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Summary

Who we are and what we do – ‘The 2023 Review’1

The Boundary Commission for England (BCE) is an independent and impartial 
non-departmental public body, which is responsible for periodically reviewing 
Parliamentary constituency boundaries in England.

We are currently conducting a review on the basis of legal rules most recently updated 
by Parliament in 2020, which will conclude with a final report and recommendations 
from us by 1 July 2023. The rules require there to still be 650 constituencies across 
the UK, but more equally distributed across the four parts of the UK, which will see the 
number of constituencies in England increase to 543. Each (apart from five ‘protected’ 
constituencies) must also contain a number of electors that is no smaller than 69,724 
and no larger than 77,062 (as at the fixed date of 2 March 2020). 

We published our initial proposals for the new Parliamentary constituency boundaries 
in England on 8 June 2021 and there have been two rounds of statutory consultation 
relating to those to which we received over 45,000 responses. We have considered 
all of the comments received and taken them into account in developing our revised 
proposals, which we are now publishing for final consultation. For each region, a full 
report sets out a summary of the responses received to previous consultation on our 
initial proposals, our analysis of those, and the conclusions we have reached as to 
how the proposals should be revised as a result. The Appendix to each report contains 
details of the composition of each constituency we are now proposing, and maps to 
illustrate these can be viewed on our website or in hard copy at a local place of deposit.2

What are the revised proposals for the Yorkshire and the  
Humber region?

We have revised the composition of 23 of the 54 constituencies we proposed in June 
2021, and maintained our initial proposals for the remainder. We have revised the name 
of ten of our initially proposed constituencies. Our revised proposals would leave two 
existing constituencies in the Yorkshire and the Humber region wholly unchanged, 
and 12 unchanged except to realign constituency boundaries with local government 
ward boundaries.3

As it is not always possible to allocate whole numbers of constituencies to individual 
counties or unitary authorities, we sometimes group these into sub-regions, meaning 
some constituencies cross county or unitary authority boundaries. After consideration 
of the responses to the sub-regions in our initial proposals, our revised proposals 
are based on sub-regions that remain unchanged from those in our initial proposals. 

1 Further details about the BCE and 2023 Review are published on our website: https://boundarycommissionforengland.
independent.gov.uk/
2 A list of places of deposit is published on our website (as above).
3 Where the Order to make such wards was made by 1 December 2020.

https://www.boundarycommissionforengland.independent.gov.uk/
https://www.boundarycommissionforengland.independent.gov.uk/
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11 constituencies would cross local authority boundaries (three fewer than in our initial 
proposals): two would contain parts of more than two local authorities. 

We propose retaining the cross-county boundary arrangement between North Yorkshire 
and West Yorkshire as in the initial proposals. The cross-county boundary constituency 
of Selby is retained unchanged in our revised proposals, and the Wetherby and 
Easingwold constituency would be changed by the transfer of one ward only. We also 
propose retaining the cross-county boundary constituency of Doncaster East and 
Axholme between South Yorkshire and the Humberside unitary authority of North 
Lincolnshire. We consider this allows for more flexibility in the creation of constituencies 
across both South Yorkshire and Humberside that meet the statutory criteria. 

Our revised proposals result in very little change to the initially proposed configuration 
of constituencies across South Yorkshire, and the unitary authorities of North 
Lincolnshire and North East Lincolnshire. However, we have taken into account the 
evidence received during the consultation process and propose extensive revisions to 
the six initially proposed constituencies covering the unitary authorities of East Riding of 
Yorkshire and Kingston upon Hull; this would include the splitting of a ward between our 
revised Bridlington and The Wolds, and Goole and Pocklington constituencies. 

Across the sub-region of North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire, we are recommending 
very little change in North Yorkshire, with the transfer of only one ward between 
constituencies initially proposed. However, we have proposed more extensive revisions 
to the configuration of constituencies wholly within West Yorkshire, affecting more than 
half. This would include the splitting of five wards between constituencies; one in each 
of Bradford, Calderdale and Leeds, and two in Kirklees.

How to have your say

We are consulting on our revised proposals for a four-week period, from 8 November 
2022 to 5 December 2022. We encourage everyone to use this final opportunity to 
contribute to the design of the new constituencies – the more views we hear, the more 
informed our decisions will be when we make our final recommendations and report 
to Parliament. Our consultation portal at www.bcereviews.org.uk has more information 
about our revised proposals and how to give us your views. You can also follow us on 
Twitter @BCEReviews or at facebook.com/BCEReviews.

http://www.bcereviews.org.uk
https://twitter.com/bcereviews?lang=en-GB
https://www.facebook.com/BCEReviews
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1 What is the Boundary 
Commission for England?

1.1 As already mentioned, BCE is an independent and impartial non-departmental 
public body, which is required to review Parliamentary constituency boundaries 
in England. We must conduct a review of all the constituencies in England 
every eight years. Our role is to make recommendations for new constituency 
boundaries, which are then made by Statutory Instrument and used at the next 
General Election.

1.2 The Chair of the Commission is the Speaker of the House of Commons, but – as 
an MP themselves – by convention they do not actively participate in the work 
of the Commission. The Deputy Chair and two further Commissioners determine 
its policies within the legislative framework, oversee the progression of a Review, 
and take decisions on the actual proposals and recommendations for new 
constituency boundaries. Further information about the Commissioners can be 
found on our regular website.

You can find further information on our regular website at 
www.boundarycommissionforengland.independent.gov.uk, 
or on our consultation portal at www.bcereviews.org.uk. 
You can also contact us with any general enquiries by emailing 
information@boundarycommissionengland.gov.uk, 
or by calling 020 7276 1102.

http://www.boundarycommissionforengland.independent.gov.uk
http://www.bcereviews.org.uk
mailto:information%40boundarycommissionengland.gov.uk?subject=
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2 Background to the 
2023 Review

2.1 We are currently conducting a review of Parliamentary constituency boundaries 
on the basis of rules most recently updated by Parliament in 2020.4 These rules 
require us to make the number of electors in each constituency more equal. 
This report covers only the work of the Boundary Commission for England (there 
are separate Commissions for Northern Ireland, Scotland, and Wales) and, in 
particular, introduces our revised proposals for Yorkshire and the Humber.

2.2 Parliamentary boundaries are important, as they define the area in which voters 
will elect a Member of Parliament. When our recommendations are accepted, 
they are then used for the first time at the next General Election following 
their acceptance.

2.3 The legislation states that there will be 650 Parliamentary constituencies covering 
the UK – the same as the current number, but a statutory formula now distributes 
that total proportionately across the four parts of the UK. England has therefore 
been allocated 543 constituencies for the 2023 Review, ten more than there 
are currently. There are also other rules that the Commission has regard to 
when conducting the review – a full set of the rules can be found in our Guide 
to the 2023 Review5, but they are also summarised later in this chapter. Most 
significantly, the rules require every constituency we recommend to contain no 
fewer than 69,724 electors and no more than 77,062.

2.4 This is a significant change to the old rules under which Parliamentary boundary 
reviews took place, in which achieving as close to the average number of 
electors in each constituency was an aim, but there was no statutory fixed 
minimum and maximum number of electors. This, together with the passage 
of time since constituencies were last updated (based on data from 2000), 
means that in England, existing constituencies currently range from 53,210 
to 109,246 electors. Achieving a more even distribution of electors in every 
constituency across England, together with the increase in the total allocation of 
constituencies, means that a significant amount of change to the existing map of 
constituencies is inevitable.

2.5 When implemented, the final recommendations that we will make will be the 
first set of boundaries to be defined under the new rules. While there has to be 
a significant amount of change across the country, we have, where practicable, 
attempted to limit the extent of such change, having regard to the statutory 
factors and the need to create the best possible pattern for constituencies as a 
whole. Under the legislation, we have a challenging job in conducting a review 
of constituency boundaries that is necessarily going to result, in many places, in 
constituencies that are unfamiliar to the public. Nevertheless, we have conducted 
the review in a rigorous and thorough fashion.

4 The Parliamentary Constituencies Act 2020, available at www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2020/25/contents
5 Available at www.bcereviews.org.uk

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2020/25/contents
http://www.bcereviews.org.uk
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2.6 The revised proposals that we set out in this report, and in the reports for the 
other eight regions across England, are made on the basis of the evidence 
we received during two consultation exercises relating to our initial proposals, 
the careful consideration of that evidence by the Secretariat and our Assistant 
Commissioners, and the best judgement of the three Commissioners. We are 
confident that these revised proposals strike the best balance between the 
statutory factors and, having consulted twice already, we are close to settling on 
a final pattern of constituencies to recommend to Parliament next year. There 
are areas across the country where our judgement has been a balanced and 
marginal one between competing alternatives, and in such cases we have made 
clear that we are particularly looking for further evidence before we finalise our 
recommendations. In many other areas we are persuaded by the evidence we 
have received thus far, and we would therefore require new and significantly 
stronger arguments to make us depart from our revised proposals. If it exists, 
such new and compelling evidence would be welcome, but we will not be 
assisted by a repetition of arguments that have already been made, and which 
we have already considered. The requirement to keep constituencies within the 
permitted range of electors is strict, but otherwise we have sought to balance 
often conflicting considerations. Our proposals must also be comprehensive. 
We are acutely aware that very often a change that may seem obvious to make 
in one constituency necessarily requires far less attractive alterations in one or 
more neighbouring constituencies, and sometimes the consequential alterations 
reverberate through a whole chain of constituencies.

2.7 Our Guide to the 2023 Review contains further detailed background information, 
and explains all of the policies and procedures that we are following in 
conducting the review. We encourage anyone wishing to respond to the review 
to read this document, which will give them a greater understanding of the rules 
and constraints placed on the Commission, especially if they are intending to 
comment on our revised proposals and/or make their own counter-proposals.

The rules in the legislation

2.8 As well as the primary rule that constituencies must have no fewer than 69,724 
electors and no more than 77,062, the legislation also states that, when deciding 
on boundaries, the Commission may take into account:

• special geographical considerations, including in particular the size, shape 
and accessibility of a constituency;

• local government boundaries which existed, or were prospective, on 
1 December 2020;

• boundaries of existing constituencies;

• any local ties that would be broken by changes in constituencies; and

• the inconveniences attendant on such changes.
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2.9 In relation to local government boundaries in particular, it should be noted that for 
a given area, where we choose to take account of local government boundaries, 
if there are prospective boundaries (as at 1 December 2020), it is those, rather 
than existing boundaries, of which account may be taken. This is a significant 
change to the former legislation, which referred only to the local government 
boundaries as they actually existed on the relevant date.

2.10 Our initial proposals for Yorkshire and the Humber (and the accompanying 
maps) were therefore based on local government boundaries that existed, or – 
where relevant – were prospective, on 1 December 2020. Our revised proposals 
contained within this report continue to be based on those boundaries. Our 
Guide to the 2023 Review outlines further our policy on how, and to what 
extent, we take into account local government boundaries. We have used the 
existing and prospective wards as at 1 December 2020 of unitary authorities, 
and borough and district councils (in areas where there is also a county council) 
as the basic building blocks for our proposals.

2.11 In a number of existing constituencies, changes to local government wards 
since constituencies were last updated (in 2010) have resulted in the new ward 
effectively being split, between the constituency the old ward was wholly a part 
of, and at least one other existing constituency. As part of our proposals, we will 
by default seek to realign the boundaries of constituencies with up-to-date ward 
boundaries, thus reuniting wards that are currently divided between existing 
constituencies. In places where there has been only a minor change to a ward, 
this may see an existing constituency boundary change only very slightly, to 
realign with the new ward. However, where wards in an area have been changed 
more significantly, this may result in the area covered by the new ward becoming 
part of a different constituency than the one much of that area was in previously.

2.12 Although the 2023 Review of Parliamentary constituencies will inevitably result 
in significant change, we have also taken into account the boundaries of existing 
constituencies so far as we can. We tried to retain existing constituencies as part 
of our initial proposals wherever possible, as long as the other factors could also 
be satisfied. This, however, proved difficult. Our initial proposals retained just 
under 4% of the existing constituencies in Yorkshire and the Humber as wholly 
unchanged, and a further 24% changed only to realign with changed boundaries 
of their component wards.

2.13 Among the many arguments we heard in response to the consultations on our 
initial proposals was the need to have particular regard to this factor of the 
rules to which we work. While some respondents might put a higher value on 
retaining existing constituency boundaries over the other factors in the rules, 
the legislation does not give any of these precedence over another, and the 
Commission therefore considers that its task is to seek to strike the best balance 
of all the factors in each area, within the numerical constraints.
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2.14 Our proposals are based on the nine English regions as defined in the 
legislation; a description of the extent of each region also appears in the Guide 
to the 2023 Review. This report relates to the Yorkshire and the Humber region. 
There are eight other separate reports containing our revised proposals for 
the other regions. At the very beginning of the 2023 Review we decided, in 
agreement with all the qualifying political parties, to use these regions as discrete 
areas within which to undertake our work. You can find more details in our Guide 
to the 2023 Review and on our website. We stated in our initial proposals report 
that, while this approach does not prevent anyone from making proposals to us 
that cross regional boundaries, very compelling reasons would need to be given 
to persuade us to depart from the region-based approach.

2.15 In response to the consultations on our initial proposals, we did not receive 
sufficient evidence across the country to suggest that we should depart from 
the regional approach to this review. Therefore, this report, and all other regional 
reports, continue to use the regional boundaries as the basis for proposals for 
constituencies.

Timetable for our review

Stage one – development of initial proposals

2.16 We began this review in January 2021. We published electorate data from 
2 March 2020 (the relevant date specified by the legislation) for each local 
government ward in England, including – where relevant – wards that were 
prospective on 1 December 2020. The electorate data was provided by individual 
local electoral registration officers and the Office for National Statistics. These 
figures are available on our website. The Commission then considered the 
statutory factors outlined above and drew up the initial proposals. We published 
our initial proposals for consultation for each of England’s nine regions on 
8 June 2021.

Stage two – consultation on initial proposals

2.17 We consulted on our initial proposals for eight weeks, from 8 June 2021 until 
2 August 2021. We received over 34,000 discrete written representations across 
the country as a whole, including over 1,900 unique written representations 
relating to Yorkshire and the Humber. We are grateful to all those who took 
the time and effort to read and respond to our initial proposals.

Stage three – consultation on representations received

2.18 The legislation required us to publish all the responses we received on our initial 
proposals. We published the representations on 7 February 2022 ahead of a 
six-week ‘secondary consultation’ period, which took place from 22 February 
2022 until 4 April 2022. The purpose of the secondary consultation was for 
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people to see what others said in response to our initial proposals, and to 
make comments on those views, for example by countering an argument, or 
by supporting and reinforcing what others said. We received over 10,000 unique 
written representations across the country as a whole, including over 600 
unique representations relating to Yorkshire and the Humber. We also hosted 
between two and five public hearings in each region. We heard more than 120 
oral representations at the three public hearings in Yorkshire and the Humber. 
We are grateful to all those who attended and spoke at our public hearings.

Stage four – development and publication of revised proposals

2.19 As we detail in chapter 3 below, having considered the evidence presented to 
us, we have decided that the evidence is such that it is appropriate to revise 
our initial proposals in some areas. Therefore, as we are required to do under 
the legislation, on 8 November 2022, we are publishing this report – Revised 
proposals for new constituency boundaries in the Yorkshire and the Humber 
region – alongside eight others, one for each of the other regions in England. 
We are consulting on our revised proposals for the statutory four-week period, 
which closes on 5 December 2022. Unlike the secondary consultation period, 
there is no provision in the legislation for further public hearings. Chapter 4 
outlines how you can contribute during this consultation period. It should be 
noted that this will be the final opportunity for people to contribute their views 
during the 2023 Review.

Stage five – development and publication of the final 
report and recommendations

2.20 Once the consultation on revised proposals has closed on 5 December 2022, 
we will consider all the representations received at this stage, and throughout the 
review, before determining our final recommendations. The recommendations 
will be set out in a report to the Speaker of the House of Commons, who will lay 
it before Parliament, at which time we will also publish the report. The legislation 
states that we should submit that report to the Speaker by 1 July 2023. Further 
details about what the Government must then do with our recommendations in 
order to implement them are contained in our Guide to the 2023 Review.

2.21 Throughout each consultation period, we have taken – and are continuing to 
take – all reasonable steps to publicise our proposals, so that as many people as 
possible are aware of the consultation and can take the opportunity to contribute 
to our review of constituencies.
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3 Revised proposals for 
Yorkshire and the Humber

3.1 After the consultation on the initial proposals in 2021, we arranged for the 
appointment of two Assistant Commissioners for the Yorkshire and the Humber 
region – Professor Paul Wiles CB and Suzanne McCarthy – to assist us with the 
analysis of the representations received during the first two consultation periods. 
This included chairing public hearings held in the region to collect oral evidence, 
as follows:

• Leeds: 10-11 March 2022

• Hull: 14-15 March 2022

• Northallerton: 17-18 March 2022

3.2 We asked the Assistant Commissioners to consider all the written and oral 
representations, and to make recommendations to us on whether our initial 
proposals should be revised, in light of evidence provided in the representations. 
It is important to stress that the Assistant Commissioners had no involvement in 
developing – and therefore no vested interest in supporting – our initial proposals. 
Accordingly, they came to the analysis with an independent mind, open to 
viable alternative proposals supported by evidence. We are very grateful for the 
thorough and methodical approach the Assistant Commissioners have taken to 
their work.

3.3 What follows in this chapter is: 

• a brief recap of our initial proposals; 

• a description of the views and counter-proposals put forward during 
the consultations; 

• the Assistant Commissioners’ analysis of the strength of the arguments 
for adoption of any of those counter-proposals; and 

• our decision on whether or not to make changes to our proposals in the 
given area.

3.4 A tabular summary of the revised constituencies we now propose appears in the 
Appendix to this report.

3.5 Throughout this chapter, where we refer to a respondent’s response, we 
do so by using the reference number, i.e. BCE-12345 (we only include an 
individual’s name if they gave permission for it to be published). This reference 
number corresponds with the representations that can be found on our 
consultation website at www.bcereviews.org.uk. All representations received 
in response to the first two consultations are publicly available on this website. 
The representations received in response to these revised proposals will be 
published at the end of the review.
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Sub-regions

3.6 Yorkshire and the Humber comprises the county council area of North Yorkshire 
plus the unitary authority of the City of York;6 the boroughs of the metropolitan 
areas of South Yorkshire and West Yorkshire; plus the four unitary authorities 
created from the former county council area of Humberside (East Riding of 
Yorkshire, Kingston upon Hull, North East Lincolnshire and North Lincolnshire).7

3.7 Yorkshire and the Humber currently has 54 constituencies. Of these 
constituencies, 22 have electorates within the permitted electorate range. 
The electorates of 16 constituencies currently fall below the 5% limit, while the 
electorates of 16 constituencies are above the 5% limit. Our initial proposals for 
Yorkshire and the Humber maintained the number of constituencies at 54.

3.8 The distribution of electors across Yorkshire and the Humber is such that 
allocating a whole number of constituencies to each county or unitary authority, 
with each constituency falling within the permitted electorate range, was 
not possible. Accordingly, we sought to group local authorities together into 
sub-regions, to which a whole number of constituencies could be allocated, 
while, within those, still seeking to respect the boundaries of component local 
authorities as far as reasonably possible.

3.9 Humberside could be allocated nine constituencies, but each would have to 
be very near the upper limit of the permitted electorate range, which provides 
little flexibility in creating constituencies. Options are restricted further by the 
geographical constraints of the former county (particularly the North Sea coast, 
Humber estuary, and boundary with the East Midlands region). Accordingly, we 
proposed combining Humberside with South Yorkshire to form a sub-region with 
23 constituencies that provided both more flexibility in Humberside and allowed 
for an arrangement of constituencies in South Yorkshire with better regard to 
the statutory factors. Including the Isle of Axholme area of Humberside in a 
constituency with wards from Doncaster allowed for a better set of proposals 
across the whole sub-region.

3.10 North Yorkshire could not be assigned a whole number of constituencies, but 
combining it with West Yorkshire creates a sub-region with a mathematical 
entitlement to almost exactly 31 constituencies. Such a grouping also allows 
for more flexibility when constructing constituencies in West Yorkshire, where 
the electorate size of metropolitan borough wards makes it difficult to create 
constituencies within the permitted range without dividing towns between 
constituencies. For these reasons, we allocated 31 constituencies to a  

6 Hereafter together referred to as North Yorkshire.
7 Hereafter together referred to as Humberside.
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sub-region that comprised North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire, with two cross-
county boundary constituencies: one between the City of Leeds and District of 
Selby, and another crossing the boundaries between the City of Leeds, District 
of Selby and Borough of Harrogate.

3.11 There was broad support for the proposed sub-regions, including from the Green 
Party (BCE-96981), Labour Party (BCE-79525, BCE-95675 and BCE-96982) and 
the Liberal Democrats (BCE-83448, BCE-96103 and BCE-96983).

3.12 The Conservative Party (BCE-85514, BCE-96439 and BCE-96980) supported 
grouping South Yorkshire with North Lincolnshire and North East Lincolnshire 
in a southern sub-region of 17 constituencies, but then proposed including 
East Riding of Yorkshire and Kingston upon Hull in the same sub-region as 
North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire, with 37 constituencies. This would include 
two cross-county boundary constituencies between East Riding of Yorkshire 
and North Yorkshire, and a further three between North Yorkshire and West 
Yorkshire. BCE-79391 forwent sub-regions altogether and treated the region 
as one group of 54 constituencies: this would incorporate two cross-county 
boundary constituencies between North Yorkshire and the unitary authorities of 
Humberside, one between North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire, and one between 
South Yorkshire and West Yorkshire. 

3.13 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the strength of parts of the 
Conservative Party’s counter-proposal; however they did not, on the whole, 
consider that the new sub-region arrangement permitted a superior overall 
arrangement based on the statutory factors – particularly with regard to 
local government boundaries. Similarly, they did not consider that forgoing 
sub-regions altogether and treating the region as one group of 54 constituencies, 
as in BCE-79391, resulted in a superior arrangement. 

3.14 The Assistant Commissioners therefore recommended that the sub-regional 
groupings in the initial proposals be retained in the revised proposals. We agree 
with their recommendation and therefore propose retaining the sub-regional 
groupings of: Humberside and South Yorkshire; and North Yorkshire and 
West Yorkshire. 

3.15 In the next sections of our report, we consider each of our now proposed  
sub-regions in turn, summarising our initial proposals, followed by the responses 
and counter-proposals received, our Assistant Commissioners’ consideration 
of the evidence and their recommendations, and our revised proposals on the 
basis of the evidence received and in accordance with the statutory rules for the 
2023 Review.
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Humberside and South Yorkshire

3.16 There are currently 24 constituencies in this sub-region, ten of which are 
within the permitted electorate range. Of the remaining constituencies, 11 have 
electorates that are below the 5% limit, and three have electorates above the 
limit. The sub-region is mathematically entitled to 23.05 constituencies, meaning 
that it was allocated 23, a reduction of one from the existing arrangement.

3.17 We began by considering the cross-county boundary constituency that was 
necessary between Humberside and South Yorkshire, noting that the options 
would be restricted due to the limited length of boundary between the two, 
and the natural geography of the Humber estuary.

South Yorkshire

3.18 We proposed a Doncaster East and Axholme constituency at initial proposals, 
crossing the county boundary between South Yorkshire and the unitary authority 
of North Lincolnshire. This constituency comprised the three wards covering the 
Isle of Axholme area (Axholme Central, Axholme North and Axholme South) and 
four Borough of Doncaster wards, covering the east of the local authority. 

3.19 Including the three Axholme wards in a constituency with Doncaster borough 
enabled the identification of further sub-divisions within South Yorkshire, which 
supported minimal change to the existing constituencies and a better respect for 
local government boundaries: the City of Sheffield and the Borough of Barnsley 
allocated eight constituencies; and the boroughs of Rotherham and Doncaster 
(plus the three Axholme wards) allocated six constituencies.

3.20 Elsewhere in the Borough of Doncaster, we proposed that both the existing 
Doncaster Central and Doncaster North constituencies would be changed only 
to realign with new local government ward boundaries. The Thorne & Moorends 
and Stainforth & Barnby Dun wards are both currently split between the 
Doncaster North constituency and one other constituency, and it was proposed 
that the former be removed from the proposed Doncaster North constituency, 
while the latter be wholly included. Meanwhile the Tickhill & Wadworth ward is 
currently split between the Doncaster Central and Don Valley constituencies, 
and we proposed including it wholly within the former. We also proposed that this 
constituency, based predominantly on the existing Doncaster Central, be called 
Doncaster Town.
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3.21 The initial proposals for the Borough of Doncaster were mostly opposed 
during the consultation periods, although they were supported by all of the 
qualifying political parties. The greatest source of contention was the proposed 
cross-county boundary constituency of Doncaster East and Axholme. There 
was opposition to the proposed inclusion of the three wards that comprise the 
Isle of Axholme in a predominantly Doncaster borough-based constituency from 
respondents in both Doncaster and North Lincolnshire, with representations 
such as BCE-65908 stating the areas have different characters and limited ties. 
In particular, residents of the Thorne & Moorends ward said that they would 
prefer to be included in the proposed Doncaster North constituency rather 
than Doncaster East and Axholme, highlighting their close links to the town 
of Stainforth (BCE-94934). There was also some opposition to the proposed 
inclusion of the large rural ward of Tickhill & Wadworth with the urban centre 
of Doncaster in the proposed Doncaster Town constituency. A number of 
respondents to the consultation said that the Tickhill & Wadworth ward should 
be in a constituency with the rural Doncaster villages to its east, identifying the 
strong association with the village of Bawtry particularly.

3.22 We received multiple counter-proposals that put forward alternative 
arrangements for Doncaster borough. BCE-79391 would retain three 
constituencies wholly within the Borough of Doncaster, by transferring wards 
between the three existing constituencies. Although the Assistant Commissioners 
acknowledged the benefits of such an arrangement for Doncaster borough, 
they did not consider that the extensive change that would be necessary across 
South Yorkshire as a result of treating Doncaster as a new sub-regional grouping 
would be acceptable, particularly as the minimal change from the existing 
arrangement in the initial proposals for South Yorkshire was mostly supported 
during the consultation periods. 

3.23 BCE-65908 put forward a counter-proposal that would avoid both the inclusion 
of the Thorne & Moorends ward in a cross-county boundary constituency with 
the Isle of Axholme, and the inclusion of the Tickhill & Wadworth ward in a 
constituency with the centre of Doncaster. To achieve this, however, wards would 
have to be transferred between the three existing constituencies of the borough, 
two of which were unchanged in the initial proposals other than for realignment to 
new local government ward boundaries. As such, the Assistant Commissioners 
considered this would result in greater change to the existing arrangement of 
constituencies than the initial proposals, and therefore give a less satisfactory 
solution with regard to the statutory factors overall.

3.24 The counter-proposals received from both the Doncaster Central Constituency 
Labour Party (BCE-78248) and the Doncaster North Constituency Labour Party 
(BCE-78202) proposed splitting wards between constituencies in Doncaster 
borough in an effort to resolve some of the issues raised during the consultation 
periods. The Doncaster Central Constituency Labour Party proposed splitting 
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the Tickhill & Wadworth ward between the Doncaster Central, and Doncaster 
East and Axholme constituencies, with the town of Tickhill included with the rural 
Doncaster villages to the east. While the Assistant Commissioners acknowledged 
the retention of the local ties between these areas in this counter-proposal, and 
in particular the links between the towns of Tickhill and Bawtry, they considered 
it could be argued that similar community ties within the ward between the town 
of Tickhill and village of Wadworth would be neglected. The Doncaster North 
Constituency Labour Party instead outlined a counter-proposal that would split 
three wards between constituencies within the Borough of Doncaster, and would 
retain the existing split of wards arising from changes to local government ward 
boundaries since the last update of Parliamentary constituency boundaries. 
Although this would retain two existing constituencies wholly unchanged, the 
Assistant Commissioners did not consider such splitting of wards to be in 
keeping with the Commission’s policy on ward splits. They also had concerns 
regarding the breaking of community ties within wards – particularly between 
the town of Thorne and village of Moorends, which would be in different 
constituencies in this counter-proposal.

3.25 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the opposition to the proposed 
arrangement of constituencies across Doncaster borough and the Isle of 
Axholme – in particular the opposition to the inclusion of the Isle of Axholme 
in the cross-county boundary constituency of Doncaster East and Axholme. 
Despite this opposition, they considered that South Yorkshire and Humberside 
should continue to be combined as a sub-region to allow for more flexibility when 
creating constituency arrangements across both county areas. In particular, they 
noted that, if there was to be no cross-county boundary arrangement, there 
would be extensive change from the existing arrangement of constituencies 
across the sub-region – and particularly so across South Yorkshire, where the 
change proposed would otherwise be minimal. The Assistant Commissioners 
also noted that all the qualifying political parties supported the proposed 
constituency crossing between South Yorkshire and the North Lincolnshire 
unitary authority, recognising that the relatively short border between the 
county of South Yorkshire and the Humberside unitary authorities of East 
Riding of Yorkshire and North Lincolnshire makes realistic alternatives limited. 
The Assistant Commissioners considered that the continued inclusion of all of 
the Isle of Axholme in a cross-county boundary constituency would be the most 
appropriate arrangement to facilitate a pattern of constituencies across the  
sub-region as a whole that best reflect the statutory criteria.
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3.26 The Assistant Commissioners also acknowledged opposition to the inclusion 
of the Tickhill & Wadworth ward in the proposed Doncaster Town constituency, 
rather than with the rural villages to the east of the city, and to the inclusion of 
the Thorne & Moorends ward in the proposed Doncaster East and Axholme 
constituency rather than Doncaster North. Despite this, the Assistant 
Commissioners did not consider that the counter-proposals better satisfied 
the statutory factors than the initial proposals did, particularly with regard to 
respect for the existing arrangement of constituencies and local government 
boundaries. Having reviewed all of the evidence received from the consultation 
process, the Assistant Commissioners therefore recommended no change to 
the composition of the constituencies across Doncaster borough and the Isle of 
Axholme, as we had initially proposed. Since the initial proposals were published, 
however, Doncaster has acquired city status and, in consequence, the Assistant 
Commissioners recommended a retention of the existing constituency name of 
Doncaster Central. They recommended no name changes for the Doncaster East 
and Axholme, and Doncaster North constituencies. 

3.27 We agree with the recommendations of the Assistant Commissioners for the 
three constituencies covering Doncaster borough, and propose no revisions to 
the proposed Doncaster East and Axholme, and Doncaster North constituencies, 
and a name change only for the proposed Doncaster Town constituency, to 
Doncaster Central.

3.28 Within the Borough of Rotherham, the existing constituencies of Rotherham and 
Rother Valley were changed in the initial proposals only to realign boundaries to 
new local government ward boundaries. The remaining Borough of Rotherham 
wards were combined with the two remaining Borough of Doncaster wards 
(Conisbrough and Edlington & Warmsworth) in the proposed Rawmarsh and 
Conisbrough constituency. 

3.29 The initially proposed constituencies wholly or partially within the Borough of 
Rotherham were supported in full during the consultation process by the Green 
Party (BCE-96981), Labour Party (BCE-79525, BCE-95675 and BCE-96982) 
and the Liberal Democrats (BCE-83448, BCE-96103 and BCE-96983). The 
greatest source of representations regarding the borough was the proposed 
Rawmarsh and Conisbrough constituency, predominantly due to the inclusion 
of the community of Bramley (Bramley & Ravenfield ward) in this constituency, 
rather than the Rother Valley constituency. Representations such as those from 
Alexander Stafford, MP for Rother Valley (BCE-69848, BCE-69858 and BCE-
94666) stated that there are no links between Bramley and the main centres 
of the proposed Rawmarsh and Conisbrough constituency. Elsewhere in the 
borough, there was also some opposition to the inclusion of the Rother Vale 
ward in the proposed Rother Valley constituency instead of in Rotherham. 
The Conservative Party (BCE-85514, BCE-96439 and BCE-96980) would transfer 
this ward from the former to the latter constituency in their counter-proposal, 
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maintaining that the communities of Catcliffe and Treeton have closer links with 
Rotherham, and are separated from the towns of the Rother Valley constituency 
by open greenspace. Few other counter-proposals were received for Rotherham 
borough. BCE-79391 proposed extensive change from the existing arrangement, 
including cross-local authority boundary constituencies with both the Borough of 
Barnsley and the City of Sheffield. 

3.30 The Assistant Commissioners accepted the reasoning provided by the 
Conservative Party for the inclusion of the Rother Vale ward in the Rotherham 
constituency from the proposed Rother Valley constituency. They observed that, 
following changes to local government ward boundaries, the ward is currently 
split between these two constituencies, and that the communities of Catcliffe, 
Waverley and Treeton were likely to have closer ties with the town of Rotherham 
than with the communities of Rother Valley such as Dinnington, based on 
physical road links, shared primary care networks and school catchment 
areas. The Assistant Commissioners also noted the significant green belt land 
between the communities of the Rother Vale ward and those of the rest of the 
proposed Rother Valley constituency, including Waverley Park, Treeton Dyke and 
Hail Mary Hill Wood. In light of all this evidence, the Assistant Commissioners 
recommended adoption of the Conservative Party’s counter-proposal in respect 
of the Rother Vale ward. We accept their recommendations and we therefore 
propose that the Rother Vale ward be transferred from the proposed Rother 
Valley constituency to Rotherham, with no further revisions to the name or 
composition of either constituency.

3.31 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the opposition to the inclusion of 
the part of the community of Bramley that lies south of the A631 Bawtry Road in 
the proposed Rawmarsh and Conisbrough constituency. They accepted that the 
community of south Bramley likely has closer ties with south Wickersley in the 
proposed Rother Valley constituency than with the main centres of the proposed 
Rawmarsh and Conisbrough constituency. However, they noted that this part of 
Bramley is within the Bramley & Ravenfield ward, which now extends south of the 
A631 Bawtry Road following changes to local government ward boundaries. As 
such, the only way to retain the community of south Bramley in the Rother Valley 
constituency would be to include the whole of the Bramley & Ravenfield ward, or 
split the ward between the proposed Rawmarsh and Conisbrough, and Rother 
Valley constituencies. The Assistant Commissioners considered that to include 
the whole ward would precipitate change across a wider area that would likely 
negatively affect community ties, and they did not consider that this proposal met 
our criteria for splitting a ward. We agree with them and propose no revisions to 
the Rawmarsh and Conisbrough constituency as initially proposed. 
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3.32 Across the City of Sheffield and the Borough of Barnsley, we proposed no 
change to the existing constituencies of Penistone and Stocksbridge, Sheffield 
Brightside and Hillsborough, and Sheffield Hallam, other than to realign their 
boundaries to new local government ward boundaries. The electorate of the 
existing Sheffield Central constituency – particularly large at 89,266 – would be 
reduced and brought within the permitted electorate range through the inclusion 
of the Manor Castle ward in the proposed Sheffield Heeley constituency. In turn, 
the Richmond ward would be split between the Sheffield Heeley and Sheffield 
South East constituencies to bring these both within the permitted range. The 
south-west part of the ward (polling districts UB, UC and UE), including the 
areas of Four Lane Ends and Intake, would be included in the Sheffield Heeley 
constituency, and the remainder of the ward (polling districts UA, UD, UF, UG and 
UH), centred on Richmond, in the Sheffield South East constituency. No further 
change was proposed across the City of Sheffield. Aside from the Penistone 
and Stocksbridge constituency, in the remainder of the Borough of Barnsley we 
proposed a north-south arrangement, comprising the constituencies of Barnsley 
North and Barnsley South. These constituencies were formed from the wards 
of the existing Barnsley Central and Barnsley East constituencies, plus the 
Dearne North and Dearne South wards of the existing Wentworth and Dearne 
constituency. 

3.33 We received relatively few representations on these initial proposals 
across Barnsley and Sheffield, with the majority of those – including all of 
the qualifying political parties – being in support. Dan Jarvis, MP for Barnsley 
Central (BCE-75573) described the initial proposals in Barnsley borough as 
‘sensible, pragmatic and consistent with local geography and community ties’, 
while Councillor Jonathan Harston (BCE-78583) described the initial proposals 
in the City of Sheffield as ‘probably as close to perfect within the rules that can 
be implemented’.

3.34 Given the limited opposition to the initial proposals in the Borough of Barnsley 
and City of Sheffield and the expressed support, the Assistant Commissioners 
considered that there was no significant or compelling reason to amend the 
constituencies in the two local authorities. They therefore recommended retaining 
the initial proposals in their entirety across these authorities. We agree and 
therefore propose no change to the constituencies of Barnsley North, Barnsley 
South, Penistone and Stocksbridge, Sheffield Brightside and Hillsborough, 
Sheffield Central, Sheffield Hallam, Sheffield Heeley, and Sheffield South East.
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Humberside

3.35 Due to the proposed Doncaster East and Axholme constituency, and the 
geography of the Humber estuary, River Trent, and regional boundary, the North 
East Lincolnshire unitary authority plus the remaining North Lincolnshire authority 
wards formed a self-contained sub-division of the sub-region in the initial 
proposals, with three constituencies.

3.36 We proposed a Great Grimsby and Cleethorpes constituency that would 
bring together the centres and most of the constituent parts of the two towns. 
It would contain all of the existing Great Grimsby constituency except the 
Scartho ward, plus three wards from the existing Cleethorpes constituency (Croft 
Baker, Haverstoe and Sidney Sussex). We proposed that the remaining five North 
East Lincolnshire wards be combined with four North Lincolnshire wards in a 
newly named South Humber constituency. This constituency would group the 
Scartho ward of Grimsby with the North East Lincolnshire town of Immingham 
and the North Lincolnshire towns of Barton-upon-Humber and Brigg. Finally, 
the existing Scunthorpe constituency would be brought within the permitted 
electorate range by expanding it northwards to include the ward of Burton 
upon Stather and Winterton, and westwards to include the ward of Burringham 
and Gunness. 

3.37 The three constituencies proposed for this area received a mixed response 
during the consultation process. Representations received in response to 
the proposed Scunthorpe constituency were mostly positive, including those 
from all the qualifying political parties. Holly Mumby-Croft, MP for Scunthorpe 
(BCE-85438) welcomed the proposed addition of the Burton upon Stather and 
Winterton, and Burringham and Gunness wards to the constituency, describing 
them as a ‘natural fit’. This representation, along with that of Andrew Percy, 
MP for Brigg and Goole (BCE-70162), also highlighted that these two wards 
already include housing developments that consider themselves as part 
of Scunthorpe. In view of the overall support for the proposed Scunthorpe 
constituency the Assistant Commissioners did not recommend any revisions 
to the initial proposals.

3.38 Conversely, the proposed constituencies of Great Grimsby and Cleethorpes, 
and South Humber, were strongly opposed during the consultation process. 
Matthew Brown (BCE-57861) and Cleethorpes Community Sports and Education 
(BCE-62190), among others, contended that Grimsby and Cleethorpes are highly 
distinct areas with different identities and socio-economic needs, and for this 
reason they should be in different constituencies. Additionally, representations 
such as those from Liam Tarttelin (BCE-70613) and BCE-87106 objected to 
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the proposed exclusion of the Scartho ward from Grimsby, and the inclusion of 
the villages of Waltham, New Waltham and Humberston in a constituency with 
more industrial towns such as Immingham and Barton-upon-Humber, rather 
than Cleethorpes.

3.39 Despite the significant opposition to the proposed Great Grimsby and 
Cleethorpes, and South Humber constituencies, the Assistant Commissioners 
noted that their composition was supported by all of the qualifying political 
parties, as well as North East Lincolnshire council (BCE-74577, BCE-74580 
and BCE-93502). The proposed South Humber name was, however, more 
widely opposed, with most of the opposition focused on the use of ‘Humber’ in 
the name: the most popular alternatives included referencing populous towns, 
such as Brigg and Immingham, or were a more general geographical description, 
such as Northern Lincolnshire.

3.40 A counter-proposal for the towns of Grimsby and Cleethorpes, first proposed 
by Matthew Brown, was widely supported across both consultation periods – 
although with various names put forward for the constituencies. Respondents 
proposed that the centres of the two towns be in separate constituencies: 
Grimsby would be grouped with Barton-upon-Humber, Brigg and Immingham, to 
create what was described as a more industrial constituency, while Cleethorpes 
would be grouped with the villages of Humberston, Waltham and New Waltham 
to the south, to create a more rural constituency with an economy more based 
on tourism and agriculture.

3.41 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the strength of opposition to the 
proposed Great Grimsby and Cleethorpes, and South Humber constituencies, 
and the support for the counter-proposal described above, and decided to 
visit the area themselves in order to better understand the options. Upon 
evaluating the merit of the counter-proposal from Matthew Brown and others, 
the Assistant Commissioners did not ultimately consider it to be superior to 
the initial proposals. They noted that the creation of a separate Cleethorpes-
based constituency in the counter-proposal would require the grouping of the 
three wards of Heneage, Park and South from Grimsby in a constituency with 
Cleethorpes and the more rural villages to the south. When visiting these wards, 
the Assistant Commissioners considered them to be key parts of the town of 
Grimsby, particularly in their northern reaches, and as such felt that the counter-
proposal would unacceptably break local ties of these communities with Grimsby. 
They also struggled to identify any obvious boundary between the suburbs of 
Grimsby and Cleethorpes, and observed that they instead appeared to be one 
continuous urban area. In light of the findings from their visit, they recommended 
no change to the composition or name of the proposed Great Grimsby and 
Cleethorpes constituency. Nonetheless, the Assistant Commissioners were 
sympathetic to those opposing the proposed transfer of the Scartho ward. 
They appreciated that Scartho is a suburb of Grimsby and its exclusion from a 
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constituency containing Grimsby town centre in the initial proposals is not ideal. 
Nevertheless, they considered that no counter-proposal received during the 
consultations, or alternative arrangements investigated, were able to satisfactorily 
resolve this issue without significant disruption and breaking local ties elsewhere.

3.42 With regard to the villages of Waltham, New Waltham and Humberston, while the 
Assistant Commissioners acknowledged that they likely do look to Cleethorpes 
for their key services and amenities, they considered that the wards containing 
them have a distinctly more rural character. While accepting that these villages 
would be included in a constituency with considerably more industrial areas to 
the north, they noted that the large majority of that proposed South Humber 
constituency would still be highly rural, made up of agricultural land, with 
industrial development confined to the southern bank of the Humber estuary. 
They also noted that the rural villages south of Cleethorpes are already included 
with more industrial areas to the north (such as Immingham) in the existing 
constituency. Following these considerations, the Assistant Commissioners 
recommended no change to the composition of the proposed South 
Humber constituency, but in light of the widespread opposition to the name, 
recommended naming it Brigg and Immingham instead. 

3.43 After reviewing the evidence received during the consultation process and the 
Assistant Commissioners’ site visits and subsequent recommendations, we 
agree with their recommendations not to revise the initially proposed Great 
Grimsby and Cleethorpes, and Scunthorpe constituencies. We also agree with 
their recommendation to retain the initial proposals for the composition of the 
South Humber constituency, but rename it Brigg and Immingham, noting support 
for that name from the Labour Party (BCE-95675), BCE-88617 and BCE-87777, 
among others.

3.44 When forming the initial proposals, the unitary authorities of East Riding of 
Yorkshire and Kingston upon Hull formed a self-contained sub-division of 
the sub-region and were allocated six constituencies. All three of the existing 
Kingston upon Hull constituencies fall below the permitted electorate range, 
so we proposed that the existing Kingston upon Hull East constituency be 
expanded eastwards to take in the East Riding of Yorkshire ward of South West 
Holderness, while the existing Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle constituency 
be expanded westwards through the addition of the two East Riding of 
Yorkshire wards of South Hunsley and Tranby. We proposed that the existing 
Kingston upon Hull North constituency be changed only to realign with new 
local government ward boundaries, including all three wards of Avenue, Central 
and West Carr (which are currently split between constituencies).
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3.45 Three constituencies were then proposed wholly within the unitary authority of 
East Riding of Yorkshire. The seven coastal wards would form a Bridlington and 
Holderness constituency that grouped the town of Bridlington with the remaining 
Holderness area to the south. The towns of Beverley, Driffield, Market Weighton 
and Pocklington would be combined in a Beverley and The Wolds constituency. 
Finally, the proposed Goole and Haltemprice constituency would comprise 
the remaining nine East Riding of Yorkshire wards, grouping the town of Goole 
to the south of the River Ouse with the town of Howden to its north, and the 
communities to the east, up to the outskirts of Hull. 

3.46 The initial proposals for the arrangement of constituencies across Kingston upon 
Hull were particularly contentious during the consultation process. Significant 
opposition was received in response to the extension of the constituencies of 
Kingston upon Hull East, and Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle into the East 
Riding of Yorkshire. Respondents from the South West Holderness ward referred 
to the distinct rural character of the communities of the ward compared to east 
Hull, and the very different problems each area consequently faces (Beverley 
and Holderness Conservative Association – BCE-85494). In addition, many 
representations, including a letter writing campaign (BCE-63300), referred to 
a 2014 ‘referendum’ on the subject of the extension of the City of Hull into the 
surrounding East Riding of Yorkshire: this had achieved a high response rate 
and an almost universal opposition to such expansion. A smaller number of 
representations were received, however, that questioned the degree of separation 
of Hull and the South West Holderness town of Hedon, and in particular any 
conclusions drawn from the ‘referendum’. BCE-91781 stated that following 
the awarding of Freeport status to the Humber area and the forthcoming 
development of the proposed Yorkshire Energy Park, the gap between the two 
communities will close further. George McManus, on day two of the Hull public 
hearing (BCE-97284), queried the reliance that should be placed on the ‘2014 
referendum’ referenced in multiple representations, instead describing it as a 
‘carefully selected opinion poll’, which was also specifically about a prospective 
extension of local authority boundaries, not a constituency reconfiguration and 
the significantly smaller administrative impact that would have on residents’ lives. 

3.47 To the west of Hull, respondents, including Emma Hardy, MP for Kingston 
upon Hull West and Hessle (BCE-75273), opposed the prospective inclusion of 
the South Hunsley ward in the proposed Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle 
constituency, for similar reasons to those heard from South West Holderness. 
The representations contended that the South Hunsley ward is significantly more 
rural in nature than the rest of the proposed constituency and highlighted that it is 
bisected from Hull and its surrounding villages by the north-south A164 Humber 
Bridge-Beverley road. The representations also noted the stark socio-economic 
differences between the communities of South Hunsley and those in the west 
of Hull, with such differences meaning community ties between the areas 
are limited. 
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3.48 We received some opposition to the proposed Goole and Haltemprice 
constituency, including from Joe Riches (BCE-85267) and the Haltemprice & 
Howden Constituency Labour Party (BCE-79425), stating that the constituency 
would stretch too far east-west, grouping communities with very little in 
common. In particular it was said that the suburban developments to the west 
of Hull – such as Cottingham and Willerby – have no links to the town of Goole 
and its rural hinterlands, and would be better placed in a predominantly Hull-
based constituency. The Liberal Democrats (BCE-83448, BCE-96103 and 
BCE-96983) noted that Cottingham is physically connected to Hull by Bricknell 
Avenue, Inglemire Lane and Endyke Lane, with residential areas such as the 
Bricknell Estate spanning the city boundary, while the East Riding of Yorkshire 
ward of Tranby is physically connected to the Hull city ward of Boothferry by 
Anlaby Common. They also highlighted the close ties between Tranby and 
the neighbouring East Riding of Yorkshire ward of Willerby and Kirk Ella, with 
residential streets such as Kerry Pit Way and Mill Lane spanning the two, and 
no discernible difference between communities.

3.49 A smaller number of representations were received in opposition to the proposed 
Bridlington and Holderness constituency. Charlie Dewhirst (BCE-85041), among 
others, stated that, other than sharing a coastline, there is little in common 
between Bridlington and the Holderness villages, and the transport links between 
them are very poor. 

3.50 Multiple counter-proposals were received for the six constituencies covering the 
East Riding of Yorkshire and Kingston upon Hull, which aimed to rectify some of 
the issues discussed above. Some of these proposed relatively minor changes 
to the initial proposals for Kingston upon Hull, in order to avoid the inclusion of 
the South Hunsley ward in a Hull-based constituency – leaving the constituencies 
of Beverley and The Wolds, Bridlington and Holderness, and Kingston upon 
Hull East unchanged from the initial proposals. Jonathan Stansby (BCE-64225) 
proposed simply replacing the South Hunsley ward in the Kingston upon Hull 
West and Hessle constituency with the Willerby and Kirk Ella ward.
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3.51 Both the Haltemprice & Howden Constituency Labour Party and George 
McManus (BCE-80243) put forward proposals that the two wards covering 
the village of Cottingham – Cottingham North and Cottingham South – should 
be included in the proposed Kingston upon Hull North constituency, while 
exchanging wards between this constituency and the proposed Kingston 
upon Hull West and Hessle constituency, to avoid the inclusion of the South 
Hunsley ward in the latter. The Haltemprice & Howden Constituency Labour 
Party’s proposals would also allow for the retention of the centre of the City 
of Hull – generally considered to be the Central and St. Andrew’s & Docklands 
wards – in one constituency (the proposed Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle 
constituency). The division of these two wards in the centre of Hull between 
constituencies was identified as a particular issue in the initial proposals by 
Emma Hardy MP (BCE-97184), among others.

3.52 A counter-proposal from the Liberal Democrats proposed splitting the East 
Riding of Yorkshire ward of Wolds Weighton between constituencies, using 
polling districts that mirror existing parish council boundaries. This would allow 
for a Beverley and Holderness constituency similar to the existing arrangement, 
minus the North Holderness ward, and would avoid the inclusion of the South 
West Holderness ward in the proposed Kingston upon Hull East constituency. 
The two other Hull-based constituencies would extend west into the East Riding 
of Yorkshire through the inclusion of the Cottingham North, Cottingham South, 
Tranby, and Willerby and Kirk Ella wards, while avoiding the inclusion of the 
South Hunsley ward. The centre of Hull, however, would still be divided between 
constituencies. The merit of the Liberal Democrats’ counter-proposal for this area 
was acknowledged by both the Labour Party (BCE-95675 and BCE-96982) and 
Conservative Party (BCE-96439 and BCE-96980), while the Green Party (BCE-
96981) supported it to the extent of including it in their own counter-proposal. 
It was also supported during the second consultation period by members of the 
public, including Jonathan Stansby and BCE-87777.

3.53 We received other counter-proposals that were similar in parts to that from the 
Liberal Democrats: Joe Riches proposed an arrangement the same as the Liberal 
Democrats for Kingston upon Hull East and the three constituencies wholly 
within the East Riding of Yorkshire unitary authority – including the division of the 
Wolds Weighton ward, but proposed the inclusion of the Willerby and Kirk Ella 
ward in a Kingston upon Hull North and Cottingham constituency, rather than 
in a Kingston upon Hull West and Haltemprice constituency (the Avenue ward 
would be included in the latter instead). This proposal would also split the Central 
ward between these two constituencies, which, as a consequence, would retain 
more of the centre of Hull in a single constituency (Kingston upon Hull West 
and Haltemprice). 
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3.54 The Labour Party (BCE-79525, BCE-95675 and BCE-96982) put forward 
a counter-proposal for the same area that would avoid the inclusion of the 
South Hunsley ward in a Hull-based constituency, but retain the South West 
Holderness ward in the proposed Kingston upon Hull East constituency. As in 
other counter-proposals already discussed, they proposed the two Cottingham 
wards be included in a Kingston upon Hull North constituency, but they also 
proposed transferring wards between all three of the initially proposed Hull-based 
constituencies – including the St. Andrew’s & Docklands ward to a Kingston 
upon Hull East constituency that would straddle the River Hull. They contended 
that this would unite ‘the river front and docklands communities’ in a single 
constituency. Such a river-crossing constituency, however, was opposed during 
the consultation process: Colin Inglis (BCE-86722) said ‘there is no case for 
incorporating the St. Andrew’s & Docklands ward into the East Hull constituency’, 
stating that ‘in its southern reaches, below Clough Road, the River Hull has been 
a very clear boundary for over 700 years’ and that such a transfer of wards would 
damage the ‘sense of community in what has always been the core of West Hull’.

3.55 Finally, counter-proposals were received for East Riding of Yorkshire and 
Kingston upon Hull that would involve cross-county boundary constituencies 
with North Yorkshire, and thus a different sub-regional grouping than that 
adopted for the initial proposals. The Conservative Party (BCE-85514, BCE-
96439 and BCE-96980) proposed only one constituency that would cross 
the local authority boundary between Kingston upon Hull and the East Riding 
of Yorkshire (a Kingston upon Hull West and Haltemprice constituency that 
would still include the South Hunsley ward), but they proposed two cross-
county boundary constituencies with North Yorkshire: a Bridlington and The 
Wolds constituency taking in wards from three local authorities (East Riding of 
Yorkshire, District of Ryedale and Borough of Scarborough); and a Selby and 
Goole constituency between the East Riding of Yorkshire and the District of 
Selby. Such an arrangement was supported by some respondents during the 
consultation process, including Tony Galbraith on behalf of the Haltemprice and 
Howden Conservative Association (BCE-97286), who took the view that only 
one constituency should cross the local authority boundary between Kingston 
upon Hull and East Riding of Yorkshire. Despite this support, the Assistant 
Commissioners did not consider that a new sub-regional grouping permitted 
a superior arrangement based on the statutory factors overall, and therefore 
did not recommend the adoption of the Conservative Party’s counter-proposal 
in this area.
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3.56 To better understand the issues around Hull, the Assistant Commissioners visited 
the area. They noted the objection received from the South West Holderness 
ward, but observed that the main settlements of Hedon and Preston effectively 
act as dormitory settlements to the City of Hull. They also considered that 
planned development around the Salt End area and the granting of Freeport 
status along the Humber might decrease the separation between the City of Hull 
and the town of Hedon even further at some point in the future. Despite this, they 
agreed that the ward currently has a distinct character when compared to the 
east of Hull, with a large proportion of it highly rural and sparsely populated.

3.57 The Assistant Commissioners were persuaded by the evidence regarding 
South Hunsley ward being distinct from the City of Hull both in character and 
demographics. They also considered that the Haltemprice villages (Anlaby, 
Anlaby Common, Cottingham, Hessle, Kirk Ella, West Ella and Willerby) have 
very few ties to Goole and Howden with which they were grouped in the initial 
proposals, and act as ‘a de facto part of the city’s urban/suburban area’ (Liberal 
Democrats – BCE-83448) contained within the A164 ring road. In particular, they 
noted the evidence that the local authority boundary between the Hull wards of 
Boothferry and Derringham, and the East Riding of Yorkshire wards of Tranby, 
and Willerby and Kirk Ella is imperceptible, passing through residential streets. 
This was confirmed to them while visiting the area in order to see the local 
geography for themselves.

3.58 Having considered the representations and counter-proposals received 
regarding the six constituencies covering East Riding of Yorkshire and 
Kingston upon Hull, the Assistant Commissioners accepted that both the 
counter-proposals submitted by the Liberal Democrats and the Haltemprice 
& Howden Constituency Labour Party had significant merit, but concluded 
that the approach put forward by the Liberal Democrats provided a superior 
arrangement of constituencies overall, and recommended its adoption with 
a minor adjustment. 

3.59 Specifically, the Assistant Commissioners recommended that the Wolds 
Weighton ward be split between constituencies, which would allow for the 
inclusion of the South West Holderness ward in a Beverley and Holderness 
constituency, as opposed to in the proposed Kingston upon Hull East 
constituency. The proposed Beverley and Holderness constituency would then 
be the same as the existing arrangement, minus the North Holderness ward. 
In turn, the North Carr ward would be included in the Kingston upon Hull East 
constituency, rather than in Kingston upon Hull North. To the west of Hull, 
the Assistant Commissioners recommended that the South Hunsley ward be 
included in a constituency with the town of Goole, with the Willerby and Kirk Ella 
ward instead included in the Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle constituency. 
They also recommended that the two wards comprising the village of Cottingham 
– Cottingham North and Cottingham South – should be included in the Kingston 
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upon Hull North constituency (for the reasons outlined above). The Assistant 
Commissioners recommended a modification to the Liberal Democrats’ counter-
proposal, which would involve the Central ward being split, using polling districts, 
between the Kingston upon Hull North, and Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle 
constituencies. They believed there was merit in this change, as it would allow 
for more of the centre of the City of Hull – including Hull train station and Hull 
Royal Infirmary – to be included in one constituency (Kingston upon Hull West 
and Hessle).

3.60 The Assistant Commissioners recommended the split of Wolds Weighton ward 
should use polling districts that match the parish council boundaries in the ward, 
and roughly follow the demarcation of the A1079 road. The nine polling districts 
covering the villages of Melbourne and Bielby, among others, would be included 
in a Goole and Pocklington constituency, which would be similar to the Goole 
and Haltemprice constituency of the initial proposals, minus the Haltemprice 
villages, but with the addition of the South Hunsley and Pocklington Provincial 
wards. The remainder of Wolds Weighton ward (20 polling districts) would be 
included in a Bridlington and The Wolds constituency, including the towns of 
Bridlington and Driffield, among others.

3.61 After considering the evidence received during the consultation process and 
the Assistant Commissioners’ recommendations, we agree that the counter-
proposal submitted by the Liberal Democrats would be the superior arrangement 
in this area. We agree with the Assistant Commissioners’ conclusion that it is 
more appropriate to extend the Hull-based constituencies to the west, up to the 
A164 ring road – including all of the Haltemprice villages that act as suburbs of 
the City of Hull. Therefore, we propose that the Wolds Weighton ward be split 
between constituencies as described, to permit such an arrangement across 
Hull. We also acknowledge that this allows an arrangement across East Riding 
of Yorkshire that would be more similar to the existing arrangement, and therefore 
consider it to be superior to the initial proposals. However, one element of the 
Assistant Commissioners’ recommendations with which we do not agree is the 
recommended split of the Central ward between the proposed Kingston upon 
Hull North, and Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle constituencies. While we 
accept that the Liberal Democrats’ arrangement within Hull likely divides the 
city centre to some degree, a ward split is not required for this approach to 
address the multiple issues raised by other representations, and based on the 
evidence received during the consultation process, we do not consider that these 
circumstances are sufficiently strong to lead us to support the split of a ward in 
Hull city centre.
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3.62 In conclusion, therefore, we propose the complete adoption of the counter-
proposal from the Liberal Democrats for the unitary authorities of East Riding 
of Yorkshire and Kingston upon Hull, other than three names. We propose the 
constituencies of: Beverley and Holderness; Bridlington and The Wolds; Goole 
and Pocklington (identical to the Boothferry and South Hunsley constituency of 
the Liberal Democrats’ counter-proposal); Kingston upon Hull East; Kingston 
upon Hull North (identical to the Kingston upon Hull North and Cottingham 
constituency of the Liberal Democrats’ counter-proposal); and Kingston upon 
Hull West and Hessle (identical to the Kingston upon Hull West and Haltemprice 
constituency of the Liberal Democrats’ counter-proposal). 

North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire

3.63 There are currently 30 constituencies in this sub-region, 12 of which are 
within the permitted electorate range. Of the remaining constituencies, five have 
electorates that are below the permitted range and 13 have electorates above the 
range. The sub-region is mathematically entitled to 30.99 constituencies, so was 
allocated 31, an increase of one from the existing arrangement. When developing 
our proposals, the large size of ward electorates in the metropolitan boroughs 
of West Yorkshire, particularly in the City of Leeds and the Borough of Kirklees 
– which have minimum ward sizes of more than 15,000 and 12,000 respectively 
– caused us particular difficulties. We proposed two cross-county boundary 
constituencies for this sub-region, both of which would contain wards from the 
City of Leeds and one or more North Yorkshire local authorities, detailed below.

North Yorkshire

3.64 We proposed that the county boundary between North Yorkshire and West 
Yorkshire be crossed in two areas in the initial proposals. We proposed a Selby 
constituency that would include the City of Leeds ward of Kippax & Methley with 
all but two of the wards of the District of Selby, including the town of Selby itself. 
We also proposed a Wetherby and Easingwold constituency that would consist 
of two City of Leeds wards (Harewood and Wetherby); the remaining two District 
of Selby wards (Appleton Roebuck & Church Fenton and Tadcaster); three 
District of Hambleton wards (Easingwold, Huby and Raskelf & White Horse); 
and six Borough of Harrogate wards. This constituency would stretch from 
south of Tadcaster in the District of Selby to north of Easingwold in the District 
of Hambleton, while also including the population centres of Wetherby and 
Boroughbridge (from the City of Leeds and Borough of Harrogate respectively). 

3.65 Both cross-county boundary constituencies proposed in this sub-region were 
contentious. Only one of the qualifying political parties supported them – the 
Labour Party (BCE-79525, BCE-95675 and BCE-96982). The inclusion of the 
Leeds city ward of Kippax & Methley in a predominantly Selby district-based 
constituency was widely opposed in representations such as BCE-62798 
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and BCE-88382. They stated that there is no commonality between the two 
areas, with Kippax instead being closely tied to the Leeds town of Garforth. 
The second cross-county boundary constituency in the sub-region, Wetherby 
and Easingwold, was also strongly opposed during consultation. Most of the 
opposition (excluding that regarding the inclusion of the Harrogate borough 
ward of Claro, which is discussed in detail below) made reference to the large 
geographical size of the proposed constituency and the fact it would cover four 
separate local authorities. Kevin Hollinrake, MP for Thirsk and Malton (BCE-
73692), stated that this would make the constituency ‘poorly compliant with Rule 
5(b)’ of the legislation, while the Liberal Democrats (BCE-83448, BCE-96103 and 
BCE-96983) said it would make it unduly difficult for a Member of Parliament 
to represent. Many representations, such as that from Alec Shelbrooke, MP 
for Elmet and Rothwell (BCE-71205), BCE-79539 and BCE-88424, said that 
the proposed constituency would group many disparate communities with no 
local ties or natural affinity between them. BCE-62815 stated that the three 
principal towns of the proposed constituency all look to ‘different cities as 
their geographical, social and political locus: Wetherby to Leeds, Easingwold 
to York and Boroughbridge to Ripon’. With respect to the crossing of local 
authority boundaries, the Assistant Commissioners noted that the new unitary 
authority area of North Yorkshire Council, which is due to be implemented in 
April 2023 – as highlighted in representations such as that from North Yorkshire 
County Council (BCE-94120) – will reduce the number of local authorities in this 
proposed constituency from four to two.

3.66 As part of their alternative sub-regional grouping, the Conservative Party (BCE-
85514, BCE-96439 and BCE-96980) proposed linking Selby in a cross-county 
boundary constituency with the town of Goole, rather than Kippax & Methley. 
In turn, they proposed that the Kippax & Methley ward be split along the River 
Aire, with both parts being included in City of Wakefield-based constituencies. 
This counter-proposal was supported by Nigel Adams, MP for Selby and Ainsty 
(BCE-95208) and Andrew Percy, MP for Brigg and Goole (BCE-97280), who 
referenced the many physical, historical and cultural links between the towns 
of Selby and Goole, while Alec Shelbrooke MP (BCE-71205 and BCE-97126), 
stated that the Wakefield town of Castleford acts as the economic hub for the 
community of Kippax.
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3.67 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the potential benefits of 
a constituency that would group the towns of Selby and Goole, and the 
support this garnered from multiple representations during the consultations. 
They accepted that there are strong transport, cultural and historical links 
between the two areas. They noted, however, that this arrangement would 
create a cross-county boundary constituency between North Yorkshire and 
East Riding of Yorkshire and would therefore be dependent on a new sub-region 
arrangement with consequential extensive change across the whole region. 
As has been mentioned previously, the Assistant Commissioners did not consider 
that this alternative sub-region arrangement would result in a superior pattern 
of constituencies for the region as a whole, based on the statutory factors. 

3.68 Both the Liberal Democrats and BCE-60759 agreed that the most appropriate 
place to cross the county boundary between North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire 
would be between the east of the City of Leeds and the neighbouring districts of 
North Yorkshire. Both proposed two constituencies that would cover the same 
wards as the Selby, and Wetherby and Easingwold constituencies in the initial 
proposals, but distributed those 31 wards differently between the constituencies. 
They said the three City of Leeds wards of Harewood, Kippax & Methley and 
Wetherby should be included in a constituency with eight wards comprising 
the southern ‘half’ of Selby district, covering the villages of Eggborough and 
Sherburn in Elmet, among others. The remainder of Selby district would be 
grouped with the same Harrogate borough and Hambleton district wards 
included in the proposed Wetherby and Easingwold constituency. This proposal 
was also supported by the Green Party in the second consultation stage (BCE-
96981). The arrangement would reduce the number of cross-county boundary 
constituencies to just one, and avoid a constituency containing wards from 
four current local authorities, replacing it with one that crosses three (which, 
as noted, will become one from April 2023). Kippax & Methley would also no 
longer be an ‘orphan ward’8 as it would be in a constituency with the other City 
of Leeds wards of Harewood and Wetherby. The Assistant Commissioners 
considered that this counter-proposal had merit, and would likely be superior 
to the initial proposals with regard to respect for local government boundaries. 
However, they had concerns regarding the unusual shape of the proposed Selby 
and Easingwold constituency, and the poor travel and transport connectivity 
within it. They also questioned the level of community ties between the City of 
Leeds wards of Wetherby and Harewood and the communities in the south of 
Selby district. The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged that, given these 
geographical and community ties-based considerations, the decision to be 
made between the counter-proposal put forward by the Liberal Democrats 
and BCE-60759, and the initial proposals was a finely balanced one.

8 ‘Orphan ward’ refers to a ward from one local authority, in a constituency where all the remaining wards are from at 
least one other local authority.
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3.69 Jonathan Stansby (BCE-87147) proposed another alternative cross-county 
boundary arrangement between the City of Leeds and North Yorkshire. The City 
of Leeds wards of Harewood, Kippax & Methley and Wetherby would be included 
in a constituency with the six most westerly wards of Selby district, covering the 
town of Tadcaster and village of Sherburn in Elmet, among others. Meanwhile, 
the remainder of Selby district, including the town of Selby itself, would be 
grouped with six City of York wards, and the Harrogate borough and Hambleton 
district wards in the initially proposed Wetherby and Easingwold constituency 
would be grouped with a further six City of York wards to create a third 
constituency. As in the counter-proposal submitted by the Liberal Democrats 
and BCE-60759, the Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the merit of this 
counter-proposal, namely that it would: result in one less county boundary 
crossing compared to the initial proposals; avoid a constituency containing parts 
of four local authorities; and prevent Kippax & Methley becoming an ‘orphan 
ward’. They noted, however, that it would require extensive change to the 
arrangement across the City of York; the initial proposals avoided such disruption 
by maintaining the existing constituencies with only minor realignment to new 
local government ward boundaries and this was largely supported during the 
consultation process, as discussed in more detail below. Therefore, the Assistant 
Commissioners did not consider Jonathan Stansby’s counter-proposal better 
fulfilled the statutory factors than the initial proposals did. 

3.70 After consideration of the evidence received during the consultation process and 
examination of the counter-proposals received, the Assistant Commissioners 
did not recommend any change to the cross-county boundary arrangement 
between North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire in the initial proposals. We accept 
this recommendation, and do not propose any change to the Selby constituency, 
or to the cross-county boundary element of the Wetherby and Easingwold 
constituency (a single ward transfer is proposed elsewhere, and this is discussed 
in detail below). We propose no change to either constituency name. Noting, 
however, how very close our Assistant Commissioners felt the decision was 
between the initial proposals and the Liberal Democrats’ counter-proposal, we 
would particularly welcome views and supporting evidence as to whether or not 
this alternative would be preferable.
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3.71 As well as its cross-county boundary element, the proposed inclusion of the 
Harrogate borough ward of Claro in the Wetherby and Easingwold constituency 
(as opposed to Harrogate and Knaresborough) was highly contentious (although 
supported by all qualifying political parties other than the Conservative Party). 
The Claro ward is currently split between three constituencies due to changes 
to local government ward boundaries, but more electors reside in the part that is 
in the existing Harrogate and Knaresborough constituency. At the Northallerton 
public hearing, Andrew Jones, MP for Harrogate and Knaresborough (BCE-
97292), highlighted the strong connections between the Claro ward and the 
towns of Harrogate and Knaresborough, and relatively few links to Wetherby 
and Easingwold – sentiments that were echoed in written submissions such 
as that from Councillor James Roberts (BCE-85310). BCE-78315 emphasised 
the greater distances between the largest town of Claro ward – Scotton – and 
Wetherby and Easingwold: over ten and 19 miles respectively, compared to just 
over two miles to Knaresborough. It was also stated that there are multiple bus 
services between the ward and Harrogate and Knaresborough, but no direct 
public transport links to Wetherby or Easingwold. Similar arguments were also 
made in representations from residents of the Boroughbridge ward, such as 
BCE-74128, although in considerably fewer numbers. The Boroughbridge ward, 
like part of Claro, is in the existing Harrogate and Knaresborough constituency.

3.72 Including the Claro ward in the Harrogate and Knaresborough constituency 
would have no wider knock-on effects – the initially proposed Wetherby and 
Easingwold constituency would remain within the permitted electorate range – 
and this was put forward in counter-proposals from the Conservative Party and 
BCE-80475. The Assistant Commissioners were persuaded by the extensive 
evidence presented in the representations for including the Claro ward in the 
proposed Harrogate and Knaresborough constituency and recommended its 
inclusion to us. They accepted that residents from across the Claro ward likely 
look to Knaresborough or Harrogate for their services, while there are relatively 
poor links to the main population centres of the proposed Wetherby and 
Easingwold constituency. The Assistant Commissioners noted, however, that 
including both Claro and Boroughbridge wards in this constituency (including 
Boroughbridge alone would make it a detached part) would result in the number 
of electors exceeding the permitted electoral range, and therefore require change 
to all three of the constituencies that include part of Harrogate borough; creating 
an arrangement of constituencies that the Assistant Commissioners considered 
would be inferior to the initial proposals. For this reason, they recommended 
that the Boroughbridge ward remain in the proposed Wetherby and 
Easingwold constituency. We concur with the recommendation of the Assistant 
Commissioners and propose that the only change to the initially proposed 
constituencies of Harrogate and Knaresborough, and Wetherby and Easingwold 
should be the transfer of Claro ward from the latter to the former.
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3.73 The only remaining constituency wholly or partially within the Borough of 
Harrogate, Skipton and Ripon, would see only minimal change under the initial 
proposals. This would involve the transfer of the Bishop Monkton & Newby 
ward to the proposed Wetherby and Easingwold constituency, as well as 
the realignment of its boundaries to new local government ward boundaries. 
Few representations were received on this during the consultation process. 
Those we did receive, such as BCE-52355 and BCE-87328, referred to the 
local government boundaries themselves (rather than their relationship to the 
constituency boundaries), so were beyond our remit. The proposed constituency 
was supported by all qualifying political parties, other than the Conservative Party 
(who, as mentioned above, proposed wide-scale change across North Yorkshire 
in consequence of their alternative sub-region). In view of the limited opposition 
to the proposed Skipton and Ripon constituency, the Assistant Commissioners 
recommended no change to the constituency, and we agree. 

3.74 We only proposed a small change to the arrangement of constituencies in the 
City of York in the initial proposals: the existing York Central and York Outer 
constituencies would be amended only to realign with new local government 
ward boundaries. This was mostly supported during the consultation process, 
including by all of the qualifying political parties. Rachael Maskell, MP for York 
Central (BCE-74918), among others, supported the small changes, and the 
subsequent inclusion of the University of York (Hull Road ward) in the proposed 
York Central constituency. Few counter-proposals were received for the 
arrangement across the City of York, other than those that proposed extensive 
change, by linking it with other surrounding local authorities. BCE-60759 
proposed the exchange of the Hull Road ward to the York Outer constituency 
with the Dringhouses & Woodthorpe ward included in York Central. They 
contended that this would better respect community ties around the Heslington 
area, while the Dringhouses & Woodthorpe ward is an urban ward that would be 
a better fit in the city centre constituency.

3.75 The Assistant Commissioners considered that the initial proposals would see 
minimal disruption to the existing arrangement of constituencies in the City of 
York and were not particularly contentious, so were not minded to recommend 
either the counter-proposal from Jonathan Stansby that would link York wards 
with the districts of Hambleton and Selby, and the Borough of Harrogate, nor the 
ward transfer as proposed in BCE-60759. We accept their recommendation and 
propose no change to either the York Central or York Outer constituencies as in 
the initial proposals. 
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3.76 To compensate for the inclusion of the three District of Hambleton wards in the 
proposed Wetherby and Easingwold constituency (Easingwold, Huby and Raskelf 
& White Horse), the existing Thirsk and Malton constituency was reconfigured 
in the initial proposals to extend further westwards. The wards of Bedale and 
Tanfield would be transferred from the existing Richmond (Yorks) constituency 
to the Thirsk and Malton constituency. Other than realignments with new local 
government ward boundaries along the boundary with the Thirsk and Malton 
constituency, this was the only proposed change to the existing Richmond 
(Yorks) constituency.

3.77 The consultation process showed the proposed transfer of the Bedale and 
Tanfield wards to be highly contentious. Multiple representations said that these 
wards are intimately linked to the towns of Northallerton and Richmond, with 
Bedale described as a ‘suburb of Northallerton’ in BCE-58275, with very few 
links with the communities of Thirsk and Malton. It was also stated that Bedale 
has much more affinity with the Yorkshire Dales area to the west, rather than 
the North York Moors to the east, with the town described as ‘the gateway to 
the Dales’ by the Northallerton Branch Labour Party (BCE-83814). Furthermore, 
Jonathan Stansby (BCE-64225) highlighted that the wards of Bedale and 
Tanfield are physically cut off from the rest of the proposed Thirsk and Malton 
constituency by the River Swale.

3.78 As well as opposition specifically regarding the Bedale and Tanfield wards, we 
received some opposition to the proposed Thirsk and Malton constituency 
more generally. Rick Parker (BCE-58711) and Rowan Humphreys (BCE-80046) 
contended that the proposed constituency would be too large geographically 
and encompass such a variety of communities that parliamentary representation 
would be difficult. In particular, a number of representations, such as those 
from David Knowles (BCE-57699) and Councillor Mike Cockerill (BCE-87233), 
highlighted that Filey in the far east of the proposed constituency is a coastal 
community with little affinity to Thirsk or Malton. Instead they said that it would 
be more appropriately included in a constituency with Scarborough.

3.79 Despite this opposition, only the Conservative Party among the qualifying 
political parties did not support the proposed Richmond (Yorks), and Thirsk 
and Malton constituencies. They proposed retaining the Bedale ward in the 
Richmond (Yorks) constituency, making reference to the town’s strong ties to 
Morton-on-Swale and Northallerton, and keeping over 7,000 electors in their 
existing constituency, while they proposed that the Tanfield ward remain in 
Thirsk and Malton. They proposed exchanging the Bedale ward with Great 
Ayton, which was also tied into their more extensive changes to the proposed 
Thirsk and Malton constituency, consequential on their proposed cross-county 
boundary constituency between Ryedale district, Scarborough borough and East 
Riding of Yorkshire, and a different cross-county boundary arrangement between 
North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire. The Assistant Commissioners noted that 
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the exchange of the Bedale ward with the Great Ayton ward is deliverable as an 
isolated modification to the initial proposal arrangement, with no wider knock-on 
effects beyond the two constituencies involved. Councillor Carl Les, on day two 
of the Northallerton public hearing (BCE-97304), stated, however, that the Bedale 
and Tanfield wards are closely related, as are Great Ayton and the neighbouring 
Stokesley ward, and that these pairs of wards should not be divided. Councillor 
John Weighell (BCE-97293) made a similar point explaining, that ‘Bedale is the 
market town that services the Tanfield ward, Stokesley is the market town that 
services the Great Ayton ward’.

3.80 Jonathan Stansby (BCE-64225 and BCE-87147) avoided dividing these two 
pairs of wards, but recommended both Bedale and Tanfield wards should be 
exchanged in the proposed Thirsk and Malton constituency with the Great 
Ayton and Stokesley wards. In his view, the Great Ayton and Stokesley wards 
are connected to the rest of the Thirsk and Malton constituency by the B1257 
road, whereas the Bedale and Tanfield wards are isolated by the River Swale. 
This evidence regarding connectivity was directly contradicted, however, by 
Councillor Ron Kirk at the Northallerton public hearing (BCE-97296), who said 
that the North York Moors act as a great geographical divide between the wards 
of Great Ayton and Stokesley and the rest of the Thirsk and Malton constituency, 
and instead the communities of these wards look west to Richmond, and north to 
Teeside. This view was reiterated in BCE-87777, which stated that ‘Stokesley and 
Great Ayton are separated from the bulk of the Thirsk and Malton constituency 
by the Cleveland Hills, so while there is a road connection the links to that 
constituency are not as close as they might appear.’ Councillor John Weighell 
appreciated the strength of opposition to the inclusion of the Bedale and Tanfield 
wards in the Thirsk and Malton constituency, but reluctantly supported the initial 
proposals, as the councillor considered them to be superior to the alternative of 
including the Great Ayton and Stokesley wards. 

3.81 Aside from consideration of which wards to transfer between the Richmond 
(Yorks) and Thirsk and Malton constituencies, we received few representations 
about the former. Some respondents approved of the composition of the 
proposed constituency, but not its name. Emma Atkinson (BCE-66273) noted 
that Richmond is not the largest population centre in the proposed constituency 
and also that the ‘(Yorks)’ is unnecessary and often omitted by the media.
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3.82 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the strength of opposition to the 
inclusion of the Bedale and Tanfield wards in the proposed Thirsk and Malton 
constituency. They appreciated that these wards likely have closer links to the 
towns of Northallerton and Richmond, rather than with the population centres 
of the proposed Thirsk and Malton constituency. Despite this, the Assistant 
Commissioners did not recommend any change to the composition of either the 
proposed Richmond (Yorks) or Thirsk and Malton constituencies. This was due 
to the lack of any counter-proposal that they considered to be superior to the 
initial proposals with regard to the statutory factors. They were not minded to 
separate either the Bedale and Tanfield wards, or the Great Ayton and Stokesley 
wards, and therefore considered the only viable counter-proposal would be the 
exchange of both Bedale and Tanfield with both Great Ayton and Stokesley, 
as proposed by Jonathan Stansby. They were persuaded, however, that the 
upland area of the North York Moors between the settlements of Great Ayton 
and Stokesley and the Thirsk and Malton constituency acts as a significant 
physical barrier that would negatively affect the accessibility and community 
ties across a constituency that grouped these areas together.

3.83 The Assistant Commissioners were also mindful of the strong opposition 
expressed – for the same reasons – when Great Ayton had been initially 
proposed to be included in the Thirsk and Malton constituency during the 
2018 Review, which had persuaded the Commission to deliver a different final 
recommendation. While evidence from previous reviews is not decisive in itself, 
the repetition of such arguments in the current Review denoted that the views of 
local people on the issue would still be the same, were such an approach to be 
proposed by the Commission again. The Assistant Commissioners concluded 
that the initial proposals provided a better arrangement to the alternatives 
put forward for this area and therefore recommended no change to their 
composition. However, they accepted the arguments put forward in opposition 
to the name of the proposed Richmond (Yorks) constituency, and therefore 
recommended a name change to Richmond and Northallerton.
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3.84 We agree with the Assistant Commissioners’ reasoning for retaining the 
initially proposed composition of the Richmond (Yorks), and Thirsk and Malton 
constituencies and therefore propose no revisions to these, but we agree with 
their recommendation to change the name of the former to Richmond and 
Northallerton. We consider that this reflects both the main population centre and 
county town in North Yorkshire – Northallerton – and the historical significance of 
Richmond, which has featured in the Parliamentary constituency name since the 
16th Century. 

3.85 The proposed Scarborough and Whitby constituency was one of two in the 
region that would be wholly unchanged from the existing arrangement under 
the initial proposals. We received very little opposition during the consultation 
process in response to the constituency, and it was supported by all of the 
qualifying political parties. As noted above, however, a number of respondents 
said that Filey, in the proposed Thirsk and Malton constituency, would be more 
appropriately included in the Scarborough and Whitby constituency. This change 
would require additional changes to both the otherwise unchanged Scarborough 
and Whitby constituency, and other North Yorkshire constituencies. The Assistant 
Commissioners did not consider that these changes necessitated by the 
inclusion of Filey in Scarborough and Whitby would better satisfy the statutory 
factors overall. We agree, and therefore propose no change to this constituency 
as initially proposed. 

West Yorkshire

3.86 In the City of Bradford, four existing constituencies are within the permitted 
electorate range, and one, Bradford South, is just 405 electors below the 
permitted range. We proposed no change to the existing Bradford East 
constituency, and only minor realignment to new local government ward 
boundaries in the Keighley and Shipley constituencies. We proposed only the 
exchange of two wards – Clayton and Fairweather Green, and Great Horton – 
between the Bradford West and Bradford South constituencies, which would 
bring them both within the permitted range.

3.87 The initial proposals for the City of Bradford received a mixture of support 
and opposition during the consultation periods, although their composition 
was supported by all the qualifying political parties. One of the issues across 
the metropolitan area of West Yorkshire about which we received the most 
representations was the name of the proposed Keighley constituency. Many 
respondents approved of the changes to its composition to realign with new 
local government ward boundaries, but felt that the constituency would be 
better named Keighley and Ilkley. A campaign in favour of the name change 
was organised by Robbie Moore, MP for Keighley (BCE-75768), and included 
a letter writing campaign, beginning with BCE-68507. This highlighted that 
the constituency includes two distinct primary towns, but only one of them is 



Revised proposals for new Parliamentary constituency boundaries in the 
Yorkshire and the Humber region38

reflected in the constituency name, which was said to cause confusion among 
residents, so Keighley and Ilkley would be a more appropriate name. This name 
change was also supported by the Conservative Party (BCE-85514, BCE-96439 
and BCE-96980). 

3.88 Elsewhere in the City of Bradford, significant support was received for 
maintaining the Shipley constituency with only minimal change to align with new 
local government ward boundaries, but a smaller number of representations were 
received from residents of the Idle and Thackley ward, stating their opposition to 
their continued inclusion in the Bradford East constituency, and proposing that 
they would be better included in a constituency with the town of Shipley. BCE-
94154 and BCE-94233 said that the communities of Thackley and Idle have very 
little in common with the more inner-city areas of Barkerend and Little Horton, 
both due to their geographical separation, and the socio-economic differences 
between them. Both Jonathan Stansby (BCE-64225) and BCE-79391 put 
forward the same counter-proposal for the Keighley and Shipley constituencies, 
which would transfer the Wharfedale ward from the Shipley constituency to 
Keighley, and the Worth Valley ward in the other direction. This would be a 
superior arrangement, according to Jonathan Stansby, as the Wharfedale ward 
is cut off from the rest of the Shipley constituency and ‘it is necessary to take 
circuitous routes through neighbouring constituencies’ to travel across the 
Shipley constituency. This was supported by other representations, such as 
BCE-64088, which stated ‘there are no direct road links between Shipley town 
and Burley in Wharfedale [the main settlement of the Wharfedale ward] without 
entering another constituency.’ They added that the two areas have very different 
characters and demographic makeups, with the Wharfe Valley being ‘a separate 
community of settlements’ to the Aire Valley (containing the town of Shipley). 

3.89 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the counter-proposal for the 
constituencies of Keighley and Shipley from Jonathan Stansby and BCE-79391, 
as well as the small amount of opposition to some elements of the initially 
proposed constituencies, but they were persuaded by the more widespread 
support for retaining these constituencies, changed only to realign with new local 
government ward boundaries, and as such recommended no change to their 
composition. They did, however, accept the strong support for a name change 
for the proposed Keighley constituency and therefore recommended that it be 
renamed Keighley and Ilkley, as supported by numerous responses.

3.90 The most significant issue regarding the composition of constituencies in the 
City of Bradford was the exchange of wards between the proposed Bradford 
South and Bradford West constituencies. Judith Cummins, MP for Bradford 
South (BCE-75077), among others, voiced serious concerns about the effects 
of this proposed swap of wards. Respondents felt that this swap could damage 
community cohesion, by reducing the ethnic diversity of both constituencies 
involved, and that this could jeopardise ‘the decades of work of inclusion 
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and diversity’ (Sandale Trust – BCE-90671) across Bradford. A number of 
representations also raised the issue of the division of the community of Wibsey 
between constituencies in the initial proposals: Wibsey is spread across the 
wards of Great Horton, Wibsey and Royds (Sandale Community Trust – BCE-
66593) and thus would be divided between the proposed constituencies of 
Bradford South and Bradford West. 

3.91 Multiple representations proposed splitting a ward in the City of Bradford to 
avoid the necessity of exchanging wards between Bradford South and Bradford 
West. Judith Cummins MP and Thomas Hughes (BCE-97114) highlighted that 
the existing Bradford South is only just over 400 electors below the permitted 
electorate range, but the exchange of wards in the initial proposals would move 
over 22,000 electors from their current constituency. This was described by 
Thomas Hughes as ‘unnecessary change for 98% of the electors involved’. 
It was proposed in multiple representations that just one polling district be 
included in the proposed Bradford South constituency from a neighbouring 
ward, to balance the numbers and bring its electorate within the permitted range. 
Polling district 18H from the Little Horton ward was identified by the Bradford 
South Constituency Labour Party (BCE-74857) and Thomas Hughes as the most 
appropriate polling district to be included. This would involve the movement of 
under 1,000 electors, and this would be the only change to the composition of 
constituencies across the Bradford local authority, other than realignment to new 
local government ward boundaries. Polling district 18H of the Little Horton ward 
contains the Marshfield community, which the Bradford South Constituency 
Labour Party stated has close links to the Bradford South communities of 
Bankfoot and Odsal, and was previously part of the Bradford South constituency 
(Sandale Trust). Both the Conservative Party (BCE-96439 and BCE-96980) 
and Labour Party (BCE-95675 and BCE-96982) agreed during the secondary 
consultation that splitting a ward in this way may be justified to minimise 
disruption, and such a solution was supported by the three ward councillors 
of the Wibsey ward (Councillor David Green, BCE-74678).
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3.92 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the concerns regarding community 
cohesion and the division of the community of Wibsey between constituencies 
that could result from the exchange of wards in the initial proposals. They 
therefore recommended adopting the counter-proposal submitted by the 
Bradford South Constituency Labour Party and Thomas Hughes: this would 
return the constituencies of Bradford East, Bradford South and Bradford West 
to the existing arrangement, other than the transfer of the 18H polling district 
from the Bradford East ward of Little Horton to the proposed Bradford South 
constituency. The Assistant Commissioners were particularly persuaded by the 
comparison in number of electors moved across the local authority when splitting 
a ward rather than moving two wards. They recommended no change to the 
names of the three constituencies involved. 

3.93 We agree with the Assistant Commissioners’ recommendations and therefore 
propose: no change to the composition of the initially proposed Keighley and 
Shipley constituencies, but a name change to Keighley and Ilkley for the former; 
and a return to the existing arrangement for the constituencies of Bradford East, 
Bradford South and Bradford West, other than for the transfer of polling district 
18H of Little Horton ward from Bradford East to Bradford South. 

3.94 Within the Borough of Calderdale, the existing Calder Valley constituency is 
above the permitted range. We proposed that the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe 
ward be transferred from it to a proposed Batley and Hipperholme constituency 
– based largely on the existing Batley and Spen constituency. We also proposed 
the exchange of four wards between the Calder Valley and Halifax constituencies 
to bring them both within the permitted electorate range. To compensate for the 
inclusion of the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe ward in Batley and Hipperholme, the 
Heckmondwike ward would be included in the proposed Dewsbury constituency. 
This constituency would be more compact than the existing arrangement, 
no longer containing the geographically large rural wards of Denby Dale and 
Kirkburton to the south. As well as the addition of the Heckmondwike ward, 
in order to bring the constituency within the permitted electorate range, we 
proposed that the Dewsbury constituency contain part of the Dalton ward, which 
is currently included entirely within the Huddersfield constituency. We proposed 
that the Dalton ward be split using polling districts, with the area around 
Kirkheaton being included in the proposed Dewsbury constituency, and the 
rest of the ward, centred on the Rawthorpe area, remaining in the Huddersfield 
constituency. To compensate for the inclusion of the Kirkheaton area in the 
Dewsbury constituency, we proposed that the Crosland Moor and Netherton 
ward be included in the Huddersfield constituency from the existing Colne Valley 
constituency. This would bring both of the constituencies within the permitted 
electorate range. The only further change proposed to the existing Colne 
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Valley constituency would be to realign its boundaries with changes to local 
government ward boundaries. The two remaining Kirklees district wards (Denby 
Dale and Kirkburton) would be grouped with four City of Wakefield wards in the 
proposed Ossett and Denby Dale constituency. 

3.95 The initial proposals for the seven constituencies either wholly or partially within 
the boroughs of Calderdale and Kirklees were widely opposed during the 
consultation periods, although their composition was supported by the Liberal 
Democrats (BCE-83448, BCE-96103 and BCE-96983). The most contentious 
proposed constituency across the whole Yorkshire and the Humber region was 
Batley and Hipperholme, with the majority of the opposition centring on the 
inclusion of the Calderdale borough ward of Hipperholme and Lightcliffe in a 
constituency with the Kirklees borough town of Batley and the communities 
of the Spen Valley. Representations, such as those from Graham Holmes 
(BCE-71974), the Batley & Spen Constituency Labour Party (BCE-76466) and 
Councillor George Robinson (BCE-83445), contended that there are very few 
links between the communities of Calderdale and Kirklees in this area. They 
stated that the M62 motorway and the high ground of Hartshead Moor act 
as physical dividing features between the two local authorities. Instead it was 
claimed that the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe ward is intrinsically linked to 
the town of Brighouse – the two areas being ‘bound at the hip’ according to 
Councillor George Robinson (BCE-97143) – due to their historical and cultural 
links. For this reason Councillor Robinson, among others, said that the ward 
should stay in a Calderdale borough-based constituency with Brighouse. 

3.96 The exclusion of the Heckmondwike ward from the proposed Batley and 
Hipperholme constituency was also strongly opposed during the consultation 
periods. Representations such as BCE-69887 and BCE-70327 said that the town 
of Heckmondwike has close links to communities across the existing Batley 
and Spen constituency. In particular, it was claimed that Heckmondwike is the 
hub of the local transport system – BCE-70327 stated that it is not possible to 
travel between the towns of Cleckheaton and Batley without travelling through 
Heckmondwike. For this reason, Kim Leadbeater, MP for Batley and Spen (BCE-
97130), maintained that it was essential to keep the centre of Heckmondwike and 
the A638 road within a constituency with Batley and the Spen Valley.
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3.97 In Calderdale borough, the proposed constituencies of Calder Valley and Halifax 
were mostly opposed, although with fewer representations than in respect of 
the neighbouring Batley and Hipperholme. Representations such as BCE-53462 
and BCE-55934 stated there are no community ties between Brighouse and 
Halifax, while highlighting that the community of Bailiff Bridge, which is closely 
linked to Brighouse, would be partially in another constituency (the proposed 
Batley and Hipperholme). The proposed transfer of wards from the existing 
Halifax constituency to Calder Valley was similarly contentious: residents of the 
Sowerby Bridge and Warley communities claimed that they are an integral part 
of the town of Halifax, and have few links with the communities of the Calder 
Valley. Representations such as those from Linda Oswin (BCE-60232) and 
BCE-95516 highlighted the close proximity and ample transport links between 
the communities of Warley and Sowerby Bridge and Halifax town centre. Holly 
Lynch, MP for Halifax (BCE-73792) highlighted the strong local ties between the 
eastern part of Warley ward and Park ward, where a significant ethnic minority 
community lives and uses shared facilities in both wards. 

3.98 The existing Calder Valley constituency must lose electors to bring it within the 
permitted electorate range. The Conservative Party (BCE-85514, BCE-96439 
and BCE-96980), the Labour Party (BCE-79525, BCE-95675 and BCE-96982) 
and Jonathan Stansby (BCE-64225 and BCE-87147) said that it would be 
more appropriate to achieve this by including the Rastrick ward in a cross-local 
authority boundary constituency with Kirklees borough, rather than doing so with 
the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe ward as in the initial proposals. Jonathan Stansby 
acknowledged that the Rastrick ward is divided from Huddersfield by the M62 
motorway, but identified that the two areas are connected by the A641 road. 
The exclusion of the Rastrick ward would bring the Calder Valley constituency 
within the permitted electorate range, while the existing Halifax constituency 
is already within the range, and both Jonathan Stansby and the Labour Party 
proposed no further adjustments to the arrangement within Calderdale borough. 
The Conservative Party, meanwhile, proposed adjusting both the Calderdale 
borough constituencies into a lower and upper valley arrangement, which they 
proposed to name Brighouse and Ryburn, and Halifax and the Upper Calder, 
respectively. The counter-proposals from the Conservative Party and Labour 
Party received similar levels of support during the consultation process. 

3.99 It is also possible to avoid a cross-local authority boundary constituency 
between Calderdale and Kirklees boroughs by splitting a ward between 
the Calder Valley and Halifax constituencies. This was proposed in multiple 
representations during the consultation process, and there are many viable 
solutions: the Heavy Woollen District Independents (BCE-54492) and Councillor 
Aleks Lukic (BCE-96027) proposed splitting the Sowerby Bridge ward; BCE-
60759 and BCE-87777 proposed a split of the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe ward; 
while BCE-82102 proposed splitting either the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe, 
or Luddendenfoot wards. 
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3.100 The Dewsbury constituency in the initial proposals also proved to be contentious 
at consultation, with the large majority of the opposition coming from the part 
of the Dalton ward that would be included within it. The Dalton ward is in the 
existing Huddersfield constituency, but in the initial proposals would be split 
between the Huddersfield and Dewsbury constituencies. Residents of the village 
of Kirkheaton claimed that they have very few links to the town of Dewsbury, 
and should remain in a constituency with Huddersfield. BCE-60239 highlighted 
the physical distances between Kirkheaton and Huddersfield (3.5km) compared 
to Dewsbury (over 8km) and said that the village is part of the ‘continuous 
eastern sprawl of Huddersfield town’, but is separated from Dewsbury by a 
‘large expanse of farmland’. John Worsley (BCE-79723) also stated that the 
proposed split of the Dalton ward using polling districts would divide the village 
of Kirkheaton between constituencies.

3.101 Elsewhere in Kirklees borough, the proposed Huddersfield constituency was 
similarly opposed during the consultation periods. Almost all of the opposition 
related to the proposed transfer of the Crosland Moor and Netherton ward to the 
Huddersfield constituency, from the Colne Valley constituency. Representations 
such as that from the Colne Valley Constituency Labour Party (BCE-85005) 
claimed that the Crosland Moor and Netherton ward is the ‘centrepiece of 
the Colne Valley constituency’. They stated that it sits between the Colne 
and Holme Valleys, with most people travelling through the ward to move 
between them, and therefore to remove it ‘would leave a hole at the heart of 
the constituency’ according to Councillor Matthew McLoughlin (BCE-82132). 
Many representations, such as that from Councillor McLoughlin and BCE-
79919, stated that the Lindley ward has closer ties with the town of Huddersfield 
than does Crosland Moor and Netherton, particularly with regard to public 
transport and education links. These wards cannot be exchanged, as it would 
leave the Colne Valley constituency below the permitted electorate range, but 
many representations proposed a solution that would involve splitting a ward. 
The Green Party (BCE-96981) and Councillor McLoughlin proposed splitting 
the Lindley ward, with the majority of it being included in the Huddersfield 
constituency, except the LD02 and LD05 polling districts that would remain in 
the Colne Valley constituency. These polling districts contain the Mount and 
Salendine Nook areas, which respondents said are the most closely linked to the 
rest of the Colne Valley. The split of the Lindley ward would allow for the Crosland 
Moor and Netherton ward to remain within the Colne Valley constituency. 
Although this solution was popular during the consultations, it was not universally 
supported: Jason McCartney, MP for Colne Valley (BCE-97013) and Councillor 
Adam Gregg (BCE-97281) supported the Colne Valley constituency in the initial 
proposals, and the Conservative Party (BCE-96439 and BCE-96980) considered 
that there was ‘no justification’ for splitting a ward in the area. 
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3.102 The representations received regarding the proposed Ossett and Denby Dale 
constituency, which would cross the local authority boundary between the 
Borough of Kirklees and City of Wakefield, were more balanced between 
opposition and support. Andrew Macdonald (BCE-63691) opposed the 
constituency, stating that it would contain people who identify with four different 
towns (Dewsbury, Huddersfield, Penistone and Wakefield), while the poor public 
transport links between communities in the area were highlighted in BCE-58302. 
Multiple representations, including BCE-65434, also said that the Wakefield 
South ward should be in the Wakefield constituency rather than in the proposed 
Ossett and Denby Dale. On the other hand, in BCE-76862 the Wakefield 
South ward was described as the most ‘geographically isolated’ of the wards 
containing what could be considered as central Wakefield, due to the natural 
boundary of the River Calder and, as such, it would be a logical inclusion in the 
proposed Ossett and Denby Dale constituency. Other representations, including 
BCE-71879, supported the proposed Ossett and Denby Dale constituency on the 
grounds that it would group ‘similar-sized rural and semi-rural towns and villages 
which are well-connected’. Even among those that supported the composition 
of the proposed Ossett and Denby Dale constituency, however, several 
representations called for a change to its name: representations such as BCE-
52532 claimed that the proposed constituency would contain many communities 
closely related to Wakefield that would not be represented by simply referencing 
Ossett in the name. 

3.103 We received multiple counter-proposals for some, or all, of the seven 
constituencies either wholly or partially within the boroughs of Calderdale and 
Kirklees. As previously mentioned, the Conservative Party proposed crossing 
the local authority boundary between the boroughs of Calderdale and Kirklees 
through the inclusion of the Rastrick ward in a predominantly Kirklees-based 
constituency of Huddersfield. They then proposed extensive change to the 
arrangement across Calderdale borough. The Rastrick ward was proposed to be 
included in a Huddersfield constituency that would be the same as in the initial 
proposals, minus all of the Dalton ward (which would no longer be included to 
account for the additional electors of Rastrick ward). The Dalton ward would be 
included in a proposed Spen Valley constituency containing the communities 
of Birstall, Cleckheaton and Mirfield (among others), and the southern part of 
the Heckmondwike ward. This latter ward would be split, using polling districts, 
between the proposed Spen Valley constituency and a Batley and Dewsbury 
constituency. No change was proposed by the Conservative Party to the Colne 
Valley, and Ossett and Denby Dale constituencies of the initial proposals.

3.104 The Labour Party also proposed the inclusion of the Rastrick ward in a  
cross-local authority boundary constituency, but proposed no further change 
to the existing arrangement across Calderdale borough. The Rastrick ward 
would be included in a Huddersfield constituency that would include all of 
the Dalton ward, but not the Almondbury ward, which would be included in a 
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proposed Horbury and Denby Dale constituency. This constituency would be 
similar to the composition of Ossett and Denby Dale in the initial proposals, 
but the Almondbury ward would replace Ossett, which would be included, 
in their counter-proposal, in a cross-local authority boundary constituency 
with Dewsbury, Mirfield, and the southern part of the Heckmondwike ward 
(which would again be split between constituencies). The northern part of the 
Heckmondwike ward would be in a Batley and Spen constituency identical to the 
existing constituency, minus part of the Heckmondwike ward. The Labour Party 
proposed no change to the Colne Valley constituency of the initial proposals. 

3.105 Jonathan Stansby submitted a counter-proposal containing elements of the 
counter-proposals from both the Conservative Party and Labour Party. As in 
the latter, Rastrick would be included in a Huddersfield constituency, with no 
further change across the Calderdale local authority. Elsewhere, Dalton ward 
would be transferred from the existing Huddersfield constituency – as in the 
Conservative Party’s counter-proposal – but to a Dewsbury constituency, rather 
than Spen Valley.

3.106 BCE-87777 outlined different possible ways to find an improved arrangement 
across the boroughs of Calderdale and Kirklees, involving multiple split wards. 
One option would split five wards between constituencies, and another split 
three, with this latter one considered superior by the Assistant Commissioners. 
This counter-proposal would split a ward between the Calder Valley and Halifax 
constituencies, and the representation considered several possibilities for which 
ward that should be. This approach would avoid the need for any Calderdale 
borough ward to be included in a cross-local authority boundary constituency. 
It would also involve no revision to the Huddersfield constituency from the 
initial proposals, retaining the proposed split of the Dalton ward, but rather 
than that part of the ward covering the village of Kirkheaton being grouped 
with Dewsbury (as in the initial proposals), it would be included in a Spen Valley 
constituency. Finally, this respondent proposed splitting the Kirklees borough 
ward of Kirkburton between Dewsbury and Batley, and Ossett and Denby Dale 
constituencies, using polling districts. They proposed no change to the Colne 
Valley constituency of the initial proposals.

3.107 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the widespread opposition to 
the initial proposals for the seven constituencies wholly or partially within the 
boroughs of Calderdale and Kirklees, and the numerous and wide-ranging 
counter-proposals for alternative constituencies. In particular, they noted 
the strength of opposition to the proposed inclusion of the Hipperholme and 
Lightcliffe ward in a cross-local authority boundary constituency with Batley and 
the Spen Valley communities. They decided to visit the area to better understand 
the issues, and their observations accorded with the criticisms of the initial 
proposals that were heard during the consultation periods.
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3.108 The Assistant Commissioners accepted that Bailiff Bridge, and the wider 
Hipperholme and Lightcliffe ward, is isolated from the rest of the proposed 
Batley and Hipperholme constituency, and that both the M62 motorway and 
the difference in elevation between the communities act as significant physical 
barriers. They also accepted that including the Rastrick ward in a cross-local 
authority boundary constituency, rather than the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe 
ward, would enable an arguably superior arrangement of constituencies in 
Calderdale borough. With the inclusion of the Rastrick ward in a predominantly 
Kirklees-based constituency, no further change would be required to the 
Calder Valley and Halifax constituencies, meaning the latter would be wholly 
unchanged from the existing arrangement – as proposed by the Labour Party 
and Jonathan Stansby. The Assistant Commissioners considered this would 
be a superior arrangement to the initial proposals, particularly regarding the 
opposition received during consultation from the Brighouse, Sowerby Bridge 
and Warley wards. They did not consider the extensive change proposed for the 
arrangement in Calderdale borough by the Conservative Party to better meet the 
statutory factors than other options.

3.109 Despite acknowledging the possible benefits that would result from the inclusion 
of the Rastrick ward in a cross-local authority boundary constituency, the 
Assistant Commissioners were reluctant to recommend such an arrangement. 
The Rastrick ward is separated from Huddersfield by the M62 motorway and they 
considered the division between these communities to be substantial on their 
site visit to the area. They observed that not only does the M62 run between the 
boroughs, but it is flanked by rural land on either side and there is a substantial 
elevation between the village of Rastrick and the Kirklees ward of Ashbrow with 
which it would be linked. Travelling through Brighouse and Rastrick, the Assistant 
Commissioners also found them to be one continuous urban area, albeit with 
the River Calder running between them. For these reasons, they considered that 
creating an ‘orphan ward’ of Rastrick would likely trigger a similar response to 
that received from the residents of the Hipperholme and Lightcliffe ward during 
the consultation process.
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3.110 The Assistant Commissioners also considered that the counter-proposals from 
Jonathan Stansby, the Conservative Party and the Labour Party had further 
weaknesses. They considered that the proposals from the Conservative Party 
and Jonathan Stansby would unacceptably divide the community of Huddersfield 
by including the Dalton ward in a different constituency. Upon visiting the 
area they observed that this ward contains part of Huddersfield town centre 
– extending right to the inner ring road (A62) at its western edge. Elsewhere, 
they considered that the Conservative Party’s proposal to split the ward of 
Heckmondwike would not be an appropriate solution, although they noted this 
split could be amended to follow the River Spen for most of its length (as in the 
counter-proposals from the Labour Party and Jonathan Stansby), with no wider 
knock-on effects – as outlined in BCE-71879. 

3.111 The Assistant Commissioners considered that the Labour Party’s counter-
proposal would also divide the community of Huddersfield through the inclusion 
of the Almondbury ward in a proposed Horbury and Denby Dale constituency. 
In turn, Ossett ward would be included in a Dewsbury constituency, both creating 
an additional local authority boundary crossing between the Borough of Kirklees 
and City of Wakefield, and making Ossett an ‘orphan ward’. Furthermore, the 
Assistant Commissioners considered the division of communities spanning the 
Ossett, and Horbury and South Ossett wards was not an appropriate proposition. 
These communities consider themselves to be ‘part of the same village/town 
conurbation’ (BCE-88789) and this view was reinforced during a visit to the area 
by the Assistant Commissioners. They did note, however, that the communities 
of Ossett and South Ossett could be retained in one constituency (Dewsbury) 
through a slight amendment to the Labour Party’s counter-proposal. This 
would split the Horbury and South Ossett ward between constituencies and 
was discussed in BCE-87777. Finally, the Assistant Commissioners identified 
issues of connectivity between the southern part of the Heckmondwike ward 
and the rest of the Dewsbury constituency with which it would be included 
in the Labour Party’s counter-proposal. The two polling districts in the south-
west of the Heckmondwike ward (5 and 6) are regarded as Liversedge rather 
than Heckmondwike, according to BCE-71879, and therefore it is arguably a 
weakness of the counter-proposal that they would be grouped with the town 
of Dewsbury and wards to the east, rather than with the ward of Liversedge 
and Gomersal to the west. 

3.112 The Assistant Commissioners considered that the counter-proposal of  
BCE-87777 that would split three wards between constituencies had the most 
merit of any counter-proposals received, or various other possible alternatives 
investigated by the secretariat for the Calderdale and Kirklees area. Accordingly, 
they recommended to us that this counter-proposal be adopted for the 
composition of constituencies wholly or partially within Kirklees borough, minus 
the Colne Valley and Huddersfield constituencies (which they recommended 
maintaining unchanged from the initial proposals). 
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3.113 The Assistant Commissioners recommended a Spen Valley constituency 
that would comprise the wards of Birstall and Birkenshaw, Cleckheaton, 
Heckmondwike, Liversedge and Gomersal, and Mirfield, plus polling district 
DA06 of the Dalton ward (which covers the communities of Kirkheaton and 
Upper Heaton). This arrangement would retain the unpopular split of the Dalton 
ward as in the initial proposals: while acknowledging the likely opposition to 
this, the Assistant Commissioners did not consider that any of the alternative 
arrangements that did not split the Dalton ward would better meet the statutory 
factors overall. They also observed from their visit to the area that, given its 
proximity to Huddersfield, the village of Kirkheaton likely has close ties to that 
town, however they did not consider that the village is part of the continuous 
urban sprawl eastwards from Huddersfield, as stated in BCE-60239. Rather, 
they considered that polling district DA06 of the Dalton ward has a significantly 
different character to that of the west of the ward, closer to the town centre. 
They also observed no discernible difference between communities when 
travelling from the Dalton ward into the neighbouring Mirfield ward.

3.114 The Assistant Commissioners then recommended a Dewsbury and Batley 
constituency that would comprise the wards of Batley East, Batley West, 
Dewsbury East, Dewsbury South and Dewsbury West, plus four polling districts 
of the Kirkburton ward, covering the north of the ward. The division of this ward 
would be in a rural area and follow a small stream (Beldon Brook) for most of 
its length. 

3.115 They recommended no further change to the composition of the Ossett and 
Denby Dale constituency, other than the transfer of four polling districts of the 
Kirkburton ward to the Dewsbury and Batley constituency (as described above). 
The Assistant Commissioners recommended the name of this constituency be 
changed to Wakefield West and Denby Dale, being persuaded by the comments 
that the initially proposed name was not sufficiently representative of many of the 
communities in the City of Wakefield part of the proposed constituency. 

3.116 The Assistant Commissioners recommended no change to the proposed 
Colne Valley and Huddersfield constituencies. They acknowledged the opposition 
to the transfer of the Crosland Moor and Netherton ward to the Huddersfield 
constituency from Colne Valley, but noted that the only realistic solution to avoid 
this would involve splitting a ward between constituencies, for which they did not 
feel there was justification in this area.
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3.117 In Calderdale borough, the Assistant Commissioners recommended splitting 
a ward between constituencies, as proposed in multiple representations. 
They considered that the benefits of not crossing the local authority boundary 
between Calderdale and Kirklees to be significant enough to justify such a 
ward split. They recommended the Ryburn ward be split between the proposed 
Calder Valley and Halifax constituencies, with the three polling districts covering 
the town of Sowerby Bridge and the village of Triangle (MB, MC and MD) being 
included in the latter. This would bring together the communities of Sowerby 
and Sowerby Bridge in one constituency. 

3.118 We agree with the recommendations of the Assistant Commissioners 
as described above, and propose they be adopted in their entirety for the 
constituencies wholly or partially within the boroughs of Calderdale and Kirklees. 
Therefore, we propose the constituencies of: Batley and Dewsbury, Calder 
Valley, Colne Valley, Halifax, Huddersfield, Spen Valley, and Wakefield West 
and Denby Dale. 

3.119 When constructing the initial proposals within the City of Wakefield, we 
noted that the existing Wakefield and Hemsworth constituencies are within the 
permitted electorate range, but considered that both would have to be altered in 
order to accommodate change elsewhere. The existing Normanton, Pontefract 
and Castleford constituency is considerably over the permitted range, so we 
proposed that the Normanton ward be removed, and the constituency be 
renamed Pontefract and Castleford accordingly. The Normanton ward would 
be transferred to the existing Hemsworth constituency in our initial proposals, 
while the Wakefield South ward would no longer be included, thereby bringing 
Hemsworth within the permitted electorate range: we consequently also 
proposed changing the name of the constituency to Normanton and Hemsworth 
to reflect these changes. In our proposals, the Wakefield South ward would be 
included with three more City of Wakefield wards (Horbury and South Ossett, 
Ossett, and Wakefield Rural) and two Borough of Kirklees wards (Denby Dale and 
Kirkburton) in the Ossett and Denby Dale constituency, as described previously. 
The remaining five City of Wakefield wards were grouped with the City of Leeds 
ward of Rothwell to create our proposed Wakefield constituency. 

3.120 Very few representations were received during the consultation process 
concerning the two proposed constituencies wholly within the City of Wakefield 
local authority – Normanton and Hemsworth, and Pontefract and Castleford. 
They were supported by all of the qualifying political parties (other than the 
Conservative Party) as well as the local MPs. Jon Trickett, MP for Hemsworth 
(BCE-95346), described the addition of the Normanton ward into the current 
Hemsworth constituency as a ‘natural addition’, while Yvette Cooper, MP for 
Normanton, Pontefract and Castleford (BCE-95811), said that the proposed 
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Pontefract and Castleford constituency is ‘historically consistent with previous 
boundaries and historical connections’. Yvette Cooper MP also said that the 
proposed changes across the local authority ‘support the well-established 
“Five Towns” within the Wakefield district’, maintaining their integrity. 

3.121 The cross-local authority boundary constituency of Wakefield was considerably 
more contentious, although, again, it was opposed by only one of the qualifying 
political parties – the Conservative Party. Almost all of the opposition received 
regarding this constituency was concerning the City of Leeds ‘orphan ward’ 
of Rothwell. The Morley and Outwood Conservative Association (BCE-68953), 
among others, questioned the level of community ties between the ward and 
Wakefield local authority, highlighting that the M62 motorway creates a ‘clear 
division’ between them. Conversely, a smaller number of representations were 
received in favour of the proposed Wakefield constituency, including BCE-57995, 
which claimed that, despite being an ‘orphan ward’ in the initial proposals, 
Rothwell has good historical ties and physical transport links with the City of 
Wakefield – better than with areas such as Wetherby with which Rothwell ward 
is currently grouped in the existing Elmet and Rothwell constituency.

3.122 The Assistant Commissioners considered that very few counter-proposals 
received for these three proposed constituencies adequately considered the 
knock-on effect to the wider West Yorkshire arrangement of constituencies. 
The Conservative Party proposed that Rothwell ward should remain in a City 
of Leeds constituency, with the Wakefield constituency instead expanding 
eastwards through the inclusion of the City of Wakefield ward of Altofts and 
Whitwood, and that part of the City of Leeds ward of Kippax & Methley south 
of the River Aire. The remainder of the split Kippax & Methley ward would be 
included in a proposed Pontefract and Castleford constituency, similar to that of 
the initial proposals, minus the Altofts and Whitwood ward and with the addition 
of the Selby district ward of Byram & Brotherton. As previously discussed, the 
adoption of the Conservative Party’s counter-proposal in large areas would 
necessitate a new sub-regional grouping of counties which the Assistant 
Commissioners did not consider gave a better arrangement of constituencies 
overall, and were therefore not minded to adopt. They were also mindful of the 
division of the town of Castleford that would result from this counter-proposal, as 
highlighted by Yvette Cooper MP, both in her written submission and on day two 
of the Northallerton public hearing (BCE-97303), who said it would be following 
‘no logical natural boundary’, and ‘severing historical, cultural and civic links 
across the town’. 

3.123 The Assistant Commissioners therefore recommended no change to the 
proposed Normanton and Hemsworth, and Pontefract and Castleford 
constituencies, noting the limited number of representations received during 
the consultation periods regarding them. They acknowledged the opposition to 
the inclusion of the City of Leeds ward of Rothwell in the proposed Wakefield 
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constituency, but also recommended no change to this constituency. We agree 
with their conclusion and therefore propose no change to the composition or 
names of the constituencies of Normanton and Hemsworth, Pontefract and 
Castleford, and Wakefield.

3.124 Seven constituencies were proposed wholly within the City of Leeds in the 
initial proposals. The Leeds North East constituency would be unchanged 
other than for minor realignment due to new local government ward boundaries. 
We proposed a Pudsey constituency that would comprise the Calverley & Farsley 
and Pudsey wards of the existing Pudsey constituency, plus the Bramley & 
Stanningley and Farnley & Wortley wards, currently within the existing Leeds 
West constituency. We proposed a Leeds North West constituency that would 
consist of the Guiseley & Rawdon and Horsforth wards, currently within the 
existing Pudsey constituency, plus the two wards of Adel & Wharfedale and Otley 
& Yeadon, currently within the existing Leeds North West constituency. 

3.125 The existing Leeds Central constituency has an electorate of 91,069, which 
is considerably above the permitted electorate range. We therefore proposed 
that the Middleton Park ward no longer be included in the constituency. The 
Hyde Park and Woodhouse Cliff areas to the north-west of the city would also 
no longer be included, to realign constituency boundaries with changes to new 
local government ward boundaries. As a result of this, we also proposed that 
the Gipton & Harehills ward be split between the Leeds Central and Leeds East 
constituencies, with the area in the west of the ward, centred on Harehills, being 
included in the Leeds Central constituency, and the remainder of the ward, 
centred on Gipton, being included in our proposed Leeds East constituency. 
This would bring the Leeds Central constituency within the permitted range. 
Meanwhile, we proposed that the Leeds East constituency would also extend 
to the south-east with the addition of the Garforth & Swillington ward. This, 
along with minor changes to realign the constituency boundary with new 
local government ward boundaries in the Whinmoor area, would bring the 
constituency within the permitted electorate range. The Middleton Park ward, 
which would no longer be included in the Leeds Central constituency, would 
be included in our proposed Morley constituency, which would also contain 
the wards of Ardsley & Robin Hood, Morley North and Morley South. Finally, 
we proposed a Headingley constituency that would consist of two wards 
from the existing Leeds North West constituency (Headingley & Hyde Park 
and Weetwood), and two from the existing Leeds West constituency (Armley 
and Kirkstall).
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3.126 The initial proposals in the City of Leeds received a mixed response during the 
consultation process, with all of the qualifying political parties, other than the 
Liberal Democrats, opposed to one or more of the seven constituencies wholly 
within the local authority. We received very few representations regarding the 
proposed Leeds Central, Leeds North East and Pudsey constituencies, while 
the proposed Leeds North West constituency was mostly supported. At the 
Northallerton public hearing, Councillor Rob Jacques (BCE-97295) praised 
the Commission for correcting ‘a historic wrong’ by grouping the similar ‘small 
market towns on the edge of Leeds’ – Horsforth, Guiseley, Yeadon and Otley 
– together, rather than linking them with west Leeds wards, summarising that 
they are ‘communities that simply belong together’. Councillor Jacques went on 
to discuss the ‘key sensible boundaries’ of the River Aire and the A6120 outer 
ring road that separates the communities of the proposed Leeds North West 
constituency from other areas of Leeds. 

3.127 The proposed Leeds East constituency was the most contentious within the 
City of Leeds. Representations such as those from the East Leeds History and 
Archaeology Society (BCE-65843 and BCE-96984) and Richard Burgon, MP for 
Leeds East (BCE-85477), made reference to a distinct ‘east Leeds community’, 
with a clear identity, character and history. They stated that the community is 
well reflected by the existing Leeds East constituency, but that the changes 
proposed in the initial proposals would break the link between community 
identity and Parliamentary constituency. In particular, the proposed division 
of the Gipton & Harehills ward, and the subsequent exclusion of the Harehills 
community from the Leeds East constituency were strongly opposed. Richard 
Burgon MP highlighted that Harehills is the most diverse area in the City of Leeds 
and that its removal would fundamentally alter the diversity and character of the 
Leeds East constituency, with a negative effect on community cohesion and 
the loss of ‘the ethnic minority voice … from the democratic channels’ of the 
community. He maintained that, for these reasons, Gipton & Harehills ‘is the most 
inappropriate ward in the city of Leeds to split’. Many representations, such as 
that from Councillor Katie Dye (BCE-97011) and BCE-85443, also highlighted 
that the Harehills area contains many services and facilities utilised by the 
whole east Leeds community, most prominently the Bilal Mosque and Fearnville 
Sports Centre.

3.128 As well as the exclusion of Harehills from the proposed Leeds East constituency, 
the inclusion of the Garforth & Swillington ward was strongly opposed. Many 
representations, such as that from the East Leeds History and Archaeology 
Society and BCE-85534, pointed out that Garforth & Swillington ward is 
separated from east Leeds by the M1 motorway as well as an expanse of 
countryside. They also highlighted the difference in character and socio-
economic status between this ward and the rest of the proposed Leeds East 
constituency. Rather than replacing the Harehills area with the Garforth & 
Swillington ward, many representations proposed that the electorate of the 
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existing Leeds East constituency be brought within the permitted range through 
the inclusion of part of the Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward. BCE-85453 
stated that this ward used to be part of the Leeds East constituency and is still 
‘very much part of the fabric of east Leeds’. This representation, among others, 
proposed that the Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward could be split following the 
clear physical divide of the A64 dual carriageway, with the Burmantofts area to 
the north of the road being included in the Leeds East constituency.

3.129 The proposed Morley constituency was also opposed during the consultation 
periods, with most of the representations received concerned with the proposed 
inclusion of the Middleton Park ward. The Morley and Outwood Conservative 
Association (BCE-68953 and BCE-97133) claimed that the Middleton Park ward 
is ‘wholly incorporated into the urban sprawl of the City of Leeds’, and is now ‘so 
firmly linked … via Belle Isle that it is almost indistinguishable’. This is in contrast 
to Morley, which has a unique identity and the feel of a market town, according to 
BCE-76804. The Morley and Outwood Conservative Association also highlighted 
the poor transport links between Middleton Park and the rest of the proposed 
Morley constituency. They stated that there are no infrastructure links between 
Middleton Park and the wards of Morley North and Morley South, and only a 
few minor roads linking it with the Ardsley & Robin Hood ward. The Conservative 
Party proposed linking the Rothwell ward to Morley, and returning the Middleton 
Park ward to their Leeds Central constituency. This arrangement was supported 
by multiple representations that pointed out the towns of Morley and Rothwell 
have been in a constituency together in the past, and both are isolated from 
Leeds city centre by green belt land, so have retained a similar identity as 
an ‘independent suburban settlement’ (Morley and Outwood Conservative 
Association – BCE-68953). 

3.130 The proposed Headingley constituency was also mostly opposed during 
the consultation periods, with the majority of representations objecting to the 
inclusion of the Armley ward. Representations such as that from Jonathan Long 
(BCE-96987) and BCE-55659 contended that the Armley ward has limited ties 
with the rest of the proposed constituency, and that the River Aire acts as a 
significant physical barrier here, with only one crossing point over it between the 
Armley and Kirkstall wards. Representations such as that from John Withill (BCE-
58262) said that much of the Armley ward, particularly to the west, has greater 
community ties with the ward of Bramley & Stanningley than with the proposed 
Headingley constituency. Elsewhere, a smaller number of representations were 
received that opposed the inclusion of the Weetwood ward in a Headingley 
constituency: Katie Lowes (BCE-71366), among others, said that Weetwood has 
a significantly different demographic to the ‘students and young professionals’ 
who make up much of the rest of the proposed constituency.
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3.131 We received multiple counter-proposals during the consultation process, for 
some or all of the seven constituencies wholly within the City of Leeds. Most 
involved the simple transfer of individual wards between constituencies, such 
as that from the Green Party (BCE-83616 and BCE-96981), which proposed 
including the Armley ward in the Pudsey constituency from Headingley, with 
the Bramley & Stanningley ward moving in the opposite direction to bring both 
constituencies within the permitted range. They stated that there are strong 
community ties between the communities of Armley and Wortley that are not 
respected in the initial proposals.

3.132 The inclusion of the Armley ward in the proposed Pudsey constituency appeared 
in multiple counter-proposals. Jonathan Stansby and BCE-79391 both proposed 
that such a transfer of wards be balanced by the transfer of the Little London & 
Woodhouse ward from the proposed Leeds Central constituency to Headingley, 
and the Farnley & Wortley ward from the proposed Pudsey constituency to 
Morley. Similarly, Brandon Ashford (BCE-88682) proposed the transfer of the 
Armley ward from Headingley to Pudsey, and the Little London & Woodhouse 
ward from Leeds Central to Headingley, but said that this should be balanced 
by the transfers of the Farnley & Wortley ward from the proposed Pudsey 
constituency to Morley, and the Middleton Park ward from the proposed Morley 
constituency to Leeds Central. Brandon Ashford said that such a transfer of 
wards would result in an arrangement with multiple positives over the initial 
proposals: substituting the Armley ward with Little London & Woodhouse 
ward in the Headingley constituency would respect the River Aire as a natural 
constituency boundary, while it would combine the student population across the 
Headingley & Hyde Park and Little London & Woodhouse wards. The subsequent 
transfer of the Farnley & Wortley ward from the proposed Pudsey constituency to 
Morley would then create ‘a more natural’ constituency, while the inclusion of the 
Middleton Park ward in Leeds Central would unite similar demographics between 
this ward and that of Beeston & Holbeck, reflecting ‘the shifting trend of the city 
centre expansion to the south of the River [Aire]’. 

3.133 The Conservative Party and Labour Party proposed more significant change 
across the City of Leeds in their counter-proposals. As elsewhere in the region, 
the arrangement proposed by the Conservative Party would rely upon, and be a 
result of, their alternative cross-county boundary arrangement and sub-regional 
groupings. They proposed three cross-county boundary constituencies between 
North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire. A proposed Elmet constituency would 
consist of four City of Leeds wards and two District of Selby wards, while their 
proposed Leeds North and Wharfedale constituency would consist of three City 
of Leeds wards and six Borough of Harrogate wards, creating a constituency 
that would incorporate both the north-west of the Leeds local authority and 
areas around the towns of Harrogate and Knaresborough. They also proposed a 
constituency between the cities of Leeds and Wakefield, and District of Selby – 
as previously discussed. 
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3.134 Within the City of Leeds, the Conservative Party would avoid the contentious split 
of the Gipton & Harehills ward between constituencies. Instead they proposed 
splitting the Little London & Woodhouse ward between their proposed Leeds 
Central and Leeds East constituencies. Their proposed Leeds East constituency, 
therefore, would consist of part of the Little London & Woodhouse ward, the 
existing Leeds East wards of Cross Gates & Whinmoor, Gipton & Harehills and 
Killingbeck & Seacroft, plus the Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward. It would not 
include the wards of Garforth & Swillington and Temple Newsam, as in the initial 
proposals, which would be included in the cross-county boundary constituency 
of Elmet. The Conservative Party were also opposed to the inclusion of the 
Middleton Park ward in the Morley constituency, and proposed it be replaced by 
the Rothwell ward, as previously discussed. Elsewhere, they proposed wards be 
transferred between the initially proposed Leeds Central, Leeds North West and 
Pudsey constituencies, but put forward no change to the proposed Headingley 
and Leeds North East constituencies. 

3.135 The Labour Party also proposed extensive change to the initial proposals within 
the City of Leeds, primarily to avoid the contentious division of the Gipton & 
Harehills ward. They said the Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward should be 
split between constituencies – as proposed in multiple representations – using 
the A64 York Road as a boundary, as previously discussed. The Burmantofts 
area to the north of the A64 would be included in their proposed Leeds East 
constituency, also comprising the existing Leeds East wards of Cross Gates 
& Whinmoor, Gipton & Harehills and Killingbeck & Seacroft. Their Leeds East 
constituency, however, would omit the Temple Newsam ward and replace it 
with the Roundhay ward of the existing Leeds North East constituency. In turn, 
the Adel & Wharfedale ward would be transferred from the proposed Leeds 
North West constituency to Leeds North East, and the Weetwood ward from the 
proposed Headingley constituency to Leeds North West. The Weetwood ward 
would be replaced by the Little London & Woodhouse ward, to create their Leeds 
Central constituency. The remaining wards would be included in a proposed 
Leeds South East constituency, comprising: the part of the Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill ward south of the A64 dual carriageway; the existing Leeds 
Central constituency wards of Beeston & Holbeck and Hunslet & Riverside; 
and the Garforth & Swillington and Temple Newsam wards from the Leeds East 
constituency of the initial proposals. They proposed no change to the Morley 
and Pudsey constituencies of the initial proposals. 
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3.136 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged the significant opposition regarding 
elements of the seven constituencies wholly within the City of Leeds in the 
initial proposals. In particular, they noted the strong objections to the removal 
of the Harehills community from the proposed Leeds East constituency, and 
the inclusion of the Garforth & Swillington ward. This was eloquently expressed 
in many of the oral representations at the public hearing in Leeds, including by 
Councillor Mohammed Shahzad (BCE-97025) and Councillor Jessica Lennox 
(BCE-97124). The Assistant Commissioners visited the area to see it for 
themselves. They acknowledged that the division of the Gipton & Harehills ward, 
as proposed, does not follow any clear physical boundary, whereas Garforth & 
Swillington ward is clearly separate from east Leeds over the M1 motorway and 
has a distinctly more rural character. Despite this, although many representations 
put forward an alternative arrangement for Leeds East involving a split of the 
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill ward, the Assistant Commissioners considered 
there were few counter-proposals for the area that accounted reasonably for the 
knock-on effects on neighbouring constituencies. These knock-on effects would 
be considerable when dealing with whole wards, due to the large electorates 
of the City of Leeds wards, but even splitting wards did not seem to produce a 
suitable alternative.

3.137 The Assistant Commissioners acknowledged that splitting the Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill ward along the physical boundary of the A64 dual carriageway, 
with the Burmantofts area to the north being included in the Leeds East 
constituency – as proposed in multiple representations – was a logical solution 
that would produce a coherent Leeds East constituency; the Garforth & 
Swillington ward, however, cannot be included, either wholly or partially, in 
any of the neighbouring cross-local authority boundary constituencies to give 
an adequate arrangement. Accordingly, they considered that the Garforth & 
Swillington ward would have to be included with the wards of the proposed 
Leeds Central constituency, as the only other neighbouring constituency. 
The Assistant Commissioners were not minded to include Garforth & Swillington 
ward with the central Leeds wards due to the limited links between them: 
Garforth & Swillington and Burmantofts & Richmond Hill wards only have a short 
section of the M1 motorway as a boundary between them, with expanses of 
non-residential land either side. The Assistant Commissioners considered this 
grouping to be inferior to that of the Garforth & Swillington and Temple Newsam 
wards in the initial proposals.

3.138 In order to avoid the split of the Gipton & Harehills ward, the Assistant 
Commissioners considered a number of other possible arrangements for the 
Leeds East constituency. None were ideal, with what they felt the most promising 
requiring a split of the Temple Newsam ward between Leeds East and Leeds 
Central, rather than splitting Gipton & Harehills. They considered this to be a 
very finely balanced decision, but, after consideration, they concluded that this 
would still be no better than the initial proposals. They noted in particular the 
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relatively poor connections between the Temple Newsam and Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill wards, the boundary between them being Pontefract Lane – a dual 
carriageway with semi-industrial land on either side – or a railway line with only 
one vehicle crossing point. This is in contrast to the Burmantofts and Harehills 
areas, where the Assistant Commissioners considered there to be no discernible 
boundary between the communities.

3.139 The Assistant Commissioners also did not feel that the Labour Party’s counter-
proposal for the City of Leeds would better fulfil the statutory factors than the 
initial proposals. While they accepted that retaining the communities of Gipton 
and Harehills together would be a distinct benefit, they noted that this would be 
at the cost of change to the Leeds North East constituency that can otherwise 
be left unchanged from the existing arrangement, other than to realign to new 
local government ward boundaries. In turn, change would also be necessary 
to the Leeds North West constituency, which was mostly supported during the 
consultation process. 

3.140 The Assistant Commissioners visited the boundary between the Leeds East 
wards and Roundhay ward, which would be grouped together in the Labour 
Party’s counter-proposal. They considered the Easterly Road to be a clear 
boundary, which corroborated what was heard during the consultations 
regarding the east Leeds community being bordered by the York Road in the 
south and Easterly Road in the north (Councillor Jessica Lennox). They also 
noted a distinctly different character in the Roundhay ward, compared to wards 
to its south. Finally, they considered that the Labour Party’s counter-proposal 
would still divide the community of east Leeds, as the Temple Newsam ward 
would be included in a separate Leeds South East constituency. Accordingly, 
while the Assistant Commissioners recognised the difficulties of the Leeds 
East constituency as proposed, they did not feel that any alternative had 
been presented that would enable a better pattern of constituencies overall 
across Leeds, and therefore did not recommend any change to the Leeds East 
constituency as initially proposed.

3.141 Cognisant of the small number of representations regarding the proposed Leeds 
North East constituency, and the fact they were not minded to recommend to us 
the adoption of the Labour Party’s counter-proposal, Assistant Commissioners 
recommended no change to the composition or name of this constituency. 
Similarly, they recommended no change to the proposed Leeds North 
West constituency, noting the overall support it received during the 
consultation process.
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3.142 The Assistant Commissioners recommended adopting the composition of the 
Headingley, Leeds Central, Morley and Pudsey constituencies as outlined in the  
counter-proposal submitted by Brandon Ashford, although they recommended 
no change to the names of those constituencies as initially proposed. They were 
persuaded by the evidence highlighting that Middleton Park ward is part of the 
urban sprawl of Leeds city centre, with poor physical ties to the rest of the initially 
proposed Morley constituency. They also agreed that the isolation of the Armley 
ward south of the River Aire made it a poor fit in the initially proposed Headingley 
constituency. Finally, they were persuaded by the arguments for combining the 
Headingley & Hyde Park and Little London & Woodhouse wards in the same 
constituency, not least to unite the student population and avoid the division of 
the Little London estate between constituencies (David Salinger – BCE-96993). 

3.143 Having considered the evidence and counter-proposals received during the 
consultation process, and the recommendations of the Assistant Commissioners, 
we propose change to the composition of five of the seven constituencies wholly 
within the City of Leeds authority. We propose no change to the Leeds North 
East or Leeds North West constituencies, noting the minimal, or mostly positive, 
reaction to them during the consultation process. We also propose adopting 
the transfer of wards outlined in the counter-proposal submitted by Brandon 
Ashford, between the constituencies of Headingley, Leeds Central, Morley 
and Pudsey. That is: the inclusion of the Little London & Woodhouse ward in 
the proposed Headingley constituency; the inclusion of the Armley ward in the 
proposed Pudsey constituency; the inclusion of the Farnley & Wortley ward in the 
proposed Morley constituency, and the inclusion of the Middleton Park ward in 
the proposed Leeds Central constituency. We propose no change to the names 
of any of these constituencies.

3.144 Like the Assistant Commissioners, we are highly sympathetic to the evidence 
with regard to the initially proposed split of the Gipton & Harehills ward, and 
inclusion of the Garforth & Swillington ward in the Leeds East constituency. 
We also note the low number of counter-proposals that would both address 
these issues, and still produce an acceptable and workable arrangement for 
the surrounding constituencies. Like the Assistant Commissioners, we consider 
no option from the initial proposals or the counter-proposals received, to be a 
satisfactory solution. We therefore propose an alternative to the initial proposals, 
which may be considered superior by respondents to the revised proposal 
consultation process – noting not least the comment of the current MP that any 
other ward would be better to split than Gipton & Harehills.
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3.145 Our proposal is that all of the Gipton & Harehills ward be retained in the Leeds 
East constituency, and the Temple Newsam ward instead be split between 
the Leeds Central and Leeds East constituencies. Our revised Leeds Central 
constituency would therefore consist of the wards of: Beeston & Holbeck; 
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill; Hunslet & Riverside; Middleton Park; and eight 
polling districts from the Temple Newsam ward (covering the areas of Halton 
and Halton Moor). Our revised Leeds East constituency would consist of the 
wards of: Cross Gates & Whinmoor; Garforth & Swillington; Gipton & Harehills; 
Killingbeck & Seacroft; and the remaining four polling districts of Temple Newsam 
ward (covering the areas of Colton and Whitkirk). We acknowledge that this 
would be unlikely to unite all of what may be considered the full extent of the 
community of east Leeds in one constituency, and note the relatively limited 
physical connections from Temple Newsam ward to the rest of the proposed 
Leeds Central constituency. It remains, however, the best alternative to the 
initial proposal that we have been able to identify that would not also have 
detrimental effects across the rest of the city and beyond. We consider that it is 
the residents and people of Leeds who understand the issue of local community 
ties best. Accordingly, we particularly welcome, during this final public 
consultation, representations on the revised proposals in this area, including any 
further alternative solutions in the east of Leeds that would minimise negative 
consequential impacts on neighbouring constituencies. 
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4.1 We are consulting on our revised proposals for a four-week period, from 8 
November to 5 December 2022 inclusive. We encourage everyone to use this 
last opportunity to help finalise the design of the new constituencies – the 
more public views we hear and the more local information that is provided, 
the more informed our decisions will be before making final recommendations 
to Parliament.

4.2 While people are welcome to write to us on any issue regarding the constituency 
boundaries we set out in this report and the accompanying maps, our main focus 
during this final consultation is on those constituencies which we have revised 
since our initial proposals. While we will consider representations that comment 
again on the initial proposals that we have not revised, it is likely that particularly 
compelling further evidence or submissions will be needed to persuade us to 
depart, at this late stage in the review, from those of our initial proposals, which 
have withstood intensive scrutiny of objections in the process of consultation 
and review to which they have already been subject. Representations relating 
to initial proposals that we have not revised and which simply repeat evidence 
or arguments that have already been raised in either of the previous two 
consultation stages are likely to carry little weight with the Commission. 

4.3 When making comments on our revised proposals, we ask people to bear 
in mind the tight constraints placed on the Commission by the rules set by 
Parliament, discussed in chapter 2 and in our Guide to the 2023 Review. 
Most importantly:

• We cannot recommend constituencies that have electorates that contain 
more than 77,062 or fewer than 69,724 electors

• We are basing our proposals on local government ward boundaries (existing 
or – where relevant – prospective) as at 1 December 2020 as the building 
blocks of constituencies – although where there is strong justification for 
doing so, we will consider dividing a ward between constituencies (see the 
Guide to the 2023 Review for more detailed information)

• We have constructed constituencies within regions, so as not to cross 
regional boundaries – very compelling reasons would need to be given to 
persuade us that we should depart from this approach.

4.4 These issues mean that we encourage people who are making a comment 
about their local area to bear in mind there may be consequential effects for 
neighbouring areas that might result from their suggestions. The Commission 
must look at the recommendations for new constituencies across the whole 
region (and, indeed, across England). What may be a better solution for one 
location may have undesirable consequences for others. We therefore ask 
everyone wishing to respond to our consultation to be aware that their counter-
proposals may have an impact on neighbouring constituencies, and on those 
further afield across the region.

4 How to have your say
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How can you give us your views?

4.5 Views on our revised proposals should be given to the Commission 
in writing. We encourage everyone who wishes to comment on our 
proposals in writing to do so through our interactive consultation website at 
www.bcereviews.org.uk – you will find all the details you need and can comment 
directly through the website. The website allows you to explore the map of our 
proposals and obtain further data, including the electorate sizes of every ward. 
You can also upload text or data files you may have previously prepared setting 
out your views.

4.6 We encourage everyone, before submitting a representation, to read 
our approach to protecting and using your personal details (available at  
www.bcereviews.org.uk). As these consultations are very much concerned with 
a respondent’s sense of place and community, when publishing responses, we 
will associate the response with the general locality (e.g. town or village) of the 
respondent’s address, but we will not publish a respondent’s name or detailed 
address with their response, unless they specifically ask us to do so.

4.7 It is important to stress that all representations, whether they have been made 
through our website or sent to us in writing, will be given equal consideration by 
the Commission. 

What do we want views on?

4.8 We would particularly like to ask two things of people responding to our 
consultation. Firstly, if you support our revised proposals, please tell us so. 
Past experience suggests that too often people who are happy with our 
proposals do not respond in support, while those who object to them do respond 
to make their points. That can give a distorted view of the balance of public 
support or objection to our proposals. Secondly, if you are considering objecting 
to our revised proposals, please use the resources (such as maps and electorate 
figures) available on our website and at the places of deposit to put forward 
counter-proposals that are in accordance with the rules to which we are working.

4.9 Above all, however, we encourage everyone to have their say on our revised 
proposals and, in doing so, to become involved in drawing the map of new 
Parliamentary constituencies. This is the final chance to contribute to the design 
of the new constituencies, and the more views we get on those constituencies, 
the more informed our consideration in developing them will be, and the better 
we will be able to reflect the public’s views in the final recommendations that 
we present in 2023.

http://www.bcereviews.org.uk
http://www.bcereviews.org.uk
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Appendix: Revised proposals 
for constituencies, including 
wards and electorates
Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Barnsley North CC 76,794
Central Barnsley 7,646
Cudworth Barnsley 8,389
Darton East Barnsley 8,831
Darton West Barnsley 8,575
Monk Bretton Barnsley 8,739
North East Barnsley 9,908
Old Town Barnsley 8,304
Royston Barnsley 8,609
St. Helens Barnsley 7,793

Barnsley South CC 75,896
Darfield Barnsley 7,800
Dearne North Barnsley 8,168
Dearne South Barnsley 9,338
Hoyland Milton Barnsley 9,332
Kingstone Barnsley 6,997
Rockingham Barnsley 8,753
Stairfoot Barnsley 8,787
Wombwell Barnsley 9,263
Worsbrough Barnsley 7,458

Beverley and Holderness CC 71,102
Beverley Rural East Riding 

of Yorkshire
11,158

Mid Holderness East Riding 
of Yorkshire

11,264

Minster and Woodmansey East Riding 
of Yorkshire

12,759

South East Holderness East Riding 
of Yorkshire

11,495

South West Holderness East Riding 
of Yorkshire

11,454

St. Mary’s East Riding 
of Yorkshire

12,972

Bradford East BC 72,726
Bolton and Undercliffe Bradford 11,806
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Bowling and Barkerend Bradford 12,897
Bradford Moor Bradford 12,575
Eccleshill Bradford 12,149
Idle and Thackley Bradford 13,272
Little Horton – part of  
(polling districts 18A, 18B, 
18C, 18D, 18E, 18F, 18G, 
and 18J)

Bradford 10,027

Bradford South BC 70,314
Great Horton Bradford 11,030
Little Horton – part  
of (polling district 18H)

Bradford 995

Queensbury Bradford 12,545
Royds Bradford 12,152
Tong Bradford 11,934
Wibsey Bradford 10,695
Wyke Bradford 10,963

Bradford West BC 71,258
City Bradford 11,298
Clayton and  
Fairweather Green

Bradford 11,649

Heaton Bradford 11,755
Manningham Bradford 11,676
Thornton and Allerton Bradford 12,405
Toller Bradford 12,475

Bridlington and The Wolds CC 72,613
Bridlington Central  
and Old Town

East Riding 
of Yorkshire

8,109

Bridlington North East Riding 
of Yorkshire

11,459

Bridlington South East Riding 
of Yorkshire

10,485

Driffield and Rural East Riding 
of Yorkshire

11,841

East Wolds and Coastal East Riding 
of Yorkshire

11,901

North Holderness East Riding 
of Yorkshire

8,462

Wolds Weighton – part 
of (polling districts ZC, ZD, 
ZG, ZH, ZI, ZJ, ZK, ZL, ZM, 
ZN, ZO, ZP, ZR, ZS, ZT, ZW, 
ZX, ZZA, ZZB, and ZZC)

East Riding 
of Yorkshire

10,356
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Brigg and Immingham CC 71,628
Humberston  
and New Waltham

North East 
Lincolnshire

9,471

Immingham North East 
Lincolnshire

8,771

Scartho North East 
Lincolnshire

8,929

Waltham North East 
Lincolnshire

5,683

Wolds North East 
Lincolnshire

6,092

Barton North Lincolnshire 9,367
Brigg and Wolds North Lincolnshire 9,152
Broughton and Appleby North Lincolnshire 5,188
Ferry North Lincolnshire 8,975

Calder Valley CC 75,987
Brighouse Calderdale 8,387
Calder Calderdale 9,456
Elland Calderdale 8,633
Greetland and Stainland Calderdale 8,499
Hipperholme and Lightcliffe Calderdale 9,110
Luddendenfoot Calderdale 8,114
Rastrick Calderdale 8,389
Ryburn – part of (polling 
districts MA, ME, MF, MG, 
MH, MJ, and MK)

Calderdale 6,231

Todmorden Calderdale 9,168

Colne Valley CC 71,518
Colne Valley Kirklees 13,841
Golcar Kirklees 13,789
Holme Valley North Kirklees 13,325
Holme Valley South Kirklees 15,238
Lindley Kirklees 15,325

Dewsbury and Batley BC 70,226
Batley East Kirklees 12,960
Batley West Kirklees 13,746
Dewsbury East Kirklees 13,814
Dewsbury South Kirklees 13,289
Dewsbury West Kirklees 13,542
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Kirkburton – part of  
(polling districts KB04, 
KB07A, KB07B, and KB10)

Kirklees 2,875

Doncaster Central CC 75,007
Armthorpe Doncaster 10,475
Balby South Doncaster 6,813
Bessacarr Doncaster 11,476
Edenthorpe & Kirk Sandall Doncaster 7,937
Hexthorpe & Balby North Doncaster 6,679
Tickhill & Wadworth Doncaster 8,823
Town Doncaster 11,001
Wheatley Hills & Intake Doncaster 11,803

Doncaster East and Axholme CC 70,113
Finningley Doncaster 13,806
Hatfield Doncaster 11,576
Rossington & Bawtry Doncaster 13,549
Thorne & Moorends Doncaster 12,766
Axholme Central North Lincolnshire 6,077
Axholme North North Lincolnshire 6,436
Axholme South North Lincolnshire 5,903

Doncaster North CC 71,739
Adwick le Street & Carcroft Doncaster 11,505
Bentley Doncaster 12,442
Mexborough Doncaster 11,438
Norton & Askern Doncaster 11,524
Roman Ridge Doncaster 8,565
Sprotbrough Doncaster 8,992
Stainforth & Barnby Dun Doncaster 7,273

Goole and Pocklington CC 76,225
Dale East Riding  

of Yorkshire
13,670

Goole North East Riding  
of Yorkshire

7,642

Goole South East Riding  
of Yorkshire

6,069

Howden East Riding  
of Yorkshire

4,144

Howdenshire East Riding  
of Yorkshire

11,943

Pocklington Provincial East Riding  
of Yorkshire

14,067
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Snaith, Airmyn, Rawcliffe 
and Marshland

East Riding  
of Yorkshire

7,854

South Hunsley East Riding  
of Yorkshire

8,341

Wolds Weighton – part of 
(polling districts ZA, ZB, ZE, 
ZF, ZQ, ZU, ZV, ZY, and ZZ)

East Riding  
of Yorkshire

2,495

Great Grimsby and Cleethorpes BC 77,050
Croft Baker North East 

Lincolnshire
8,660

East Marsh North East 
Lincolnshire

6,369

Freshney North East 
Lincolnshire

7,210

Haverstoe North East 
Lincolnshire

8,195

Heneage North East 
Lincolnshire

8,013

Park North East 
Lincolnshire

8,967

Sidney Sussex North East 
Lincolnshire

8,216

South North East 
Lincolnshire

8,315

West Marsh North East 
Lincolnshire

4,661

Yarborough North East 
Lincolnshire

8,444

Halifax BC 74,563
Illingworth and Mixenden Calderdale 9,018
Northowram and Shelf Calderdale 9,165
Ovenden Calderdale 8,196
Park Calderdale 9,166
Ryburn – part of (polling 
districts MB, MC, and MD)

Calderdale 2,837

Skircoat Calderdale 9,688
Sowerby Bridge Calderdale 8,793
Town Calderdale 8,793
Warley Calderdale 8,907

Harrogate and Knaresborough CC 75,800
Claro Harrogate 2,950
Harrogate Bilton Grange Harrogate 3,098
Harrogate Bilton Woodfield Harrogate 3,107
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Harrogate Central Harrogate 2,926
Harrogate Coppice Valley Harrogate 3,056
Harrogate Duchy Harrogate 2,538
Harrogate Fairfax Harrogate 3,186
Harrogate Harlow Harrogate 2,987
Harrogate High Harrogate Harrogate 3,073
Harrogate Hookstone Harrogate 2,906
Harrogate Kingsley Harrogate 2,980
Harrogate New Park Harrogate 2,838
Harrogate Oatlands Harrogate 3,380
Harrogate Old Bilton Harrogate 2,918
Harrogate Pannal Harrogate 2,803
Harrogate Saltergate Harrogate 3,229
Harrogate St. Georges Harrogate 3,366
Harrogate Starbeck Harrogate 2,856
Harrogate Stray Harrogate 3,376
Harrogate Valley Gardens Harrogate 3,079
Killinghall & Hampsthwaite Harrogate 2,516
Knaresborough Aspin  
& Calcutt

Harrogate 3,158

Knaresborough Castle Harrogate 3,486
Knaresborough Eastfield Harrogate 2,519
Knaresborough  
Scriven Park

Harrogate 3,469

Headingley BC 75,396
Headingley & Hyde Park Leeds 25,508
Kirkstall Leeds 16,631
Little London & Woodhouse Leeds 17,302
Weetwood Leeds 15,955

Huddersfield BC 76,044
Almondbury Kirklees 13,577
Ashbrow Kirklees 13,458
Crosland Moor  
and Netherton

Kirklees 13,147

Dalton – part of  
(polling districts DA01, 
DA02, DA03, DA04, DA05, 
DA07, and DA08)

Kirklees 9,409

Greenhead Kirklees 13,735
Newsome Kirklees 12,718
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Keighley and Ilkley CC 72,954
Craven Bradford 13,964
Ilkley Bradford 12,173
Keighley Central Bradford 11,509
Keighley East Bradford 12,370
Keighley West Bradford 11,747
Worth Valley Bradford 11,191

Kingston upon Hull East BC 72,622
Drypool Kingston upon Hull 8,744
Holderness Kingston upon Hull 9,010
Ings Kingston upon Hull 7,100
Longhill & Bilton Grange Kingston upon Hull 9,098
Marfleet Kingston upon Hull 8,710
North Carr Kingston upon Hull 9,632
Southcoates Kingston upon Hull 10,059
Sutton Kingston upon Hull 10,269

Kingston upon Hull North BC 76,039
Cottingham North East Riding  

of Yorkshire
6,283

Cottingham South East Riding  
of Yorkshire

7,368

Avenue Kingston upon Hull 8,907
Beverley & Newland Kingston upon Hull 9,713
Bricknell Kingston upon Hull 6,304
Central Kingston upon Hull 5,399
Kingswood Kingston upon Hull 6,286
Orchard Park Kingston upon Hull 9,716
University Kingston upon Hull 6,569
West Carr Kingston upon Hull 9,494

Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle BC 74,321
Hessle East Riding  

of Yorkshire
11,715

Tranby East Riding  
of Yorkshire

7,945

Willerby and Kirk Ella East Riding  
of Yorkshire

11,042

Boothferry Kingston upon Hull 9,218
Derringham Kingston upon Hull 9,386
Newington & Gipsyville Kingston upon Hull 9,611
Pickering Kingston upon Hull 6,511
St. Andrew’s & Docklands Kingston upon Hull 8,893
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Leeds Central BC 74,726
Beeston & Holbeck Leeds 15,658
Burmantofts &  
Richmond Hill

Leeds 15,342

Hunslet & Riverside Leeds 15,770
Middleton Park Leeds 18,876
Temple Newsam – part of 
(polling districts TNA, TND, 
TNE, TNH, TNI, TNJ, TNK, 
and TNL)

Leeds 9,080

Leeds East CC 75,330
Cross Gates & Whinmoor Leeds 18,542
Garforth & Swillington Leeds 16,375
Gipton & Harehills Leeds 15,797
Killingbeck & Seacroft Leeds 17,245
Temple Newsam – part 
of (polling districts TNB, 
TNC-X, TNC-Y, TNF,  
and TNG)

Leeds 7,371

Leeds North East BC 70,976
Alwoodley Leeds 17,544
Chapel Allerton Leeds 18,208
Moortown Leeds 17,466
Roundhay Leeds 17,758

Leeds North West CC 71,607
Adel & Wharfedale Leeds 16,509
Guiseley & Rawdon Leeds 18,827
Horsforth Leeds 18,238
Otley & Yeadon Leeds 18,033

Morley BC 71,376
Ardsley & Robin Hood Leeds 17,678
Farnley & Wortley Leeds 17,795
Morley North Leeds 18,139
Morley South Leeds 17,764

Normanton and Hemsworth CC 75,388
Ackworth, North Elmsall  
and Upton

Wakefield 13,107

Crofton, Ryhill and Walton Wakefield 12,363
Featherstone Wakefield 12,974
Hemsworth Wakefield 11,915
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Normanton Wakefield 11,876
South Elmsall  
and South Kirkby

Wakefield 13,153

Penistone and Stocksbridge CC 71,377
Dodworth Barnsley 8,596
Penistone East Barnsley 9,706
Penistone West Barnsley 10,142
East Ecclesfield Sheffield 14,227
Stocksbridge & Upper Don Sheffield 14,759
West Ecclesfield Sheffield 13,947

Pontefract and Castleford CC 72,751
Airedale and Ferry Fryston Wakefield 11,301
Altofts and Whitwood Wakefield 13,553
Castleford Central and 
Glasshoughton

Wakefield 12,241

Knottingley Wakefield 10,281
Pontefract North Wakefield 13,430
Pontefract South Wakefield 11,945

Pudsey BC 70,270
Armley Leeds 15,841
Bramley & Stanningley Leeds 16,889
Calverley & Farsley Leeds 18,617
Pudsey Leeds 18,923

Rawmarsh and Conisbrough CC 70,272
Conisbrough Doncaster 12,240
Edlington & Warmsworth Doncaster 8,325
Bramley & Ravenfield Rotherham 7,207
Hoober Rotherham 9,504
Kilnhurst & Swinton East Rotherham 6,204
Rawmarsh East Rotherham 6,879
Rawmarsh West Rotherham 6,880
Swinton Rockingham Rotherham 6,336
Wath Rotherham 6,697

Richmond and Northallerton CC 72,744
Appleton Wiske  
& Smeatons

Hambleton 2,504

Great Ayton Hambleton 4,611
Hutton Rudby Hambleton 2,630
Morton-on-Swale Hambleton 2,836
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Northallerton North  
& Brompton

Hambleton 4,926

Northallerton South Hambleton 5,127
Osmotherley & Swainby Hambleton 2,512
Romanby Hambleton 5,013
Stokesley Hambleton 5,046
Catterick &  
Brompton-on-Swale

Richmondshire 4,952

Colburn Richmondshire 2,824
Croft & Middleton Tyas Richmondshire 2,952
Gilling West Richmondshire 1,767
Hawes, High Abbotside  
& Upper Swaledale

Richmondshire 1,533

Hipswell Richmondshire 3,164
Leyburn Richmondshire 3,124
Lower Swaledale  
& Arkengarthdale

Richmondshire 1,471

Lower Wensleydale Richmondshire 1,532
Melsonby Richmondshire 1,636
Middleham Richmondshire 1,518
Richmond East Richmondshire 1,664
Richmond North Richmondshire 1,619
Richmond West Richmondshire 3,317
Scotton Richmondshire 2,894
Yoredale Richmondshire 1,572

Rother Valley CC 70,184
Anston & Woodsetts Rotherham 9,559
Aston & Todwick Rotherham 7,047
Aughton & Swallownest Rotherham 6,762
Dinnington Rotherham 9,176
Hellaby & Maltby West Rotherham 6,320
Maltby East Rotherham 6,626
Sitwell Rotherham 9,999
Thurcroft &  
Wickersley South

Rotherham 7,509

Wales Rotherham 7,186

Rotherham BC 75,345
Boston Castle Rotherham 9,506
Brinsworth Rotherham 7,545
Dalton & Thrybergh Rotherham 6,588
Greasbrough Rotherham 6,087
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Keppel Rotherham 10,529
Rother Vale Rotherham 5,621
Rotherham East Rotherham 10,067
Rotherham West Rotherham 9,814
Wickersley North Rotherham 9,588

Scarborough and Whitby CC 73,862
Burniston & Cloughton Scarborough 1,784
Castle Scarborough 5,292
Cayton Scarborough 3,664
Danby & Mulgrave Scarborough 4,109
Derwent Valley & Moor Scarborough 4,139
Eastfield Scarborough 4,496
Esk Valley Scarborough 3,753
Falsgrave & Stepney Scarborough 6,173
Fylingdales & Ravenscar Scarborough 1,885
Mayfield Scarborough 3,589
Newby Scarborough 5,019
Northstead Scarborough 5,538
Scalby Scarborough 2,964
Seamer Scarborough 3,693
Streonshalh Scarborough 3,493
Weaponness & Ramshill Scarborough 5,711
Whitby West Cliff Scarborough 3,323
Woodlands Scarborough 5,237

Scunthorpe CC 74,278
Ashby North Lincolnshire 9,386
Bottesford North Lincolnshire 8,869
Brumby North Lincolnshire 7,853
Burringham and Gunness North Lincolnshire 2,924
Burton upon Stather  
and Winterton

North Lincolnshire 8,843

Crosby and Park North Lincolnshire 7,795
Frodingham North Lincolnshire 5,311
Kingsway with  
Lincoln Gardens

North Lincolnshire 7,971

Ridge North Lincolnshire 10,365
Town North Lincolnshire 4,961

Selby CC 74,761
Kippax & Methley Leeds 16,989
Barlby Village Selby 2,555
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Brayton Selby 4,929
Byram & Brotherton Selby 2,306
Camblesforth & Carlton Selby 4,746
Cawood & Wistow Selby 2,508
Derwent Selby 4,423
Eggborough Selby 2,414
Escrick Selby 1,972
Hambleton Selby 2,192
Monk Fryston Selby 2,424
Riccall Selby 2,022
Selby East Selby 5,094
Selby West Selby 7,048
Sherburn in Elmet Selby 6,091
South Milford Selby 2,078
Thorpe Willoughby Selby 2,563
Whitley Selby 2,407

Sheffield Brightside and Hillsborough BC 71,154
Burngreave Sheffield 14,040
Firth Park Sheffield 14,232
Hillsborough Sheffield 14,812
Shiregreen & Brightside Sheffield 13,879
Southey Sheffield 14,191

Sheffield Central BC 70,453
Broomhill & Sharrow Vale Sheffield 21,989
City Sheffield 15,715
Nether Edge & Sharrow Sheffield 16,521
Walkley Sheffield 16,228

Sheffield Hallam CC 76,637
Crookes & Crosspool Sheffield 15,568
Dore & Totley Sheffield 15,137
Ecclesall Sheffield 16,194
Fulwood Sheffield 14,999
Stannington Sheffield 14,739

Sheffield Heeley BC 74,614
Beauchief & Greenhill Sheffield 14,282
Gleadless Valley Sheffield 13,789
Graves Park Sheffield 13,545
Manor Castle Sheffield 14,295
Park & Arbourthorne Sheffield 13,275
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Richmond – part of (polling 
districts UB, UC, and UE)

Sheffield 5,428

Sheffield South East BC 76,223
Beighton Sheffield 13,707
Birley Sheffield 13,044
Darnall Sheffield 13,279
Mosborough Sheffield 13,856
Richmond – part of (polling 
districts UA, UD, UF, UG, 
and UH)

Sheffield 8,903

Woodhouse Sheffield 13,434

Shipley CC 74,095
Baildon Bradford 12,233
Bingley Bradford 14,300
Bingley Rural Bradford 14,837
Shipley Bradford 11,776
Wharfedale Bradford 9,647
Windhill and Wrose Bradford 11,302

Skipton and Ripon CC 76,758
Aire Valley with Lothersdale Craven 3,000
Barden Fell Craven 1,312
Bentham Craven 2,939
Cowling Craven 1,859
Embsay-with-Eastby Craven 1,569
Gargrave and Malhamdale Craven 2,604
Glusburn Craven 3,242
Grassington Craven 1,301
Hellifield and Long Preston Craven 1,821
Ingleton and Clapham Craven 3,195
Penyghent Craven 1,534
Settle and Ribblebanks Craven 3,182
Skipton East Craven 2,928
Skipton North Craven 2,997
Skipton South Craven 2,642
Skipton West Craven 3,043
Sutton-in-Craven Craven 2,940
Upper Wharfedale Craven 1,578
West Craven Craven 1,610
Fountains & Ripley Harrogate 3,253
Masham & Kirkby Malzeard Harrogate 2,877
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Nidd Valley Harrogate 3,258
Pateley Bridge  
& Nidderdale Moors

Harrogate 2,964

Ripon Minster Harrogate 3,125
Ripon Moorside Harrogate 3,112
Ripon Spa Harrogate 3,034
Ripon Ure Bank Harrogate 3,013
Washburn Harrogate 3,506
Wathvale Harrogate 3,320

Spen Valley BC 72,169
Birstall and Birkenshaw Kirklees 12,784
Cleckheaton Kirklees 13,326
Dalton – part of  
(polling district DA06)

Kirklees 3,085

Heckmondwike Kirklees 13,317
Liversedge and Gomersal Kirklees 14,029
Mirfield Kirklees 15,628

Thirsk and Malton CC 76,623
Bagby & Thorntons Hambleton 2,845
Bedale Hambleton 7,178
Sowerby & Topcliffe Hambleton 5,577
Tanfield Hambleton 2,405
Thirsk Hambleton 5,326
Amotherby Ryedale 1,564
Ampleforth Ryedale 1,375
Cropton Ryedale 1,396
Dales Ryedale 1,164
Derwent Ryedale 2,835
Helmsley Ryedale 2,726
Hovingham Ryedale 1,475
Kirkbymoorside Ryedale 2,833
Malton Ryedale 4,538
Norton East Ryedale 3,407
Norton West Ryedale 2,613
Pickering East Ryedale 3,069
Pickering West Ryedale 2,914
Rillington Ryedale 1,477
Ryedale South West Ryedale 1,423
Sherburn Ryedale 1,632
Sheriff Hutton Ryedale 1,485
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

Sinnington Ryedale 1,490
Thornton Dale Ryedale 2,876
Wolds Ryedale 1,514
Filey Scarborough 5,785
Hunmanby Scarborough 3,701

Wakefield BC 73,968
Rothwell Leeds 16,195
Stanley and Outwood East Wakefield 12,793
Wakefield East Wakefield 10,185
Wakefield North Wakefield 11,191
Wakefield West Wakefield 10,593
Wrenthorpe  
and Outwood West

Wakefield 13,011

Wakefield West and Denby Dale CC 71,595
Denby Dale Kirklees 13,267
Kirkburton – part of (polling 
districts KB01, KB02, 
KB03A, KB03B, KB05, 
KB06, KB08, and KB09)

Kirklees 9,684

Horbury and South Ossett Wakefield 11,959
Ossett Wakefield 12,623
Wakefield Rural Wakefield 13,868
Wakefield South Wakefield 10,194

Wetherby and Easingwold CC 71,455
Easingwold Hambleton 8,081
Huby Hambleton 2,937
Raskelf & White Horse Hambleton 2,708
Bishop Monkton & Newby Harrogate 3,014
Boroughbridge Harrogate 2,850
Marston Moor Harrogate 3,150
Ouseburn Harrogate 3,249
Spofforth with Lower 
Wharfedale

Harrogate 3,044

Harewood Leeds 15,194
Wetherby Leeds 16,520
Appleton Roebuck  
& Church Fenton

Selby 4,745

Tadcaster Selby 5,963
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Constituency Ward Local Authorities Electorate

York Central BC 74,854
Acomb York 6,664
Clifton York 6,647
Fishergate York 6,098
Guildhall York 9,118
Heworth York 9,600
Holgate York 9,052
Hull Road York 8,626
Micklegate York 9,391
Westfield York 9,658

York Outer CC 72,720
Bishopthorpe York 3,351
Copmanthorpe York 3,339
Dringhouses & Woodthorpe York 9,033
Fulford & Heslington York 2,900
Haxby & Wigginton York 9,593
Heworth Without York 3,402
Huntington & New Earswick York 9,670
Osbaldwick & Derwent York 6,391
Rawcliffe & Clifton Without York 9,513
Rural West York York 6,038
Strensall York 6,217
Wheldrake York 3,273
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Glossary

Assistant 
Commissioner

Independent person 
appointed at the request of 
the BCE to assist it with the 
discharge of its functions.

Borough 
constituency 
(abbreviated 
to BC)

The designation for a 
Parliamentary constituency 
containing a predominantly 
urban area.

County 
constituency 
(abbreviated 
to CC)

The designation for a 
Parliamentary constituency 
containing more than a small 
rural element.

Designation Official classification as either 
a borough constituency or 
a county constituency. The 
designation of a constituency 
guides the determination of 
who the returning officer will 
be, and determines how much 
candidates can spend, in any 
election for that constituency.

Electorate The number of registered 
Parliamentary electors in a 
given area.

(Statutory/
Permitted) 
Electorate range

The statutory rule that requires 
the electorate of every 
recommended constituency 
to be – for the 2023 Review – 
between 69,724 and 77,062.

Final 
recommendations

The recommendations 
submitted in a formal final 
report to Parliament at the 
end of a review. They may 
– or may not – have been 
amended since the earlier 
proposals in any given area.

Initial proposals First formal proposals 
published by the BCE 
during the review for public 
consultation.

Periodical report Report to Parliament 
following a general review of 
Parliamentary constituencies.

Places of deposit In each proposed 
constituency the Commission 
will make available hard 
copies of its revised proposals 
(including report and maps). 
The places of deposit where 
the public may inspect 
the proposals are usually 
the offices of the relevant 
local authority, although 
other public places such as 
libraries may be used. The 
Commission will publish a full 
list of places of deposit on 
its website.

Public hearing Formal opportunity during 
the secondary consultation 
period for people to make oral 
representations, chaired by an 
Assistant Commissioner. 

Representations The views provided by 
an individual, group or 
organisation to the BCE on 
its initial or revised proposals 
(or on the representations of 
others), either for or against, 
including counter-proposals 
and petitions.

Review date The ‘effective date’ at 
which electorate and local 
government boundary data 
is fixed so that we can then 
work with it on a stable 
basis. Defined by the 2020 
Act for the 2023 Review 
as 2 March 2020 for the 
electorate numbers, and 
1 December 2020 for local 
government boundaries.

Revised proposals The initial proposals as 
subsequently revised.

Rules The statutory criteria for 
Parliamentary constituencies 
recommended by a 
Parliamentary Boundary 
Commission, as set out 
in Schedule 2 to the 
Parliamentary Constituencies 
Act 1986 (as amended by Acts 
up to and including the 2020 
Act).

UK electoral 
quota

The average number of 
electors in a constituency, 
found by dividing the total 
electorate of the UK (less that 
of the five specific ‘protected’ 
constituencies in the UK) 
by 645. 

Unitary authority An area where there is only 
one tier of ‘principal area’ local 
council (above any parish or 
town council). Contrasted with 
those ‘shire district’ areas that 
have two tiers (i.e. both a  
non-metropolitan county 
council and a district/borough/
city council).
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