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The Boundary Commission for England have published their initial recommendations for new Parliamentary Constituencies in England. These are my comments on the submissions at the first stage, where I reiterate the argument for the following model:

· North Yorkshire: 8 unchanged seats entirely within North Yorkshire

· Humberside: 9 seats entirely within Humberside

· West and South Yorkshire: dealt with together with 33 seats

· Sheffield: 5 seats entirely within Sheffield

I am disappointed with much of the response from some political organisations and many elected members who seem to have adopted an attitude of just rolling over and hoping to get everything out of the way. I have even heard comments along the lines of “oh, it’s ok, we’ll be able to win such-and-such a seat”. Responses from members of the public and local authority officers (particularly Electoral officers) has been of a much greater quality, as have comments from some elected members.

One person has put it very well saying “boundary changes have resulted in our MPs becoming useless and inefficient as they have to cater for the needs of oddly shaped areas”[186]. In recent years there have been increasing complaints that MPs are more and more distant from the public they serve. The Commission’s initial proposal is likely to just increase that.

1. The Boundary Commission’s initial proposal

1.1 The Boundary Commission’s initial proposal drastically breaks up communities, almost entirely ignores existing constituencies, ignores natural community groupings, geographic features and local authority boundaries, even subregional county boundaries. It has done this purely to place overwhelming insistence on not splitting local authority wards between constituencies. 

1.2 This has been disagreed with almost overwhelmingly. There is a great amount of support for much greater regard to local authority and country boundaries, and particularly subregional grouping of North Yorkshire, Humberside and South & West Yorkshire.

1.3 There is also great support for aiming to minimise constituencies spilling over local authority boundaries, particulary for Sheffield to have the five whole constituencies that it would be entitled to.

2. Regional overview

2.1 Yorkshire & Humberside can easily be grouped into the following subregions:

· North Yorkshire & York: 8 seats

· Humberside: 9 seats

· West & South Yorkshire: 33 seats

2.2. West & South Yorkshire are metropolitan authorties, mainly urban areas. North Yorkshire and Humberside are non-metropolitan authorities and are more rural. In particular North Yorkshire is predomantly rural and has few ties to West Yorkshire to support the cross-boundary constituencies proposed by the Commission.

2.3 All respondants who commented on it objected to constituencies overlapping between North Yorkshire and West Yorkshire, and all counter-proposals recommended West Yorkshire instead overlap with South Yorkshire. Additionally, all who commented on it recommended that North Yorkshire remain with 8 constituencies and almost all recommended that as the current 8 contituencies are all within the electoral target that they should be left unchanged. Additionally,  many who commented on the former Humberside also recommended that it be allocated exactly 9 seats and not overlap into another subregional area.

2.4 Consequently:

· leaving the existing 8 North Yorkshire constituencies unchanged

· allocating exactly 9 constituences within the former Humberside

would best address the great majority of the representations made, and comply the greatest with the rules the Commission is required to operate within.

3. West & South Yorkshire

3.1 The natural consequence to dealing with rural Yorkshire seperately from metropolitan Yorkshire is to group West and Youth Yorkshire together with exactly 33 seats between them. All respondants who commented on this recommended doing this. Additionally, it is pointed out by many respondants that treating South Yorkshire as a subunit gives it too many seats, 13 instead of the 12.6 is is entitled to. It is hard to justify such a large rounding when a simpler model can avoid it.

3.2 Within West & South Yorkshire both Sheffield and Leeds have a near-whole-number seat entitlement, Sheffield 5.00 and Leeds 7.05. All respondants in Sheffield have commented on the undesirability of having seats overlapping into other council areas and have either explicity or implicitly recommended a whole number of seats entirely within Sheffield. Submissions from Electoral Officials in Leeds and Sheffield also point out the increased difficulty of electoral administration incurred with large numbers of cross-boundary seats where no justification exists. Many respondants in Bradford object to seats overlapping with Leeds [450, 755, 796]. This, and the representation from Leeds Electoral Offices, and the almost near-whole-number entitlement to 7.05 seats strongly supports drawing exactly 7 seats entirely within Leeds [19322, 10430].

3.3 While the average ward electorates Sheffield do not form a neat submultiple of the required target Constituency electorate, Derek West (SCC [23091]) and others have pointed out that since the ward review in 2004 there are already significant ward imbalances that form a justification for an early or partial ward review. This destroys the argument of using whole wards as building blocks as those building blocks could very well vanish removing the justification to use them.

3.4 Outside Sheffield and Leeds the remaining seven council areas are entitled to 21 seats. Bradford, Calderdale and Kirkless together are entitled to near exactly 10 seats, and Wakefield, Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham together are entitled to near exactly 11 seats. This would allow ¼ of a seat in Wakefield to be the sole cross-county constituency.

3.5 The following recommendation would address the majority of the representations made regarding the metropolitan area of Yorkshire:

· Treat West & South Yorkshire as a single subregion with 33 seats

· Treat Leeds as a single area with exactly 7 seats

· Treat Sheffield as a single area with exactly 5 seats

· Treat Bradford, Calderdale, Kirklees as one area with 10 seats

· Treat Wakefield, Barnsley, Doncaster, Rotherham as one area with 11 seats

· A single cross-boundary seat partially in Wakefield.
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	District
	Seats

	
	Leeds
	7

	
	Sheffield
	5

	
	Bradford, Calderdale, Kirklees
	10

	
	Wakefield, Barnsley, Doncaster, Rotherham
	11

	
	
	

	Seats in Yorkshire & The Humber


4 Sheffield

4.1 Almost all responses have commented unfavourably on Sheffield having constituencies overlapping the council boundary, particularly when Sheffield is entitled to exactly 5 constituencies which can easily be done wholly within Sheffield. Comments have included “which idiot thinks Ecclesfield, Firth Park and Southey are … part of Barnsley?” [644], “I live in Sheffield not Barnsley” [650]. There is such overwhelming sensibility to have 5 whole seats within Sheffield, it would be perverse not to [737, 750, 844].

4.2 The only justification for splitting Sheffield up is the insitance on not splitting wards within Sheffield. However, Sheffield’s wards are so large that many they contain multiple communities that can easily be carefully split, and as Derek West points out, some wards have become so unbalanced that a ward review is quite likely that would remove the lines drawn with the current wards [23091].

4.3 The only full-city models submitted were Dr Jordan’s (that I recommended in my original submission) and Derek West’s, Policy Officer at Sheffield City Council. In my original submission I also described a modification to Dr Jordan’s model, but I believe that Dr Jordan’s model is superior to mine.

4.4 Mr West’s model shares with Dr Jordan’s model that they recommend exactly 5 seats wholly within Sheffield. Either model would work for Sheffield much better than the Commission’s initial proposal of seats overlapping into other council areas.

4.5 Dr Jordan’s model has the following advantages over Mr West’s:

· Dr Jordan splits two wards, Mr West splits three

· Dr Jordan splits the Burngreave ward more naturally with the Shirecliffe area included with the rest of the natural Brightside greater area. Mr West puts Shirecliffe with Walkley, seperated by a wide, steep valley, river and railway line and no natural communications.

· Mr West puts Nether Edge in with Heeley, this is not a natural fit, the main Sheaf Valley separates it. Nether Edge more naturally fits with either Central or Ecclesall. Dr Jordan’s model includes Nether Edge with both Central and Ecclesall.

Dr Jordan’s model is the best fit for Sheffield. If Mr West’s model was used, it could be improved by swapping the Shirecliffe and Burngreave areas within Burngreave Ward (along a similar line to Dr Jordan’s model) so Shirecliffe was in the same seat as Firth Park, and Burngreave-within-Burngreave-Ward was in the same seat as Central.
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	Jonathan Jordan’s model for Sheffield Parliamentary Constituencies


5 Summary

If the Commission implements its initial proposals it will bring into disprepute the whole process of Parliamentary Boundary Reviews. The public will feel that MPs are even more distant from them and will feel that they are been taken for granted, leading to more of the political alienation that has been increasing over recent years. The Commission must implement a sensible model that addresses local communities on the ground, not binding itself to using mutable artifical lines on the ground which themselves are drawn purely for electoral parity.

I commend the many grass-roots members of the public and individual Council Officers who have put the time in to recommending better models than the Commission’s initial model, and wish more elected representatives were as proactive.
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