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 (Septem
ber 2025)

I am
 an elector in the current Pateley B

ridge and N
idderdale division.  These are m

y com
m

ents on 
the Further D

raft R
ecom

m
endations relating to N

idderdale, W
ashburn and W

harfedale published in 
Septem

ber 2025.

I w
as disappointed and surprised to see that the C

om
m

ission has now
 proposed to change its draft 

recom
m

endations published in A
pril 2025 relating to N

idderdale.  The new
 proposal is to include 

B
ew

erley, U
pper N

idderdale (i.e. the parishes of Fountains Earth, Stonebeck D
ow

n and Stonebeck 
U

p), and H
igh and Low

 B
ishopside (including the tow

n of Pateley B
ridge) in a division united w

ith 
U

pper W
harfedale to be know

n as U
pper W

harfedale and U
pper N

idderdale.

A
 proposal to include upper N

idderdale w
ith upper W

harfedale w
as put forw

ard by N
orth Yorkshire

C
ouncil in its initial subm

ission to you.  In your report of A
pril 2025 you said (para 112):

“w
ell-evidenced subm

issions from
 B

ew
erley Parish C

ouncil, D
acre Parish C

ouncil, D
arley 

&
 M

enw
ith Parish C

ouncil, Pateley B
ridge Tow

n C
ouncil, the N

idderdale N
ational 

Landscape Joint A
dvisory C

om
m

ittee and several local residents argued that this 
arrangem

ent w
ould underm

ine existing com
m

unity ties. It w
as argued that, under such a 

division arrangem
ent, the U

pper N
idderdale area w

ould be geographically isolated from
 the 

m
ajority of the U

pper W
harfedale area by extensive m

oorland.”

You now
 say (para 22 of your Septem

ber 2025 report):
“H

ow
ever, several respondents opposed the draft arrangem

ents, including the C
ouncil, the 

C
onservatives, C

ouncillor H
ull, H

artw
ith cum

 W
insley Parish C

ouncil and a local resident. 
C

oncerns w
ere raised about the geographic size of the proposed W

harfedale division, w
hile 

H
artw

ith cum
 W

insley Parish C
ouncil objected to the rem

oval of B
irstw

ith and Felliscliffe 
parishes from

 a N
idderdale-focused division.”

I set out m
y com

m
ents as follow

s.  First I consider w
hat the 5 respondents you m

ention actually 
said, and how

 they rationalised their objections.  Then I address the issues w
hich appear from

 your 
report to have persuaded you to com

bine upper W
harfedale and upper N

idderdale in a single 
division.

I also include com
m

ents on the Protected Landscape duty, w
hich does not appear to have been 

m
entioned in your report.

T
H

E
 O

B
JE

C
T

IN
G

 R
E

SPO
N

D
E

N
T

S

1.  T
he C

ouncil, the C
onservatives and C

ouncillor H
ull

These three respondents m
ake sim

ilar points, and all three argue for com
bining upper W

harfedale 
and upper N

idderdale in a single division.  That idea appears to have originated in a proposal by the 
C

ouncil. I have therefore looked at the process adopted by the C
ouncil in form

ulating the proposal, 
in an attem

pt to better understand the rationale.

The C
ouncil form

ulated its subm
issions to the LG

B
C

E by appointing a C
ross Party W

orking G
roup 

of councillors from
 across N

orth Yorkshire.  O
nly one of the 10 m

em
bers of the w

orking group 
represents a division in the D

ales.  The W
orking G

roup’s proposal w
as presented to the C

ouncil’s 
Executive in a report dated 19 N

ovem
ber 2024, w

hich is attached.  The Executive adopted the 
report.  It is clear from

 that report that
the W

orking G
roup based its proposals on divisions w

ithin the area of each of the C
ouncil’s 

existing A
rea C

om
m

ittees (para 3.5 of the report).  Those areas are the pre-2024
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parliam
entary constituencies in the county.  This appears to have precluded consideration of 

possible divisions across the boundaries of those constituencies, w
hich m

ight have better 
m

et the LG
B

C
E’s criteria.

A
ll the w

orking group’s report said about N
idderdale w

as this:  “There w
as also a lack of 

consistency East-W
est w

ithin the area [of the Skipton and R
ipon A

rea C
om

m
ittee], w

ith 
those divisions on the Skipton side significantly sm

aller than those on the R
ipon side. For 

this reason, Pateley B
ridge has m

oved into N
idderdale [sic, but they m

ust m
ean W

harfedale]
to ensure greater balance across the Pennines” (para 4.10).

I subm
it that this approach is flaw

ed and led to the C
ouncil’s flaw

ed proposal, w
hich does not 

respect tw
o of the three m

ain statutory criteria w
hich you are required to have regard to: the need to 

reflect the identities and interests of local com
m

unities and the need to secure effective and 
convenient local governm

ent.  The C
ouncil’s objections to the LG

B
C

E’s first draft proposal are an 
attem

pt to justify ex post facto the C
ouncil’s original flaw

ed proposal.

It is evident that the conclusions of the w
orking group w

ere not unanim
ous.  A

t least one of its 
m

em
bers, C

llr B
roadbank, subm

itted dissenting com
m

ents on the com
m

ission’s first draft 
recom

m
endations as an individual councillor.  H

e said: “The concern I had at the w
orking group 

w
as centered around the W

harfedale and N
idderdale divisions. This w

asn't an easy one to resolve 
because of the size of the area and the sparsley populated parishes in som

e of them
. I subm

itted 
alternatives to the w

orking group and these are very sim
ilar to the divisions now

 proposed by the 
C

om
m

ission so I support them
.” (W

EB
 116076).

2. H
artw

ith cum
 W

insley Parish C
ouncil

This parish council says “the loss of B
irstw

ith and Felliscliffe to Pannal is denying long-tim
e D

ales 
residents services from

 Pateley B
ridge.”  That can hardly be taken as support for the idea that 

Pateley B
ridge, the m

ain service centre for N
idderdale, should be put in a different division from

 
the rest of N

idderdale.  If they argue that B
irstw

ith should not be separated from
 Pateley B

ridge, 
then they m

ust surely also argue that Sum
m

erbridge (the m
ain settlem

ent in H
artw

ith cum
 

W
insley), w

hich is closer to Pateley B
ridge than B

irstw
ith, should not be separated from

 Pateley 
B

ridge.

3. L
ocal resident

It is not clear w
hich local resident is referred to in para 22 of your Septem

ber report.  O
ne resident 

of Rylstone parish (W
EB

 1160146) said “I am
 very unhappy w

ith the proposed boundary m
ove”, 

but it is clear that they w
ere referring to the separation of Rylstone from

 G
rassington.  Tw

o residents
of N

idderdale (W
EB

 1159931 and W
EB

 1160721) expressed concerns about the separation of 
B

irstw
ith from

 the rest of N
idderdale.  I can find no support in the com

m
ents from

 local residents 
for the separation of Pateley B

ridge from
 the low

er dale, or for putting upper N
idderdale in a 

division w
ith upper W

harfedale.

T
H

E
 ISSU

E
S

These are the five issues w
hich appear from

 your Septem
ber report to have now

 persuaded you to 
com

bine upper W
harfedale and upper N

idderdale in a single division:

1.  The geographic size of the draft W
harfedale division (para 24)

2.  The draft W
harfedale division “linked disparate com

m
unities w

ith lim
ited connection.”  You say 

that the southern parishes in your “original W
harfedale division are m

ore likely to share com
m

unity
identities and interests w

ith nearby tow
ns – both w

ithin and outside N
orth Yorkshire – rather than 

w
ith the m

ore rem
ote northern part of upper W

harfedale” (para 24)
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3.   “U
pper W

harfedale and upper N
idderdale share com

m
on features in term

s of landscape, 
econom

y and local issues.” (para 24)
4.  The “reasonable vehicular access” betw

een upper W
harfedale and upper N

idderdale provided by
the B

6265 road (para 23)
5.  Your “U

pper W
harfedale &

 U
pper N

idderdale division avoids splitting H
igh and Low

 
B

ishopside parish betw
een divisions, a concern raised by Pateley B

ridge Tow
n C

ouncil during the 
previous consultation.” (para 24)

I take these issues in turn, and consider the reasoning advanced by the respondents w
ho objected to 

your draft proposals.

1.  T
he geographic size of the proposed W

harfedale division.

This w
as a concern raised by the C

ouncil, the N
orth Yorkshire C

onservative Party and C
ouncillor 

H
ull.  The C

onservatives say that the draft W
harfedale division “w

ould run from
 B

uckden in the 
N

orth to Farnley in the south” and w
ould be too large (“60 m

iles from
 end to end”).  60 m

iles is an 
exaggeration.  G

oogle m
aps puts the road distance and driving tim

e from
 B

uckden to Farnley at 32 
m

iles and 58 m
inutes, slightly m

ore distance but shorter tim
e than the 28 m

iles and 1 hour from
 

B
uckden to M

iddlesm
oor in the U

pper W
harfedale and N

idderdale division now
 proposed.  

B
uckden and M

iddlesm
oor are both places w

here parish council m
eetings, norm

ally attended by the
relevant N

Y
 councillor, are held.  Farnley is not such a place.

Farnley is part of a grouped parish council (w
ith C

astley, Leathley, Lindley and Stainburn), know
n 

as Low
er W

ashburn Parish C
ouncil, w

hich usually m
eets at Leathley.  The need to secure effective 

and convenient local governm
ent should usually m

ean that a parish w
hich shares its parish council 

w
ith one or m

ore other parishes should not be placed in a different division from
 the other m

em
ber 

parishes of the parish council.  That avoids the situation w
here tw

o N
Y

 councillors w
ould need to 

attend the parish council m
eetings.

I agree that excessive geographic size w
orks against one of the three m

ain criteria, the need to 
secure effective and convenient local governm

ent.  That is particularly so w
hen geography results in

excessive travelling tim
es.  This concern could, and to an extent has been has been, addressed by 

changes to the divisions w
ithin W

harfedale (the dale) proposed in your Septem
ber report.  B

ut w
hen

travelling tim
es are taken into account, the proposed U

pper W
harfedale and U

pper N
idderdale, 

suffers from
 the sam

e problem
 or w

orse.

2. D
isparate com

m
unities w

ith lim
ited connection

It is a curious argum
ent to say that if upper W

harfedale is “disparate” from
, and has lim

ited 
connection w

ith, low
er W

harfedale, it should be united w
ith upper N

idderdale, w
ith w

hich it has 
even less connection.  M

ost residents of N
idderdale (and possibly residents of upper W

harfedale) 
w

ould argue that it is upper N
idderdale and upper W

harfedale w
hich are “disparate com

m
unities 

w
ith lim

ited connection”.

It is a m
istake to assum

e that distance or perceived rem
oteness m

eans lim
ited connection.  It is a 

general feature of dales that the best and easiest com
m

unications are up and dow
n dales, rather than 

across the higher ground betw
een dales.  The easiest tow

ns for residents of upper W
harfedale to 

access involve journeys dow
n the dale.  That m

eans that the m
ajor service centres for upper 

W
harfedale are Skipton and Ilkley.   B

ut upper N
idderdale, like the rest of N

idderdale, looks to 
H

arrogate and R
ipon to supply goods and services not available w

ithin the dale.  This pattern of 
com

m
on interest and connectivity is reflected in public transport.  There are regular bus services 

from
 G

rassington to Skipton and Ilkley.  There is no bus service from
 G

rassington to H
arrogate.    
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There is a regular daily bus service from
 Pateley B

ridge to N
idderdale.  There is no such service 

from
 Pateley B

ridge to Skipton or anyw
here in W

harfedale.

3. C
om

m
on features of upper W

harfedale and N
idderdale in term

s of landscape, econom
y and

local issues

This w
as a point m

ade by the C
ouncil (para 17 of their subm

ission) and the C
onservatives.

Yes, W
harfedale and N

idderdale are both Yorkshire dales, w
ith a m

ix of sheep and cattle farm
ing 

and tourism
, like other dales.  B

ut there are significant differences:
It is debatable how

 sim
ilar the landscapes of the tw

o dales are.  W
harfedale is a 

lim
estone dale, w

hereas N
idderdale is dom

inated by m
illstone grit.  A

s a result of this 
different geology, U

pper N
idderdale has three large reservoirs w

here the N
idd is 

dam
m

ed (G
outhw

aite, Scar H
ouse and A

ngram
).  In the upper W

harfedale catchm
ent 

there are sm
all reservoirs high on the m

oors (B
arden and G

rim
w

ith), but no dam
s on the 

W
harfe itself.

U
pper W

harfedale is in the Yorkshire D
ales N

ational Park, w
here the C

ouncil has 
lim

ited planning responsibilities.  N
idderdale is part of the N

idderdale N
ational 

Landscape, w
here the C

ouncil is the sole planning authority.  The councillor for an 
U

pper W
harfedale and U

pper N
idderdale division w

ould have to deal w
ith tw

o Local 
Plans and tw

o team
s of planning officers.

“C
om

m
on features” do not equate to com

m
on identities and interests of local 

com
m

unities, w
hich is the relevant statutory criterion.  Tw

o sim
ilar com

m
unities can 

have very different identities and interests. There is a sim
ilar range of shops and services

in G
rassington and Pateley, w

hich m
eans that there is usually no need for people in 

N
idderdale to go shopping in G

rassington, or for W
harfedale people to go shopping in 

Pateley.  N
idderdale children rarely go to school or doctors in W

harfedale and 
W

harfedale children rarely go to school or doctors in N
idderdale.

The C
onservative Party claim

s that U
pper W

harfedale and U
pper N

idderdale “are 
intertw

ined and w
ork together. They also com

e together for the tw
o m

ajor local show
s at

Pateley B
ridge and K

ilnsey”.  I live in upper N
idderdale and I attend N

idderdale Show
 at

Pateley B
ridge m

ost years.  The show
 attracts entries from

 across Yorkshire and beyond, 
but for local residents the socially im

portant classes are the Local C
lasses, restricted to 

residents of defined parishes in N
idderdale (dow

ndale as far as C
lint) or living w

ithin 10
m

iles of Pateley.  The Local C
lasses are not open to residents of W

harfedale.  O
n the 

other hand I know
 little about K

ilnsey show
.  I have never been to K

ilnsey Show
.  The 

only person I know
 in N

idderdale w
ho has been to K

ilnsey show
 is the daughter of 

friends w
ho show

ed at K
ilnsey Show

 to prepare for show
ing at the N

idderdale Show
.

The C
ouncil, the C

onservatives and C
ouncillor H

ull have also sought to show
 that the identity and 

interests of upper N
idderdale and low

er N
idderdale are different.

The C
ouncil attem

pts to distinguish upper N
idderdale (“a large tourist trade”, agriculture dom

inated
by sheep and cattle rearing) from

 low
er N

idderdale (“com
m

uter areas”, agriculture dom
inated by 

“dairy farm
ing and som

e arable farm
s”) (para 16).    The C

onservative Party sim
ilarly distinguishes 

upper N
idderdale as a “very rural” com

m
unity, “w

hereas Low
er N

idderdale V
illages look to 

H
arrogate, O

tley and Leeds for em
ploym

ent.”
That is highly m

isleading.  I live near the top of N
idderdale, and I know

 neighbours w
ho 

w
ork in M

asham
, R

ipon, K
naresborough, H

arrogate and O
tley, as w

ell as in N
idderdale.   

There are tourist attractions throughout the dale.  B
rim

ham
 R

ocks is in the low
er dale.  Ice 

cream
 is m

ade and sold at farm
s in both upper and low

er N
idderdale. C

heese is m
ade at the 

top of the dale. Farm
ers in the upper dale also rent land in the low

er dale.  Sheep farm
ers 

from
 the low

er dale put sheep on Yorkshire W
ater land at the top of the dale.  U

pdale 
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farm
ers do contracting w

ork on farm
s throughout the dale.  There is little arable farm

ing, 
and it is strange to say that agriculture in the low

er dale is “dom
inated” by arable farm

ing.

C
ouncillor H

ull says “I live in the Shaw
 M

ills/B
urnt Yates/C

lint cum
 H

am
lets/B

ishop Thornton area
and absolutely nobody in the area w

here I live has any affiliation w
ith U

pper N
idderdale/Pateley 

B
ridge and rarely, if ever, goes there.”

The N
idderdale Show

 held annually in Pateley B
ridge attracts m

any residents (not just 
farm

ers) from
 the w

hole of N
idderdale.  The published 2024-25 m

em
bership list of the 

N
idderdale A

gricultural Society w
hich runs the Show

 show
s that the subscription collector 

for B
ishop Thornton collected £1005 in subscriptions from

 20 m
em

bers.
The President of the 2025 N

idderdale Show
 is from

 B
ishop Thornton.

C
ouncillor H

ull’s com
m

ents are also at odds w
ith the com

m
ents of H

artw
ith cum

 W
insley 

Parish C
ouncil, w

hich argued that “the loss of B
irstw

ith and Felliscliffe to Pannal is denying
long-tim

e D
ales residents services from

 Pateley B
ridge.”

C
ouncillor H

ull also says “People in Pateley B
ridge/U

pper N
idderdale access and use different 

services (schools, leisure centres, G
P surgeries shops etc) to those living in Low

er N
idderdale. They

sim
ply don’t overlap.”

That is incorrect.  I know
 of at least one parent in Lofthouse w

ho sends her child to school in
B

urnt Yates, follow
ing the closure of Lofthouse school.

I personally have several tim
es attended the G

P surgery in B
irstw

ith, w
hich is part of the 

N
idderdale G

roup Practice, w
hose clinical staff m

ove betw
een the three surgeries in the 

practice.  I know
 updale neighbours w

ho have done likew
ise.

The largest shop in N
idderdale for hardw

are and farm
 and garden supplies is Todds in 

Sum
m

erbridge, used by both updale and dow
ndale residents.

4.  A
ccess betw

een upper N
idderdale and upper W

harfedale by the B
6265 road

This is a m
atter raised by the C

onservatives and C
ouncillor H

ull.

The C
onservatives say that the C

ouncil proposal com
bining U

pper W
harfedale w

ith U
pper 

N
idderdale “creates a w

ard that [is] m
uch easier to navigate and is w

ell linked East/W
est by the 

B
6265 w

hich is a very good and busy ‘B
’ road.”

“M
uch easier to navigate” begs the question of “m

uch easier than w
hat?”  The B

6165 road 
up N

idderdale is perfectly easy to navigate.  It just follow
s the topography of the dale.  B

ut 
the B

6265 road betw
een Pateley B

ridge and G
rassington cuts across the natural topography 

of the tw
o dales.

The B
6265 has steep hills (up to 19%

 gradient), a long narrow
 section and a dangerous 

corner at D
ibbles B

ridge.  It has one fast section, but also sections w
here low

 gear is advised
and careful driving is needed.  It is avoided by H

G
V

s but w
ell used by cyclists, w

ho find the
steepness of the hills challenging.
A

t the road sum
m

it G
reenhow

 is one of the highest villages in Yorkshire (https://greenhow
-

hill.org.uk/).  The road is prone to closure by snow
 and ice in w

inter.
In February 2020 storm

s caused the road to subside near Pateley.  The road w
as reduced to 

one-w
ay w

orking controlled by traffic lights until O
ctober 2022, w

hen it w
as closed 

com
pletely for over 2 m

onths to enable the road to be repaired 
(https://w

w
w

.nidderdaleplus.org.uk/w
ork-on-reconstructing-red-brae-bank-bew

erley-
begins-17th-october/).

C
ouncillor H

ull says that Pateley B
ridge and G

rassington “are both D
ales C

om
m

unities of a sim
ilar 

size w
ith sim

ilar concerns. They are easily linked by the B
6265 road and are only about 10 m

inutes 
drive from

 each other.”
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A
ccording to G

oogle m
aps, the distance betw

een the tw
o com

m
unities is 10.5 m

iles and the 
driving tim

e is 19 m
inutes.  The drive on the B

6265 road cannot reasonably be described as 
“easy”.  It has steep hills, narrow

 sections and w
arning signs w

arning drivers to engage low
 

gear and take extra care at D
ibbles B

ridge.
There is no bus service betw

een N
idderdale and upper W

harfedale, except on sum
m

er 
Sundays and bank holidays.  The C

ouncil view
s the sum

m
er Sunday service as prim

arily for
tourists, not local residents, because older people’s bus passes are not valid on it (per the 
C

ouncil at https://w
w

w
.northyorks.gov.uk/roads-parking-and-travel/public-transport/bus-

and-travel-passes/older-persons-bus-pass “passes are not valid on services that operate 
prim

arily for the purposes of tourism
”).

5.  H
igh and L

ow
 B

ishopside parish

It is good that you agree that H
igh and Low

 B
ishopside (the area of Pateley B

ridge Tow
n C

ouncil) 
should not be split betw

een tw
o divisions.  That w

as a proposal put forw
ard by the C

ouncil in its 
original subm

ission, w
hich w

ould have created several anom
alies.  B

ut the new
 proposal creates 

m
ore anom

alies:
G

lasshouses, one of the fastest grow
ing villages in N

idderdale, w
ould also becom

e part of a 
division focussed on W

harfedale, w
hich w

hich it has few
 connections

Fellbeck, a village only 8 m
iles from

 R
ipon, w

ould also be part of a W
harfedale-focused 

division
Sm

elthouses, a village divided betw
een H

igh and Low
 B

ishopside and H
artw

ith cum
 

W
insley parishes, w

ould be split betw
een a W

harfedale-focused division and Low
er 

N
idderdale division.

M
ore fundam

entally, in the new
 proposal Pateley B

ridge w
ould be separated from

 m
ost of the 

com
m

unities w
hich look to it as the m

ain social and com
m

ercial centre of the dale.   M
ost 

com
m

unity activity in the dale takes place in Pateley B
ridge, w

here there is:
N

idderdale H
igh School, the only secondary school in the dale

N
idderdale Show

, w
hich takes place every Septem

ber and attracts about 20,000 people
The doctors’ surgery (N

idderdale G
roup Practice), w

hich also has surgeries in D
acre B

anks 
and B

irstw
ith

the library
N

idderdale Plus, com
m

unity hub supporting N
idderdale businesses and organisations

N
idderdale M

useum
, entirely staffed by volunteers from

 up and dow
n the dale

N
idderdale Playhouse, the only theatre in the dale

the only livestock m
arket in the dale

a variety of shops and eating establishm
ents, including the only fish and chip shop in the 

dale, tw
o butchers’ shops, and the only estate agents, accountants and dentist in the dale.

Pateley B
ridge is not a social or com

m
ercial centre for W

harfedale residents and businesses.

I calculate that the Pateley B
ridge B

uilt-U
p A

rea w
ould be the largest settlem

ent in the proposed 
U

pper W
harfedale and U

pper N
idderdale division, but less than a third of the electors in the 

division w
ould be in N

idderdale.  The division w
ould include the only tow

n in the N
idderdale 

N
ational Landscape, as w

ell as one of the tw
o largest settlem

ents in the Yorkshire D
ales N

ational 
Park.  It is hard to see how

 such a division could “reflect the identities and interests of local 
com

m
unities”.



7

T
H

E
 PR

O
T

E
C

T
E

D
 L

A
N

D
SC

A
PE

 D
U

TY

U
pper W

harfedale is w
ithin the Yorkshire D

ales N
ational Park (Y

D
N

P).  U
pper N

idderdale is 
w

ithin the N
idderdale N

ational Landscape (N
N

L).  B
oth the Y

D
N

P and the N
N

L are “Protected 
Landscapes” w

ithin the scope of Section 245 of the Levelling-up and R
egeneration A

ct 2023.  
N

orth Yorkshire C
ouncil and the LG

B
C

E are both “relevant authorities” w
ithin the m

eaning of 
Section 245, so that in their decision-m

aking both the C
ouncil and the LG

B
C

E m
ust now

 ‘seek to 
further’ the statutory purposes of the Y

D
N

P and N
N

L.  D
EFR

A
 guidance published on 16 

D
ecem

ber 2024 m
akes clear that “relevant authorities w

ill need to apply the duty w
hen undertaking 

any function in relation to, or so as to affect, land in a Protected Landscape.”

It is not clear from
 the papers I have seen how

 either the C
ouncil or the LG

B
C

E has carried out its 
Protected Landscape duty.

These appear to be the relevant issues affecting the N
N

L:
The C

ouncil appoints 3 councillors to be m
em

bers of the N
N

L Joint A
dvisory C

om
m

ittee. 
A

ccording to the constitution of the JA
C

, in nom
inating representatives the local authority 

w
ill give priority to elected M

em
bers serving electoral divisions w

ithin the N
N

L.
The existing divisions m

ean that all 3 councillor m
em

bers of the JA
C

 are highly likely to 
represent constituents w

ithin the N
N

L (and are likely to live in the N
N

L).  A
t present these 

divisions are w
ithin the N

N
L:

all of Pateley B
ridge and N

idderdale
m

ost of M
asham

 and Fountains
m

ost of W
ashburn and B

irstw
ith

a very sm
all part of Leyburn and M

iddleham
U

nder the latest proposal, these divisions w
ould be w

ithin the N
N

L:
m

ost of Low
er N

idderdale
a little over half of M

asham
 and Fountains

a little under half of Pannal and W
ashburn

less than a third of U
pper W

harfedale and U
pper N

idderdale
a very sm

all part of Leyburn and Low
er M

iddleham
The effect of the change is that it is very probable that one, and possibly tw

o, of the 
councillors on the JA

C
 w

ill m
ostly represent constituents outside the N

N
L and m

ay w
ell 

live m
any m

iles outside the N
N

L.

The result is likely to be that the councillor m
em

bers of the JA
C

 are likely to have m
uch less local 

know
ledge of the N

N
L.  Even if the num

ber of councillor m
em

bers of the JA
C

 is increased to four, 
that is likely to adversely im

pact the governance of the N
N

L.

It is difficult to see how
 this result can further the statutory purposes of the N

N
L.  I subm

it that the 
LG

B
C

E should reconsider w
hether and how

 its proposals seek to further the statutory purposes of 
the N

N
L.

 12 O
ctober 2025
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N
orth Yorkshire C

ouncil 

Executive

19 N
ovem

ber 2024

N
orth Yorkshire C

ouncil response to The B
oundary C

om
m

ission’s consultation 
on future division boundaries 

R
eport of the A

ssistant C
hief Executive for Local Engagem

ent 

1.0
PU

R
PO

SE O
F R

EPO
R

T 

1.1
To present to Executive the recom

m
ended pattern of division boundaries identified by the 

Boundary R
eview

 M
em

ber W
orking G

roup, seeking approval for the subm
ission of this 

proposal to the Boundary C
om

m
ission as part of its consultation. 

2.0
SU

M
M

A
R

Y
  

2.1
Follow

ing Executive’s and Full C
ouncil’s approval of a subm

ission to the Boundary
C

om
m

ission proposing 89 single-m
em

ber divisions
from

 the M
ay 2027 elections, the 

C
om

m
ission accepted this recom

m
endation and com

m
enced a public consultation to gather 

ideas for appropriate boundaries.  

2.2
The M

em
ber W

orking G
roup has developed a proposal w

hich seeks to balance electoral 
equality w

hilst recognising the identity of the com
m

unities represented by each division. 

2.3
Executive is

recom
m

ended to approve this proposal, for subm
ission to the Boundary 

C
om

m
ission’s public consultation, w

hich runs until 9 D
ecem

ber.

3.0
B

A
C

K
G

R
O

U
N

D

3.1 
In July, Executive and Full C

ouncil approved the subm
ission to the Boundary C

om
m

ission 
of a proposal for 89 C

ouncillors in single-m
em

ber divisions. The report can be found here: 
https://edem

ocracy.northyorks.gov.uk/ieIssueD
etails.aspx?IId=25754&PlanId=0&O

pt=3#AI
19723

3.2
The Boundary C

om
m

ission
review

ed the proposal, alongside others received, and 
determ

ined that the review
 w

ould be based on 89 C
ouncillors in single-m

em
ber divisions.It 

also accepted the electorate forecast developed by the council to predict the num
ber of 

electors in each area by 2030. O
n that basis, a Public C

onsultation
w

as launched on 1
st

O
ctober 2024, to last 10 w

eeks. The C
ouncil, along w

ith any other interested party, is 
invited to subm

it proposals for the arrangem
ent of divisions to achieve the aim

s of the 
review

, nam
ely electoral equality and divisions that represent the identity

of the 
com

m
unities. Inform

ation on the
consultation can be found here: 

https://w
w

w
.lgbce.org.uk/all-review

s/north-yorkshire  

3.3
The W

orking G
roup has been keen to ensure that the m

odel proposed is sustainable to 
avoid the need for another Boundary R

eview
 w

ithin the im
m

ediate future. The Boundary 
C

om
m

ission w
ould be likely to carry out another Boundary review

 if there becam
e an 

electoral im
balance, by either:

one electoral w
ard/division having a +/-30%

 variance from
the local authority 

electorate average;
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or, 30%
 or m

ore of the electoral w
ards/divisions have a +/-10%

 variance from
 the 

local authority average

3.4
To ensure sustainability and a m

odel w
hich w

orks w
ell for N

orth Yorkshire, the group 
w

orked to the follow
ing principles:

That, as far as possible, the forecast electorate num
bers for each division should 

start w
ithin 10%

 variance of the average, and that m
ost should be w

ell w
ithin this. 

This m
eant that each division should ideally represent around 5819

electors, no less 
than 5237

and no m
ore than 6401. 

That division boundaries should not divide com
m

unities w
hich identify as a single 

area w
here it is possible to avoid this.

That it should be possible to access each residence
w

ithin
a division by road w

ithout 
having to leave that division.
That, as far as possible, urban areas should be in different divisions to rural areas to 
reflect the different nature of issues and w

ork for the C
ouncillors. 

3.5
To allow

 the large area of N
orth Yorkshire to be considered in m

anageable units, the 
existing Area C

om
m

ittee areas w
ere considered individually initially. Based on the forecast 

electorate, it w
as agreed that the follow

ing num
bers of divisions w

ould be identified in each 
area:R

ichm
ond – 15

Scarborough and W
hitby – 14

Thirsk and M
alton – 15

Selby – 15
H

arrogate and Knaresborough – 15
Skipton and R

ipon – 15

3.6
The W

orking G
roup initially looked at achieving num

erical equality by m
oving the 

boundaries of existing divisions to add or rem
ove polling district areas from

 neighbouring 
divisions. W

hilst this allow
ed logical and equally sized

divisions in som
e areas, there 

required a greater degree of change to som
e boundaries. The initial proposals w

ere 
m

apped by O
fficers in the G

IS (G
eographical Inform

ation System
s) team

, w
ith the 

predicted electorate calculated for each division. These w
ere then review

ed by the group,
w

ho suggested further am
endm

ents. W
here it w

as necessary to split existing polling 
divisions, the W

orking G
roup recom

m
ended roughly how

 m
any electors should be m

oved 
into a division, and G

IS and Electoral Services O
fficers looked at w

here a boundary w
ould

need to m
ove to, to achieve that num

ber.

3.7
O

nce a num
erically appropriate

pattern w
as identified, the W

orking G
roup then considered 

if this w
as logical based on the local know

ledge of how
 com

m
unities identify w

ith the places 
around them

and the physical topography of the area to ensure the feasibility of a single 
m

em
ber representing the w

hole area. 

3.8
Finally, the nam

es of the divisions w
ere considered to ensure they continued to reflect the 

places w
ithin their boundaries. 

3.9 
Based on m

ultiple rounds of revisions, the finalboundary
proposals of the W

orking G
roup 

are found at Appendices A to F. The predicted electorate figures can be found in Appendix 
G

.

4.0 
C

O
N

SID
ER

A
TIO

N
S

4.1
W

hilst the proposals identify a m
odel w

hich aligns w
ith the m

ain principles of the review
, it 

is clear that there
m

ust be com
prom

ises in m
any areas. The

geography
of N

orth Yorkshire, 
w

ith som
e fast-grow

ing urban areas and super-sparse rural com
m

unities, m
akes it difficult
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to achieve com
plete equality w

ithin boundaries that can
also feasibly be represented by a 

single m
em

ber. There is a balance to be struck betw
een

the principles of electoral equality, 
separation of urban and rural areas, and the identities of com

m
unities, w

hich is
m

atter of 
judgem

ent and there w
ill be different view

s. It is recognised by the W
orking G

roup that 
there are, in m

any cases, no perfect solutions w
hich fully achieve all the principles

sim
ultaneously. 

4.2
The calculations of future electors in each division

are also inevitably im
perfect. Although 

there is a clear and agreed estim
ate of future electors at polling district-level, w

here this 
figure is grow

ing it is not possible to identify exactly w
here each additional elector w

ill live 
w

ithin the polling district in the future. For this reason, w
hen splitting existing polling 

districts, there is an estim
ate of likely future properties in each area and the num

ber of 
electors likely to live in each property. It is not an exact exercise. It is recom

m
ended that 

Executive delegate authority to the
Assistant C

hief Executive – Local Engagem
ent, in 

consultation w
ith the C

hairm
an of the M

em
ber W

orking G
roup,to m

ake any m
inor 

am
endm

ents
required

to the predicted electorate figures againsteach proposed division
for 

the purposes
of accuracy, prior to their subm

ission to the Boundary C
om

m
ission. This w

ill 
ensure

the subm
itted figures to reflect the proposed boundaries as accurately as possible.

4.3
The considerations and challenges in identifying suitable division patterns vary across the 
different Area C

om
m

ittee areas. The follow
ing sum

m
arise som

e of the key
considerations.

R
ichm

ond

4.4
The existing divisions are characterised by those around R

ichm
ond tow

n
being too large, 

w
ith those in

m
ore rural areas being too sm

all. The approach has therefore been to m
ove 

som
e of the polling districts on the edge of the tow

n into the surrounding divisions, and to 
rebalance the divisions w

ithin N
orthallerton. Bedale and Aiskew

 divisions have been 
brought together. 

Scarborough and W
hitby

4.5
The tw

o R
usw

arp polling districts had to be separated to ensure W
hitby W

est is the
correct 

size. Som
e divisions that w

ill form
 part of the new

 Scarborough
Tow

n C
ouncil are large in 

size, although it w
as thought likely that there w

as lim
ited scope in the area for further 

developm
entso they m

ay not continue to grow
 significantly. The boundaries around the 

new
 Tow

n C
ouncil area have not been am

ended to ensure that they rem
ain coterm

inous
w

ith Tow
n C

ouncil proposed w
ards. Significant grow

th in Eastfield has required a 
rem

odelling of that area to achieve a balance of divisions. 

Thirsk and M
alton

4.6
The m

ain challenge
w

ithin this area w
as the im

balance betw
een the N

orton and M
alton 

D
ivisions. It w

as determ
ined that it w

as not desirable to select som
e of N

orton to m
ove to 

the M
alton D

ivision as this does not reflect the identity of the tw
o places. The proposal 

therefore separates the area north to south w
ith tw

o divisions covering both tow
ns equally. 

Selby

4.7
The divisions w

ithin Selby had to be revised as they w
ere currently too large. By aligning 

them
 w

ith Barlby, three divisions are now
 proposed covering the centre of Selby. Sherburn 

w
as also too large and potentially likely to grow

 further. N
o alternative options w

ere 
identified to splitting som

e of the north of Sherburn and m
oving it into Appleton R

oebuck. It 
is recognised that this is not ideal, how

ever, w
ithout doing so Sherburn w

ould be too big for 
a single D

ivision.
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H
arrogate and K

naresborough

4.8
A significant challenge w

as that the divisions of H
arrogate tow

n, w
hich w

ere generally too 
large. R

em
odelling the boundaries and m

oving som
e polling districts into surrounding areas 

has been necessary. Boroughbridge
has also been m

oved to a new
 division w

ith elem
ents 

of the existing W
athvale

and Bishop M
onkton

division (in Skipton and R
ipon) to create 

greater equality of size across the current Area C
om

m
ittee areas. 

Skipton and R
ipon

4.9 
The city of R

ipon had som
e D

ivisions w
hich w

ere too large, and it w
as therefore necessary 

to align som
e polling districts w

ith surrounding areas. There is also grow
th to the south of 

the city w
hich m

ust be factored in. 

4.10
There w

as also a lack of consistency
East-W

est w
ithin the area, w

ith those divisions on the 
Skipton side significantly sm

aller than those on the R
ipon side. For this reason, Pateley

Bridge has m
oved into N

idderdale
to ensure greater balance across the Pennines. 

5.0
N

EXT STEPS

5.1
Should Executive approve the subm

ission of the
proposals, the Boundary C

om
m

ission
w

ill 
review

 responses to the consultation and form
ulate a m

odel w
hich m

eets their aim
s. This 

w
ill then be consulted upon in late Spring 2025, before the necessary parliam

entary steps 
are undertaken to enact the new

 boundaries for the 2027 Local Election. 

5.2
It is likely that the C

ouncil w
ould w

ish to respond to the final consultation. 

6.0
FIN

A
N

C
IA

L IM
PLICA

TIO
N

S
  

6.1
The previous report identified that m

oving to 89 C
ouncillors

w
ould very slightly reduce the 

cost of allow
ances and expenses. N

o additional financial im
plications have been identified

based on the recom
m

endations of this report.

7.0
LEG

A
L IM

PLICA
TIO

N
S

7.1
U

nder the Local D
em

ocracy, Econom
ic D

evelopm
ent and C

onstruction Act 2009 the Local 
G

overnm
ent Boundary C

om
m

ission for England (LG
BC

E) is required to periodically review
 

the electoral arrangem
ents of all local authorities in England. 

7.2 
The LG

BC
E does not have pow

er to alter the external boundaries of parish councils to 
m

ake them
 coterm

inous w
ith any council division boundary. N

orth Yorkshire C
ouncil 

how
ever has the pow

er to do this through a com
m

unity governance review
 should one be 

considered as being
appropriate. If LG

BC
E draw

 a division boundary through an existing 
parish, it w

ill also in its order create a parish w
ard. The LG

BC
E w

ill publish m
aps in its next 

phase of consultation on division boundaries w
hich show

 any proposed changes to parish 
w

arding that arise.

7.2
W

ithin the period of this review
, the new

 Tow
n C

ouncils
for Scarborough and H

arrogate, 
subject to C

ouncil approval, w
ill be

im
plem

ented. It is not possible for the C
ouncil D

ivisions 
in these tow

ns to be entirely co-term
inus w

ith the proposed Tow
n C

ouncil w
ards, as the 

num
bers of electors in each w

ould not align w
ith the requirem

ents of this review
. H

ow
ever, 

the
N

YC
 division patterns proposed align w

ith the
outer boundary of the Tow

n C
ouncils. 

This w
ill allow

 future changes of w
ards to be m

ade w
hilst providing continuity of w

hich 
divisions are w

ithin the Tow
n C

ouncil areas.   
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8.0
EQ

U
A

LITIES IM
PLICA

TIO
N

S 

8.1 
An EIA screening w

as undertaken, at Appendix H
, at the start of the review

. This has been 
reconsidered through the next stage of the process. N

o additional significant im
pacts w

ere 
identified

based on the recom
m

endations
of this report. 

9.0
C

LIM
A

TE C
HA

N
G

E IM
PLIC

A
TIO

N
S 

9.1
A clim

ate change im
pact assessm

ent w
as

undertaken, at Appendix I, at the start of the 
review

. N
o direct im

pacts have been identified based on the recom
m

endations. 

10.0
PER

FO
R

M
A

N
C

E IM
PLIC

A
TIO

N
S

10.1
It is not envisaged that the recom

m
endations w

ill have significant perform
ance im

plications.   

11.0
R

EA
SO

N
S FO

R
 R

EC
O

M
M

EN
DA

TIO
N

S

11.1
The approval and subm

ission of the proposed division patterns w
ill provide the Boundary 

C
om

m
ission w

ith a clear m
odel on behalf of N

orth Yorkshire C
ouncil. The m

odel represents 
the w

ork of the cross-party M
em

ber W
orking G

roup and seeks to achieve a w
orkable 

balance
across the principles described above. If this w

ere not to be subm
itted, the 

Boundary C
om

m
ission w

ould determ
ine a m

odel to be consulted upon based on their 
know

ledge of the area and other inform
ation received during the consultation. 

11.2
By delegating

authority to m
ake m

inor am
endm

ents to the electorate figures associated 
w

ith each proposed division, it w
ill be possible to ensure

that the figures accurately reflect 
the boundaries proposed as the subm

ission is prepared.   

12.0

12.1

R
EC

O
M

M
EN

DA
TIO

N
S

Executive is asked to: 
i)

Approve the
proposed division patterns at Appendices

A-F
ii)

D
elegate authority to the Assistant C

hief Executive – Local Engagem
ent to subm

it 
this proposal, and accom

panying background inform
ation, to the Boundary 

C
om

m
ission’s consultation by 9 D

ecem
ber. 

iii)
D

elegate authority to the Assistant C
hief Executive – Local Engagem

entto m
ake 

any required m
inor am

endm
ents to ensure the accuracy of the split of forecast 

electorate figures, in consultation w
ith the C

hairm
an of the M

em
ber W

orking 
G

roup, prior to subm
ission. 

A
PPEN

D
IC

ES:
Appendix A – R

ichm
ond

Appendix
B – Scarborough and W

hitby
Appendix

C
 – Thirsk and M

alton
Appendix

D
 – Selby

Appendix E – H
arrogate and Knaresborough

Appendix F – Skipton and R
ipon

Appendix G
 – Forecast Electorate for each D

ivision
Appendix H

 – Equality Im
pact Assessm

ent
Appendix I – C

lim
ate C

hange Im
pact Assessm

ent

R
achel Joyce, Assistant C

hief Executive – Local Engagem
ent, 8 N

ovem
ber 2024

R
eport Authorand

Presenter of R
eport – W

ill Boardm
an, H

ead of Strategy and Perform
ance

N
ote: M

em
bers are invited to contact the author in advance of the m

eeting w
ith any detailed 

queries or questions.




