Temple Newsam ward into an amended
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward. He argued that this would unite the whole of Osmondthorpe
in a single ward.
213
We received two petitions from a local resident containing 25 signatures requesting that
Alexander Avenue, Howard Avenue & Court, Lombard Street, Moor Avenue, Oak Road &
Crescent, Portage Avenue & Crescent, Sherbrooke Avenue and Willow Crescent be included in
Temple Newsam ward. Three local residents opposed the proposed Seacroft ward. One of these
residents provided argumentation on the basis of house prices, funding issues and the location
of polling stations.
214
Having carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three, we are
proposing to endorse the draft recommendations as final with just two ward name changes as
proposed by the Council and Councillor Gruen. We are proposing that the wards of Cross Gates
and Seacroft be renamed Cross Gates & Whinmoor and Killingbeck & Seacroft respectively as
we consider that these names would provide a better reflection of the constituent parts of these
respective wards. We carefully considered the alternative proposals of the East Leeds
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Conservative Association, the Conservatives and Mr Winfield but have not been persuaded that
these proposals would provide a better reflection of community identity. These proposals would
provide worse levels of electoral equality than the draft recommendations and we also noted the
support for the draft recommendations in this area from the Council and Councillor Atha. We
considered Micklefield Parish Council’s proposal for an amended boundary between the
proposed Cross Gates and Seacroft wards but do not consider that sufficient argumentation and
evidence has been received to move away from our draft recommendations in this area. We
looked at the other representations received in this area but have not been persuaded to move
away from our draft recommendations and therefore propose confirming the draft
recommendations as final for the remainder of this area.
215
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in our proposed
Cross Gates & Whinmoor and Killingbeck & Seacroft wards would be 7% and 2% above the city
average respectively (3% above and equal to by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in
our proposed Temple Newsam (including Austhorpe West parish ward of Austhorpe parish)
ward would be 2% below the city average (4% below by 2006).

Burmantofts, Chapel Allerton, Harehills, Headingley, Richmond Hill and University
wards
216
These six unparished wards comprise the north and east central areas of the city.
Burmantofts, Chapel Allerton, Harehills, Headingley, Richmond Hill and University wards have
23% fewer, 11% fewer, 16% fewer, 27% more, 26% fewer and 4% fewer electors per councillor
than the city average currently (22% fewer, 11% fewer, 18% fewer, 25% more, 27% fewer and
2% fewer by 2006).
217
The City Council proposed to split the existing Burmantofts ward between three wards.
As discussed above, it proposed that the eastern area comprise the southern area of its
proposed Seacroft ward. It proposed that the western area broadly to the west of Harehills
Recreation Ground and Harehills Cemetery combine with the area comprising the existing
Richmond Hill ward west of the railway line, Neville Close, Felnex Road and south of Pontefract
Lane and an area comprising the eastern part of the existing University ward broadly east of
Beckett Street, Lincoln Road, Cherry Row and Macaulay Street and Mabgate, to comprise a new
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward. The City Council proposed to modify the existing Richmond
Hill ward’s western boundary so that an area broadly west of Marsh Lane, East Street and South
Accommodation Road would be transferred to comprise part of its proposed City & Riverside
ward. The City Council proposed that the central area of the existing Burmantofts ward, broadly
west of Wyke Beck and east of Harehills Recreation Ground and Harehills Cemetery and north
of York Road, combine with the majority of the Harehills ward (except for the area proposed to
comprise part of its proposed Seacroft ward) and an area comprising the north-eastern part of
the existing University ward broadly north of Grant Avenue and Rosebud Walk, east of Dolly
Lane, and north of Lincoln Road and Rectory Street and east of Beckett Street, to comprise a
new Gipton & Harehills ward. The City Council proposed to modify the existing Harehills ward’s
western boundary where it follows Spencer Place so that it would run along Gathorne Street,
turning on to Spencer Mount and then turning to follow Back Rossington Road, then Back Hares
Mount, and then turning onto Pasture Road to join with the existing boundary of Spencer Place
so that the properties west of this boundary would be transferred to its proposed Chapel Allerton
ward.
218
The City Council proposed to broadly retain the current Chapel Allerton ward, amending
the northern and western boundaries. It proposed to utilise Stainbeck Road, and then for the
boundary to turn to follow Meanwood Road until it joins with Clay Pit Lane where the boundary
would turn northwards to join the existing boundary of Barrack Road, in order that the areas east
of these features comprise part of the western area of its proposed Chapel Allerton ward. It
proposed that the area west of Meanwood Road comprise a modified Headingley ward to
include the rest of the existing ward, except for an area broadly south of Victoria Road and east
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of Back Ash Grove and Queen’s Road, which the City Council proposed to comprise part of its
proposed Hyde Park ward. The City Council proposed that this new Hyde Park ward would
comprise the majority of the existing University ward broadly west of Meanwood Road and North
Street and north of Burley Road, Park Lane, Hanover Square, Dension Road, Woodhouse
Square, Little Woodhouse Street and Claredon Way. The City Council proposed to transfer a
southern area of the existing Kirkstall ward broadly east of the railway line and north of Kirkstall
Road to comprise part of the western area of its proposed Hyde Park ward.
219
The Liberal Democrats proposed new Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Harehills & Lincoln
Green and Hyde Park & Woodhouse wards as well as revised Chapel Allerton and Headingley
wards. Mr Winfield proposed new Seacroft & Halton Moor, Little London & Burmantofts and
Headingley & Burley wards as well as revised Chapel Allerton, Harehills and University wards.
The Conservatives proposed modified Burmantofts, Chapel Allerton, Harehills, Headingley,
Richmond Hill and University wards. We also received submissions from the Leeds Left Alliance,
East Park Community Association and a resident.
220
We considered all the submissions received for this area. We adopted the proposals
submitted by the City Council as we judged that they provided the best balance between the
statutory criteria. In addition we noted that the City Council’s proposed Burmantofts & Richmond
Hill ward received support from East Park Community Association and coincided with the views
of a local resident regarding the use of Spencer Lane as a boundary. We judged that Mr
Winfield’s proposed Little London & Burmantofts ward and the Conservatives’ proposed
Burmantofts ward would not provide for a better reflection of community identity or better level of
effective and convenient local government than the City Council’s proposals. As we adopted the
City Council’s proposed Seacroft ward, we were unable to adopt the Liberal Democrats’
proposed Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward. We judged that, in comparison, the City Council’s
proposed Gipton & Harehills ward provided for a better reflection of the statutory criteria and that
its proposed Headingley ward’s boundary would secure a better level of electoral equality than
the Liberal Democrats’ proposed alternative arrangements.
221
Officers from the Committee visited the area and we were concerned that two of the
proposed boundaries put forward by the City Council were not easily identifiable. We therefore
amended the boundary between the proposed Chapel Allerton and Gipton & Harehills wards so
that it would not turn and follow Harehills Lane, but continue on Harehills Avenue until it joined
the existing boundary of Gledhow Valley Road. We amended the boundary between the
proposed Gipton & Harehills and Burmantofts & Richmond Hill wards to depart from Foundry
Approach, following the rear of the properties on the western side of Harehills Park View. We
were concerned that the City Council’s proposed Chapel Allerton ward’s western boundary
utilising Meanwood Road would divide communities. We therefore amended the boundary to
follow the rear of properties on the residential roads on the west side of Meanwood Road and
then rejoin Meanwood Road at the junction with Ridge Road.
222
We noted Leeds Left Alliance’s argument that the Sugerwell Estate is divided by the
Meanwood Valley, and its proposed amendment to the boundary between the existing Moortown
and Chapel Allerton wards. We considered that the Alliance had not provided sufficient evidence
or argumentation to justify the deterioration in electoral equality that would result in proposing
that this area comprise part of the proposed Hyde Park ward, or the deterioration in electoral
equality secured by its proposed Chapel Allerton ward. We considered the local resident’s
proposed Harehills & Burmantofts ward; however, we were unable to consider such a proposal
in isolation, and judged that we had not received sufficient evidence to accept the deterioration
in electoral equality in the surrounding wards.
223
Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Chapel
Allerton, Gipton & Harehills, Headingley and Hyde Park wards would have 4% fewer, 2% more,
3% fewer, 1% more and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the city average currently (6%
fewer, 2% more, 6% fewer, equal to and equal to the average by 2006).
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224
At Stage Three, the Council supported the proposal of a local resident to ‘transfer the
remainder of polling district HEB from the proposed Headingley ward into the proposed Chapel
Allerton ward’. It also supported the proposal of a local resident to ensure that the ‘whole of the
Hyde Park Corner area be located in the proposed Hyde Park ward’. The Council opposed a
proposal by local residents that Gipton & Harehill ward be renamed St James’s ward.
225
The Conservatives proposed an amendment to the proposed Burmantofts & Richmond
Hill ward as discussed in more detail in the previous section. The Liberal Democrats proposed
amendments to the proposed Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Gipton & Harehills and Seacroft
wards. They proposed transferring polling district HSF from the proposed Seacroft ward into an
amended Gipton & Harehills ward to provide a better reflection of community identity in the area.
In light of this they also proposed transferring the area bounded by Compton Road, Stanley
Road, Ashley Road and Harehills Lane from the proposed Gipton & Harehills ward to the
proposed Burmantofts & Richmonds Hill ward to improve electoral equality. The Liberal
Democrats suggested that the proposed Hyde Park ward be renamed Hyde Park & Woodhouse.
They stated that ‘a far greater proportion of the ward lies around the historic and well recognized
area of Woodhouse Moor’ and therefore argued that ‘the name which would best represent the
proposed area is Hyde Park & Woodhouse’.
226
Briarsdale & Gipton Gate Residents Association supported the ‘proposal to rename our
ward Gipton & Harehills which will unite the Gipton Community’ and also supported the
proposed ward. North Hyde Park Neighbourhood Association commented on the draft
recommendations and stated that ‘one concern we have is that the current boundaries tend to
run down the middle of streets’ and that ‘although this makes the geographical definition easy, it
has for us the inconvenience that when it comes to matters like pavement repairs the two sides
of the road are the concerns of different ward councillors’.
227
South Headingley Community Association commented on the Council’s electorate figures
as discussed at the beginning of this chapter. It proposed including ‘all properties west of City of
Leeds School in Headingley ward’ and considered that the Hyde Park Corner shopping centre
should be united in a single ward. It also considered that there could be ‘better ways’ to reduce
the size of Headingley than those adopted in the draft recommendations and proposed utilising
Royal Park Road as a boundary. Finally it suggested that the proposed Hyde Park and
Headingley wards be renamed Woodhouse and South Headingley respectively.
228
Councillor Hall supported the proposed Hyde Park ward and stated that he was
‘particularly pleased that the Hyde Park ward will take in some of the present Headingley ward,
including the Hyde Park pub and the area immediately behind it’. Councillor Harington supported
the proposed Gipton & Harehills ward stating that ‘I am delighted that the new proposals are
suggesting that the whole of Gipton comes into one ward’. He also supported the proposed
name for this ward. Councillor Tear considered that the entire Harehills Regeneration Area
should be contained in the proposed Harehills ward and also proposed an amendment to the
boundary between the proposed Chapel Allerton and Gipton & Harehills wards. He argued that
the electors in the area to be transferred under the draft recommendations from the existing
Harehills ward were being transferred for ‘no good reason’.
229
A resident proposed alternative options for the boundary between the proposed
Headingley and Hyde Park wards in the Cliff Road area but his preferred option was the same
as that proposed by the Council with one additional minor amendment to also transfer No’s 1-3
Victoria Road into the proposed Headingley ward. He stated that ‘I support the council’s
proposal because the Regents Park area is similar in character to the Cliff Road area’. He
supported the proposed Hyde Park ward but suggested that it be renamed Woodhouse ward to
better reflect the communities contained in the ward. This resident also proposed an amendment
to the boundary between the proposed Chapel Allerton and Headingley wards which would
involve the boundary following Meanwood Beck to Grove Lane. He also considered that the
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existing boundary between Chapel Allerton and Moortown wards should be retained arguing that
a fence separated the properties on Stainbeck Road from the rest of the proposed Chapel
Allerton ward.
230
A resident suggested that the proposed Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward be renamed
Burmantofts ward and stated that ‘as the name of a district of Leeds, Richmond Hill is no longer
in use’. The same resident suggested that the proposed Gipton & Harehills ward be renamed
Harehills ward. He argued that ‘because these [Gipton and Harehills] are such different districts
they do not go well together in a ward name’ and considered that ‘Harehills is a better choice’.
231
Another resident supported the proposed Hyde Park ward but proposed a minor
amendment in the ‘Woodhouse Square area, so that the row of “houses” at the bottom of the
Square, including the Swarthmore Centre, is included in Hyde Park ward’. The same resident
considered that ’”Woodhouse” would be a better and more appropriate name for the ward as a
whole – Hyde Park refers only to a small area’.
232
Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three, we are
proposing five amendments to the draft recommendations in this area. We are adopting the
proposal put forward by the Council and a local resident to amend the boundary between the
proposed Headingley and Hyde Park wards. We share the opinion that electors in the Cliff Road
area should be united in a single ward and we have also been persuaded that Hyde Park Corner
should be united in Hyde Park ward, as proposed by the South Headingley Community
Association. Therefore we are proposing an amended boundary to run to the west of the
properties on Cliff Lane and Grosvenor Park Gardens before running west along Cross Cliff
Road, south along Grosvenor Road and to the east of Leeds Girls High School to Victoria Road
where it would rejoin the boundary proposed in the draft recommendations.
233
We are also adopting two other minor amendments proposed by a local resident to the
boundaries between the proposed Chapel Allerton and Headingley wards and Chapel Allerton
and Moortown wards respectively as we consider that these amendments would provide a better
reflection of community identity without adversely affecting electoral equality. Firstly, we propose
amending the boundary between the proposed Chapel Allerton and Headingley wards to run
along The Goit and east along Grove Lane to rejoin the boundary proposed as part of the draft
recommendations. This would transfer those electors on Cherry Court and Cherry Grove into an
amended Chapel Allerton ward and would, we consider, provide a better reflection of community
identity in this area. Secondly, we propose retaining the existing boundary between the
proposed Chapel Allerton and Moortown wards as proposed by a local resident. The resident
stated that a fence separated the properties to the east of Stainbeck Road from the rest of the
proposed Chapel Allerton ward and we concur that electors in this area share more of a
community identity with electors in the proposed Moortown ward.
234
We are adopting the amendment proposed by a local resident to the boundary between
the proposed Hyde Park and City & Riverside wards in the Woodhouse Square area. However,
we are also proposing to include those electors on Chorley Lane and Belmont Grove in the
proposed Hyde Park ward to better reflect community identity in the area. Finally, we are
proposing that Hyde Park ward be renamed Hyde Park & Woodhouse ward as proposed by the
Liberal Democrats as we consider that this name would better reflect the constituent parts of the
ward.
235
We considered the Liberal Democrats’ proposed amendments to the proposed
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Gipton & Harehills and Seacroft wards but did not consider that
sufficient evidence or argumentation was provided to persuade us to move away from our draft
recommendations, especially in light of the electoral inequality that these amendments would
result in. We also noted the support of the Briarsdale & Gipton Gate Residents Association and
Councillor Harrington for the proposed Gipton & Harehills ward. We also considered Councillor
Tear’s amendment to the proposed Gipton & Harehills ward but have not been persuaded that
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the proposal to retain the existing boundary in this area would provide a better balance between
the statutory criteria, especially given the support for the proposed Gipton & Harehills ward.
236
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in our proposed
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill, Gipton & Harehills and Headingley wards would be 4%, 3% and
2% below the city average respectively (6%, 6% and 4% below by 2006). The number of
electors per councillor in our proposed Chapel Allerton and Hyde Park & Woodhouse wards
would be 1% above the city average in both (1% and 3% above respectively by 2006).

Beeston, City & Holbeck and Hunslet wards
237
These three unparished wards comprise the south-western central area of the city.
Beeston, City & Holbeck and Hunslet wards have 26% fewer, 9% fewer and 33% fewer electors
per councillor than the city average currently (29% fewer, 3% more and 31% fewer by 2006).
238
At Stage One, Beeston Community Forum argued that the existing arrangement
artificially divides the natural community of Beeston. It proposed a new Beeston ward ‘in order to
unite a community’. The Forum provided substantial evidence regarding the community identity
and interests of the Beeston community, and argumentation to indicate how the use of Beeston
Town Street as the boundary between the existing Beeston and City & Holbeck wards does not
represent a clear delineation between communities, but rather represents the ‘geographical’ and
‘social centre of [the Beeston] community’.
239
The Forum defined the geographical area that best represents the Beeston community. It
argued that Cross Flatts Park represents a clear delineation between two communities and
contended that two research studies of this area suggested ‘that people in the two separate
areas [east and west of Cross Flatts Park] hold completely diametrically opposite views of their
respective neighbourhoods’. As the Forum proposed a reduction in council size, it approached
its proposed reconfiguration of this area within a 32-ward structure. However, it is worth noting
the Forum’s proposed modified Beeston ward. The Forum proposed to amend the current
Beeston ward to incorporate an area broadly north of Crosslands Road and Harwill Croft within
Churwell parish ward of Morley Town Council, comprising part of the current Morley North ward,
and an area broadly south of Brown Lane West, the M621 and west of Beeston Road,
comprising part of the existing City & Holbeck ward; however, the Forum proposed to transfer an
area north of Cross Flatts Park and Middleton Grove comprising part of the north-eastern area of
the existing Beeston ward.
240
The City Council and Liberal Democrats proposed a substantial reconfiguration of this
area. They proposed to reconfigure the boundaries of the existing City & Holbeck and Hunslet
wards to form a new City & Riverside ward. Starting in the east, they proposed that the existing
City & Holbeck ward’s boundary continue east on the railway line adjacent to Whitehall Road
and Wortley Recreation Ground, which would entail transferring the areas west of these features
to their proposed Farnley & Wortley and Wortley wards respectively. They proposed that the
boundary then follow the railway line adjacent to Oldfield Lane and Wellington Road, then run
along the edge of Wellington Road to connect with the railway line adjacent to Canal Street,
which would entail transferring the areas west of these features to their proposed Armley ward.
The City Council proposed that the boundary follow this railway line until the A65 which it would
briefly follow eastwards and then depart to follow the rear of the properties on Willow Close and
Willow Avenue to join and run along Burley Road. The Liberal Democrats proposed that the
boundary follow the railway line, from which it would depart to briefly follow the River Aire and
then the rear of the property east of Viaduct Road to then join and run along the A65, which it
would depart from to follow Studio Road and then Burley Road. The City Council’s proposals
would entail transferring the area broadly south of Burley Road from the existing University ward
to its proposed City & Riverside ward and the area to the north to its Hyde Park ward. The
Liberal Democrats’ proposals would entail an area broadly east of Studio Road and south of
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Burley Road being transferred from the existing University ward to their proposed City &
Riverside ward and the area west of Studio Road and north of the A65 to their proposed Hyde
Park & Woodhouse ward.
241
The Liberal Democrats proposed that the boundary run from Burley Road along Park
Lane to join the existing boundary of the Inner Ring Road, transferring the area south of Park
Lane from the existing University ward to the proposed City & Riverside ward. However, the City
Council proposed that the boundary depart from Park Lane to follow the back of properties on
Hanover Square and then Park Lane College to follow Dension Road and Woodhouse Square
and Claredon Road and then run along Chorley Lane and Little Woodhouse Street, then the
western edge of the electricity station onto Claredon Way and then follow Calverley Street to join
the existing boundary of the Inner Ring Road, transferring the areas south and east of these
roads and features from the existing University ward to its proposed City & Riverside ward.
242
The Liberal Democrats proposed to utilise the existing eastern boundaries of the current
City & Holbeck and Hunslet wards where they follow the Inner Ring Road, the A61 and the River
Aire. The City Council proposed that the boundary depart from the Inner Ring Road to follow
North Street to join Clay Pit Lane and run to Barrack Road, which it would follow until briefly
running along Roundhay Road, turning along Grant Avenue and Rosebud Walk, and then Dolly
Lane and Cherry Row. From here the City Council proposed that the boundary briefly follow
Lincoln Green Road, turning to run along Macaulay Street, then Argyle Road, and then along
Mabgate to join the existing boundary of the Inner Ring Road. The area enclosed by these roads
are within the existing University ward, but would be transferred to the City Council’s proposed
City & Riverside ward. The City Council proposed that the boundary depart from the Inner Ring
Road to follow York Street, then run along Marsh Lane and then follow East Street and South
Accommodation Street to join the existing Hunslet ward’s north-eastern boundary of the River
Aire.
243
Both the City Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed that the boundary depart from
the River Aire to follow the M1. The City Council proposed that the boundary should continue on
the M1 until the M621 which it would follow northwards; however, the Liberal Democrats
proposed to depart from the M1 to follow the existing Hunslet ward’s boundary, utilising the
dismantled railway line, Wood Lane and Wakefield Road before returning to the M1 and then
following the M621 northwards. They proposed that the areas broadly south of the A621 be
transferred from the existing Hunslet ward to comprise part of their proposed Middleton Park
ward.
244
The City Council and the Liberal Democrats approached their proposals to modify the
existing Beeston ward in a similar manner by proposing to retain the existing eastern and
southern boundary, but proposed a different boundary dividing their proposed Beeston and City
& Riverside wards. The City Council proposed that the areas comprising the existing City &
Holbeck ward broadly south of Low Fields Road, the M621 and Low End Place, west of Beeston
Road and Lodge Lane be transferred to comprise part of its proposed Beeston ward. However,
the City Council proposed that the areas east of Dewsbury Road and Middleton Grove be
transferred from the existing Beeston ward to comprise part of its proposed City & Riverside
ward. The Liberal Democrats proposed that the areas comprising the existing City & Holbeck
ward broadly south of Low Fields Road, the M621, Malvern Road and Coupland Street and west
of Dewsbury Road be transferred to their proposed Beeston ward.
245
The Conservatives proposed revised Beeston and City & Holbeck wards as well as a
new Hunslet & Belle Isle ward. Mr Winfield proposed a revised City & Holbeck ward along with
new Beeston & Churwell and Hunslet & Middleton Park wards. We also received a submission
from a local resident in this area.
246
We carefully considered all the submissions received for this area. We adopted the
proposals submitted to us by the City Council and noted that the Liberal Democrats submitted
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similar proposals for this area. We considered Beeston Community Forum’s argument that the
Beeston community is divided by the existing electoral arrangements. The Forum has provided
substantial evidence of the area’s community identity in support of its argument and provided
detailed examples of the way in which the current arrangements divide the community. We also
noted that Mr Winfield has argued a similar case that the existing arrangements divide the
Beeston community and proposed a similar modified Beeston ward. However, we were not
convinced that the Forum’s, the Conservatives’ and Mr Winfield’s proposal to unite the Beeston
community with Churwell parish ward of Morley Town Council would provide the best reflection
of community identity. The Forum argued that Cross Flatts Park demarcates two communities,
but we considered that the railway line also provides a clear demarcation between the two
communities of Beeston and Churwell. Nor were we convinced that the community comprising
Churwell parish ward shares more affinity with the Beeston community than the other
communities that comprise the Morley area. In addition Morley Town Council stated its
opposition to Churwell parish ward becoming part of a new Beeston ward.
247
We judged that the best balance between the statutory criteria would be provided by the
similar proposals submitted to us by the City Council and Liberal Democrats for the Beeston
community and part of the Beeston Hill area to comprise a new Beeston ward, and therefore we
broadly adopted their proposed Beeston ward as part of our draft recommendations. However,
officers from the Committee visited the area and we were concerned that parts of the boundaries
proposed by the City Council and the Liberal Democrats were not easily identifiable. Therefore
we proposed that the boundary depart from the M621 motorway to follow the west side of the
properties on Baron Close and Buckton View and then ground detail through Holbeck Cemetery,
to join and run along Beeston Road until Coupland Street, which it would follow, as suggested by
the Liberal Democrats, but then depart to follow the north and east edge of the Allotment
Gardens to join and run along Dewsbury Road to join with the City Council’s proposed boundary.
248
We adopted the proposal for a new City & Riverside ward submitted to us by the City
Council. We noted that the Liberal Democrats submitted a similar proposal. We judged that the
proposal to divide the existing Hunslet ward, utilising the A621, to comprise parts of two new
wards provided a better balance between the statutory criteria than the similar proposals
submitted to us by the Conservatives and Mr Winfield to unite part of the existing Middleton Park
ward with the existing Hunslet ward to comprise their proposed Hunslet & Belle Isle and Hunslet
& Middleton Park wards respectively.
249
We considered that the City Council’s proposed City & Riverside ward would provide a
better balance between the statutory criteria while fixing identifiable boundaries than the Liberal
Democrats’ alternative. We were concerned that the City Council’s proposal would breach strong
geographical features and would not secure identifiable boundaries. However, officers from the
Committee visited the area and we were aware that the City Council had attempted to create a
separation between the more commercial centre and the surrounding residential areas. We were
minded to agree with the City Council that this approach had merit and would provide a good
reflection of community identity while resulting in a reasonable level of electoral equality.
250
Under our draft recommendations, our proposed Beeston ward and City & Riverside
ward would have equal to and 21% fewer electors per councillor than the city average currently
(3% fewer and 7% fewer by 2006).
251
At Stage Three, Beeston Community Forum supported the proposal to include the
entirety of Beeston parish in the proposed Beeston ward. However it stated that it was ‘greatly
concerned for the area north east of Cross Flatts Park’. It considered that the draft
recommendations split the community of West Hunslet and considered that it was possible to
‘formulate alternative proposals which use stronger boundaries than those proposed in the
BCE’s report, and do not divide natural communities’. It considered that the boundary between
the proposed Beeston and City & Riverside wards is an ‘artificial boundary which divides natural
communities’ and stated that ‘the Committee has chosen to use Dewsbury Road as a boundary
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whereas it is in fact the one single focal point of the West Hunslet Community’. It was argued
that this boundary had the effect of ‘dividing communities (lying to the west of Dewsbury Road)
from facilities used by local residents (principally, a parade of shops on the east of Dewsbury
Road lying between Garnett Place and Tunstall Road)’. The Community Forum proposed a
revised boundary between the proposed Beeston and City & Riverside wards to follow the
Morley-Leeds railway line until the junction with the Leeds-Woodlesford railway line. The
boundary would then follow the Leeds-Woodlesford railway line to the M621 motorway where it
would run down the centre of Beeston Road, the east end of Cross Flatts Park and along the
boundary between the polling districts BED and BEF to rejoin the existing boundary. The
Community Forum stated that ‘the use of Cross Flatts Park as a ward boundary separates the
disparate communities either side of the park’ and that ‘our proposed ward effectively
reconstitutes the Beeston & Holbeck ward which existed between 1973 and 1980’. The
Community Forum proposed that this revised ward be named Beeston & Holbeck ward.
252
As a consequence of this proposal, the Community Forum proposed amendments to the
proposed City & Riverside ward which would reunite East and West Hunslet. The Community
Forum suggested that the revised ward be named City & Hunslet as the proposed ward ‘includes
the city centre and the communities of East and West Hunslet’.
253
The Council (with the exception of the Conservatives) initially stated that it opposed a
proposal by Beeston Community Forum to reconfigure the proposed Beeston and City &
Riverside wards on the grounds that there had been ‘insufficient time to evaluate and check the
impact on the size of the electorate’ of the proposals. However, we also received a subsequent
submission from Councillors Anderson, Blackburn, Jennings and Taggart representing the
Conservative, Green, Liberal Democrat and Labour groups on the Council in support of a slightly
amended version of the Beeston Community Forum proposal. Its proposal was amended by
running the boundary from the Carlisle-Leeds railway line rather than the Manchester-Leeds
railway line, by altering the proposed boundary in the vicinity of the South Leeds stadium to
better reflect ground detail, by removing that part of polling district HUJ south of the M1, by
including 111 electors from the Woodhouse Hill area and by including 264 electors from the
Parnabys. This amended proposal was also supported by a majority of the councillors for the
existing Beeston, City & Holbeck and Hunslet wards.
254
The Conservatives supported the Beeston Community Forum’s proposals and
considered that ‘their representations can be truly regarded as community representations and
we believe that their proposals not only add up numerically but provide much more sensible
proposals based on an active knowledge of the communities’.
255
Hilary Benn, MP, proposed that ‘the suggested “City & Riverside” ward be renamed “City,
Holbeck & Hunslet”’. He stated that ‘not only would this name accurately describe the areas that
would come together to form the new ward but it would also ensure the preservation of the
names Hunslet and Holbeck in the new local government boundaries’.
256
Many respondents suggested that the proposed City & Riverside ward be renamed and
several alternative names were put forward. The Hunslet Club for Boys and Girls suggested
Hunslet & City, The Parish Church of St Peter, Hunslet Moor suggested City & Hunslet while
Hunslet Baptist Church suggested Hunslet, Riverside and City. Councillor Driver (Hunslet ward)
suggested Hunslet & City and argued that this proposed name would better reflect the
constituent parts of the proposed ward. Councillor Erskine (Hunslet ward) suggested Hunslet &
City as his preferred option with City & Hunslet and City, Hunslet & Holbeck as alternatives. He
also supported the Council’s proposal to transfer electors in the Westburys and Parnabys from
the proposed Middleton Park ward into the proposed City/Hunslet ward. Councillor Nash (City &
Holbeck ward) suggested City, Holbeck & Hunslet and, in a subsequent submission, supported
the Council’s original proposals for the Beeston area. She considered that Beeston Community
Forum’s proposed Beeston & Holbeck ward would divide the community around Beeston Road.
She also argued that there was an ‘affinity between Holbeck and Hunslet’ and considered that
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‘at the last boundary review, Holbeck was split from Beeston and Holbeck annexed West
Hunslet into a seamless ward which has worked very well’. Councillor Blake (Hunslet ward)
suggested that the proposed City & Riverside ward be renamed City, Hunslet & Holbeck.
Councillors Davey and Iqbal (City & Holbeck ward) suggested that the proposed City & Riverside
ward be renamed City, Holbeck & Hunslet.
257
Councillors Congreve, Gabriel and Ogilvie (all Beeston ward) supported the draft
recommendations and stated that they were ‘pleased that the whole community of “Beestoners”
are now going to live in the ward of Beeston and not, as at present, living in both “Beeston” and
the “City & Holbeck” ward’.
258
A resident, Mr Winfield, supported Beeston Community Forum’s proposals for an
alternative warding arrangement for the proposed Beeston ward and City & Riverside wards and
provided similar argumentation. Another resident stated that he was ’concerned to see the very
small electorate of the proposed [Riverside & City] ward’ and asked ‘the Boundary Committee to
look again at this proposal’. The same resident also suggested that the proposed City &
Riverside ward be renamed City ward. Another resident proposed that the ‘western boundary be
along Noster Terrace, so that the whole of the cemetery would be in the proposed City &
Riverside ward’. The same resident proposed ‘the transfer of the Woodhouse Hill area and the
area north of East Grange Drive from the proposed Middleton Park ward to the proposed City &
Riverside ward’.
259
Three residents opposed the name of the proposed City & Riverside ward and wished for
Hunslet to be retained in the title of the ward. We also received 12 proforma letters opposing the
proposed name of the City & Riverside ward. A resident suggested that the proposed City &
Riverside ward be renamed Hunslet & City while another resident suggested Holbeck & Hunslet
for the name of this ward. One resident objected to the proposal to remove Holbeck as a ward
name.
260
Having carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three, we are
proposing to adopt the two reconfigured Beeston & Holbeck and City & Hunslet wards proposed
by Beeston Community Forum with two minor amendments to provide stronger boundaries. We
have been persuaded by the evidence and argumentation provided that these wards would
provide a better reflection of community identity in the area than the draft recommendations. The
proposed wards would also provide strong and easily identifiable boundaries and would improve
electoral equality. We have noted the support for these proposed wards from representatives of
all the political groups on the Council and also from the majority of the councillors in the existing
Beeston, City & Holbeck and Hunslet wards. However we are proposing two minor amendments
to Beeston Community Forum’s proposed wards to tie the boundary to ground detail as
proposed by the amended version of the proposal received from the political groups on the
Council. In the north of the proposed Beeston & Holbeck ward, we are proposing to run the
boundary along the M621 slip road and in the west of the ward adjacent to Wortley Recreation
Ground, we are proposing to run the boundary west and then northeast following railway lines.
261
We considered the Council’s proposal to include electors in the Parnabys and
Woodhouse areas in the proposed City & Hunslet ward but we have not been persuaded that
this proposal would provide a better reflection of community identity than the boundary proposed
as part of the draft recommendations. In particular we have not been persuaded that electors in
these areas share more of a community identity with electors to the north of the M621 and we
would require significant evidence of this community identity to propose departing from the M621
as a boundary in this area. Therefore we are proposing to retain the M621 as a boundary in this
area as part of our final recommendations. We also note that the proposed wards of Beeston &
Holbeck and City & Hunslet take account of the many submissions regarding the name of the
proposed City & Riverside ward.
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262
Under our final recommendations, the proposed wards of Beeston & Holbeck and City &
Hunslet would be equal to and 20% below the city average respectively (4% and 6% below by
2006).

Electoral cycle
263
Under section 7(3) of the Local Government Act 1972, all metropolitan cities have a
system of elections by thirds.

Conclusions
264
Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in response to
our consultation report, we have decided substantially to endorse those draft recommendations,
subject to the following amendments:
•
•
•

•
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•
•
•

We are proposing new Beeston & Holbeck and City & Hunslet wards.
We are proposing an amended Bramham & Harewood ward to be renamed Harewood ward
and an amended Wetherby ward to provide a better reflection of community identity in the
area.
We are proposing minor amendments to Alwoodley, Bramley, Calverley & Farsley, Chapel
Allerton, Garforth & Swillington, Guiseley & Rawdon, Headingley, Hyde Park, Kippax &
Methley, Moortown, Morley North, Morley South, Otley & Yeadon and Temple Newsam
wards to provide a better reflection of community identity and stronger boundaries.
We are proposing that Bramley, Cookridge & Wharfedale, Cross Gates, Hyde Park and
Seacroft wards be renamed Bramley & Stanningley, Adel & Wharfedale, Cross Gates &
Whinmoor, Hyde Park & Woodhouse and Killingbeck & Seacroft respectively.
We conclude that, in Leeds:
The existing council of 99 members should be retained.
There should be 33 wards, as at present.
The boundaries of all of the existing wards should be modified.

266
Table 4 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on 2001 and 2006 electorate figures.
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Table 4: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 electorate

2006 electorate

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of
councillors

99

99

99

99

Number of wards

33

33

33

33

5,421

5,421

5,554

5,554

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

17

1

16

0

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

9

0

11

0

Average number of
electors
per councillor
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As Table 4 shows, our final recommendations would result in a reduction in the number
of wards with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 17 to one, with no wards varying by
more than 20% from the city average. This level of electoral equality would improve further by
2006, with no wards varying by more than 10% from the average. We conclude that our
recommendations would best meet the statutory criteria.
Final recommendation
Leeds City Council should comprise 99 councillors serving 33 wards, as detailed and named in Tables 1
and 2, and illustrated on Map 2, in Appendix A and on the large maps.

Parish and town council electoral arrangements
268
When reviewing parish electoral arrangements, we are required to comply as far as
possible with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule provides that, if a
parish is to be divided between different city wards, it must also be divided into parish wards so
that each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward of the city. In our draft recommendations
report we proposed consequential changes to the warding arrangements for Harewood parish to
reflect the proposed city wards.
269
The parish of Harewood is currently served by nine parish councillors representing two
wards, Harewood & Wike and Wigton, with two and seven parish councillors respectively. In light
of our draft recommendations for city wards in this area we modified the boundary between the
two parish wards to reflect our proposal for the areas surrounding Wigton Lane to comprise part
of our proposed Alwoodley ward. We proposed that Harewood & Wike and Wigton parish wards
should continue to be represented by two and seven parish councillors respectively.
270
At Stage Three, Harewood Parish Council stated that ‘the proposed placing of the two
parish council wards into two different city council wards would have a detrimental effect on the
parish electorate’. It considered that there was a danger of the parish losing its identity and
stated that ‘North ward, containing the whole area of Harewood parish, is currently well within
the target variations – why should problems elsewhere be translated into such a big local
change’. No other representations were received regarding the parishing arrangements of
Harewood Town Council.
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271
Having considered all the evidence received, we are confirming our draft
recommendations for parish warding in this area with the amendment outlined earlier in this
chapter to include electors on Manor House Lane in the proposed Wigton parish ward. We do
not consider that sufficient evidence has been received in relation to community identity to
persuade us to retain Harewood parish in a single ward. We therefore confirm the draft
recommendation for warding Harewood parish as final, subject to the amendment to the
boundary of Wigton parish ward outlined earlier in this chapter.
Final recommendation
Harewood Parish Council should comprise nine parish councillors, as at present, representing two wards,
Harewood & Wike and Wigton, returning two and seven parish councillors respectively. The boundary
between the two parish wards should reflect the proposed city ward boundary, as illustrated and named
on the large maps.

272
Otley Town Council is currently served by 15 parish councillors, representing the five
wards of Ashfield, Danefield, Manor, Prince Henry and West Chevin, each with three town
councillors. Otley Town Council proposed modifications to its internal electoral arrangements to
increase its town councillors and proposed an amendment to the existing boundary between
Manor and West Chevin town wards to ‘achieve more equality of representation’ and to provide
for a more identifiable boundary. Our proposed city warding arrangements resulted in no change
to this area and we were content to put forward the Town Council’s proposal for consultation.
273
At Stage Three, Otley Town Council supported the draft recommendations but proposed
a minor amendment to transfer No’s 14-26 Crow Lane from the proposed Manor parish ward to
the proposed Danefield parish ward. No other representations were received regarding the
parishing arrangements of Otley Town Council.
274
Having carefully considered the proposal by Otley Town Council we are endorsing the
draft recommendations for Otley Town Council as final. We have not been persuaded that their
proposal would provide for stronger boundaries or provide a better reflection of community
identity in the area.
Final recommendation
Otley Town Council should comprise 20 town councillors representing five wards: Ashfield (returning five
councillors), Danefield (returning four councillors), Manor (returning four councillors), Prince Henry
(returning three councillors) and West Chevin (returning four councillors), as illustrated and named on the
large maps.

275
Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three, we are
proposing to ward the parish of Austhorpe to create Austhorpe East and Austhorpe West parish
wards. Initially we did not consider that warding this parish would provide for effective and
convenient local government as we considered that it would result in the creation of unviable
parish wards. However, Austhorpe is a parish meeting and does not have any parish councillors.
Warding the parish would not therefore result in the creation of unviable parish wards and to
reflect our city warding arrangements in the area and provide stronger boundaries we are
creating the two parish wards of Austhorpe East and Austhorpe West.
Final recommendation
Austhorpe Parish Council should comprise the two parish wards of Austhorpe East and Austhorpe West.
These wards would not be represented by any councillors as Austhorpe is a parish meeting. These parish
wards are illustrated and named on the large maps.
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At Stage Three, Collingham with Linton Parish Council stated that it was ‘gratified that
The Boundary Committee considers there is merit in its request for properties on the residential
roads of Hillcrest, Wharfe Rein and Wharfe Bank, effectively in Collingham but currently
administered by East Keswick Parish Council, to be transferred to Collingham with Linton Parish
Council’. It went on to state that ’it is not and will not be the Parish Council’s intention to seek to
transfer the 41 properties on these residential roads to comprise a ward with Collingham
parish…It remains the wish that the properties transfer into the Collingham ward of Collingham
and Linton Parish Council’.
277
As part of this review, we are unable to amend external parish boundaries and we would
suggest that this request is looked at as part of a parish review which can be carried out by the
local authority after the completion of this review.
Final recommendation
Collingham with Linton Parish Council should comprise ten parish councillors representing two wards:
Collingham (returning seven councillors) and Linton (returning three councillors).
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Map 2: Final recommendations for Leeds
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6

What happens next?

278
Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Leeds and submitted our final
recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have fulfilled our statutory obligation under
the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended by SI 2001 No. 3692).
279
It is now up to The Electoral Commission to decide whether to endorse our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an Order.
Such an Order will not be made before 9 September 2003, and The Electoral Commission will
normally consider all written representations made to them by that date. They particularly
welcome any comments on the first draft of the Order, which will implement the new
arrangements.
280
All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters discussed
in this report should be addressed to:
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose.)
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Appendix A
Final recommendations for Leeds: detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed ward boundaries for the Leeds area.
Map A1 illustrates, in outline form, the proposed ward boundaries within the City and indicates
the areas which are shown in more detail on the large maps.
The large maps illustrate the proposed warding arrangements for Leeds.
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Map A1: Final recommendations for Leeds: Key map
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Appendix B
Guide to interpreting the first draft of the electoral change Order
Preamble
This describes the process by which the Statutory Instrument will be made, and under which
powers. Text in square brackets will be removed if The Electoral Commission decides not to
modify the Final recommendations.

Citation and commencement
This defines the name of the Statutory Instrument and sets the dates on which it will come into
force.

Interpretation
This defines terms that are used in the Statutory Instrument.

Wards of the City of Leeds
This abolishes the existing wards, and defines the names and areas of the new wards, in
conjunction with the map and the Schedule.

Elections of the council of the City of Leeds
This sets the date on which a whole council election will be held to implement the new wards,
and the dates on which councillors will retire.

Maps
This requires Leeds City Council to make a print of the map available for public inspection.

Electoral registers
This requires Leeds City Council to adapt the electoral register to reflect the new wards.

Revocation
This revokes the Statutory Instrument that defines the existing wards, with the exception of any
articles that established the system of election by thirds.

Explanatory note
This explains the purpose of each article. Text in square brackets will be removed if The
Electoral Commission decides not to modify the Final recommendations.
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Appendix C
First draft of the electoral change Order for Leeds
STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS

2003 No.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT, ENGLAND
The City of Leeds (Electoral Changes) Order 2003
Made

-

-

-

-

2003

Coming into force in accordance with article 1(2)
Whereas the Boundary Committee for England(a), acting pursuant to section 15(4) of the Local
Government Act 1992(b), has submitted to the Electoral Commission(c) recommendations dated
July 2003 on its review of the city(d) of Leeds:
And whereas the Electoral Commission have decided to give effect [with modifications] to those
recommendations:
And whereas a period of not less than six weeks has expired since the receipt of those
recommendations:
Now, therefore, the Electoral Commission, in exercise of the powers conferred on them by
sections 17(e) and 26(f) of the Local Government Act 1992, and of all other powers enabling them
in that behalf, hereby make the following Order:
Citation and commencement
1.—(1) This Order may be cited as the City of Leeds (Electoral Changes) Order 2003.
(2)

This Order shall come into force –

(a) The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of the Electoral Commission, established by the Electoral Commission
in accordance with section 14 of the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums Act 2000 (c. 41). The Local Government
Commission for England (Transfer of Functions) Order 2001 (S.I. 2001/3962) transferred to the Electoral Commission the
functions of the Local Government Commission for England.
(b) 1992 c.19. This section has been amended by S.I. 2001/3962.
(c) The Electoral Commission was established by the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums Act 2000 (c. 41). The
functions of the Secretary of State, under sections 13 to 15 and 17 of the Local Government Act 1992, to the extent that they
relate to electoral changes within the meaning of that Act, were transferred with modifications to the Electoral Commission
on 1st April 2002 (S.I. 2001/3962).
(d) The metropolitan district of Leeds has the status of a city.
(e) This section has been amended by S.I. 2001/3962 and also otherwise in ways not relevant to this Order.
(f) This section has been amended by S.I. 2001/3962.

(a) for the purpose of proceedings preliminary or relating to any election to be held on the
ordinary day of election of councillors in 2004, on 15th October 2003;
(b) for all other purposes, on the ordinary day of election of councillors in 2004.
Interpretation
2. In this Order –
“city” means the city of Leeds;
“existing”, in relation to a ward, means the ward as it exists on the date this Order is made;
and
any reference to the map is a reference to the map marked “Map referred to in the City of
Leeds (Electoral Changes) Order 2003”, of which prints are available for inspection at –
(a) the principal office of the Electoral Commission; and
(b) the offices of Leeds City Council; and
any reference to a numbered sheet is a reference to the sheet of the map which bears that
number.
Wards of the city of Leeds
3.—(1) The existing wards of the city(a) shall be abolished.
(2)

The city shall be divided into thirty-three wards which shall bear the names set out in
Schedule 1.

(3)

Each ward shall comprise the area designated on the map by reference to the name of the
ward and demarcated by red lines; and the number of councillors to be elected for each
ward shall be three.

(4)

Where a boundary is shown on the map as running along a road, railway line, footway,
watercourse or similar geographical feature, it shall be treated as running along the centre
line of the feature.

Elections of the council of the city of Leeds
4.—(1) Elections of all councillors for all wards of the city shall be held simultaneously on the
ordinary day of election of councillors in 2004(b)(c).
(2)

The councillors holding office for any ward of the city immediately before the fourth day
after the ordinary day of election of councillors in 2004 shall retire on that date and the
newly elected councillors for those wards shall come into office on that date.

(3)

Of the councillors elected in 2004, one shall retire in 2006, one in 2007 and one in 2008.

(4)

Of the councillors elected in 2004 –
(a) the first to retire shall, subject to paragraphs (6) and (7), be the councillor elected by the
smallest number of votes; and
(b) the second to retire shall, subject to those paragraphs, be the councillor elected by the
next smallest number of votes.

(5)

In the case of an equality of votes between any persons elected which makes it uncertain
which of them is to retire in any year, the person to retire in that year shall be determined
by lot.

(a) See the City of Leeds (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1979 (S.I. 1979/1616).
(b) Article 4 provides for a single election of all the councillors and for reversion to the system of election by thirds, as
established by articles 8 and 9(7) of S.I. 1979/1616.
(c) For the ordinary day of election of councillors of local government areas, see section 37 of the Representation of the People
Act 1983 (c.2), amended by section 18(2) of the Representation of the People Act 1985 (c.50) and section 17 of, and
paragraphs 1 and 5 of Schedule 3 to, the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (c.29).

2

(6)

If an election of councillors for any ward is not contested, the person to retire in each year
shall be determined by lot.

(7)

Where under this article any question is to be determined by lot, the lot shall be drawn at
the next practicable meeting of the council after the question has arisen and the drawing
shall be conducted under the direction of the person presiding at the meeting.

Wards of the parish of Austhorpe
5. The parish of Austhorpe shall be divided into two parish wards which shall bear the names set
out in column (1) of Schedule 2; and each parish ward shall comprise the area of the city ward
specified in respect of the parish ward in column (2) of that Schedule.
Wards of the parish of Harewood
6.—(1) The existing wards of the parish of Harewood shall be abolished.
(2)

The parish shall be divided into two parish wards which shall bear the names set out in
column (1) of Schedule 3; each parish ward shall comprise the area of the city ward
specified in respect of the parish ward in column (2) of that Schedule, and the number of
councillors to be elected for each parish ward shall be the number specified in respect of the
parish ward in column (3) of that Schedule.

Wards of the parish of Otley
7.—(1) The existing wards of the parish of Otley shall be abolished.
(2)

The parish shall be divided into five parish wards which shall bear the names Ashfield,
Danefield, Manor, Prince Henry and West Chevin, and the wards shall comprise the areas
designated on sheets 1 and 2 by reference to the name of the ward and demarcated by
orange lines.

(3)

The number of councillors to be elected for the parish ward of Ashfield shall be five, for the
parish wards of Danefield, Manor and West Chevin shall be four, and for the parish ward of
Prince Henry shall be three.

Maps
8. Leeds City Council shall make a print of the map marked “Map referred to in the City of
Leeds (Electoral Changes) Order 2003” available for inspection at its offices by any member of
the public at any reasonable time.
Electoral registers
9. The Electoral Registration Officer(a) for the city shall make such rearrangement of, or
adaptation of, the register of local government electors as may be necessary for the purposes of,
and in consequence of, this Order.
Revocation
10. The City of Leeds (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1979 (b) is revoked, save for articles 8
and 9(7).

(a) As to electoral registration officers and the register of local government electors, see sections 8 to 13 of the Representation of
the People Act 1983 (c.2).
(b) S.I. 1979/1616.

3

Sealed with the seal of the Electoral Commission

SCHEDULE 1

article 3

NAMES OF WARDS
Adel and Wharfedale
Alwoodley
Ardsley and Robin Hood
Armley
Beeston and Holbeck
Bramley and Stanningley
Burmantofts and Richmond Hill
Calverley and Farsley
Chapel Allerton
City and Hunslet
Cross Gates and Whinmoor
Farnley and Wortley
Garforth and Swillington
Gipton and Harehills
Guiseley and Rawdon
Harewood
Headingley

Horsforth
Hyde Park and Woodhouse
Killingbeck and Seacroft
Kippax and Methley
Kirkstall
Middleton Park
Moortown
Morley North
Morley South
Otley and Yeadon
Pudsey
Rothwell
Roundhay
Temple Newsam
Weetwood
Wetherby

SCHEDULE 2

article 5

WARDS OF THE PARISH OF AUSTHORPE
NAMES AND AREAS OF WARDS
(1)
Name of Ward

(2)
Area of Ward
So much of the city ward of Garforth and
Swillington as comprises the parish of
Austhorpe
So much of the city ward of Temple Newsam
as comprises the parish of Authorpe

Austhorpe East
Austhorpe West
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SCHEDULE 3

article 6

WARDS OF THE PARISH OF HAREWOOD
NAMES AND AREAS OF WARDS AND NUMBERS OF
COUNCILLORS
(1}
Name of Ward
Harewood and Wike

Wigton

(2)
Area of Ward

(3)
Number of Councillors

So much of the city ward of
Harewood as comprises the
parish of Harewood
So much of the city ward of
Alwoodley as comprises the
parish of Harewood.
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EXPLANATORY NOTE
(This note is not part of the Order)
This Order gives effect, [with modifications], to recommendations by the Boundary Committee
for England, a committee of the Electoral Commission, for electoral changes in the city of Leeds.
[The modifications are indicate the modifications]
The changes have effect in relation to local government elections to be held on and after the
ordinary day of election of councillors in 2004.
Article 3 abolishes the existing wards of the city and provides for the creation of 33 new wards.
That article and Schedule 1 also make provision for the names and areas of, and numbers of
councillors for, the new wards.
Article 4 makes provision for a whole council election in 2004 and for reversion to the
established system of election by thirds in subsequent years.
Articles 5 to 7 make electoral changes in the parishes of Austhorpe, Harewood and Otley.
Article 9 obliges the Electoral Registration Officer to make any necessary amendments to the
electoral register to reflect the new electoral arrangements.
Article 10 revokes the City of Leeds (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1979, with the exception
of Articles 8 and 9(7).
The areas of the new city and parish wards are demarcated on the map described in article 2.
Prints of the map may be inspected at all reasonable times at the offices of Leeds City Council
and at the principal office of the Electoral Commission at Trevelyan House, Great Peter Street,
London SW1P 2HW.
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