
 AGENDA ITEM NO: 5 
 
HAMBLETON DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
Report To: Cabinet 
  14 February 2012 
 
Subject: ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS 

All Wards  
Scrutiny Committees 

Leader: Councillor N W Huxtable 
 
 
1.0 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND:     
 
1.1 In January 2011 Council agreed in principle to request the Local Government Boundary 

Commission (LGBC) to undertake a review of Council size. 
 
1.2 In September 2011 Council agreed to set up a Working Group to advise on the Council’s 

initial submission to LGBC. 
 
1.3 This report provides feedback from the process so far and recommends a proposal for 

submission to Full Council.  
 
2.0 DECISIONS SOUGHT:  
 
2.1 To recommend to Council a proposal on Council size to be submitted to the LGBC. 
 
3.0 THE PROCESS SO FAR:  
 
3.1 The Electoral Arrangements Working Group has initially consulted with Parish Councils and 

District Members on a proposed Council size and Warding arrangements based on 
22 Members which was felt presented a workable option in line with the Councils initial 
consideration of possibly reducing numbers by up to 50%.  Based on responses and a 
wider member seminar it has subsequently considered a further two options based on 
Council sizes of 28 and 32 Members. 

 
3.2 The report presented recently to the Working Group is attached as an Annex to this report. 
 
3.3 The Working Group accepted that there was sufficient evidence to support a significant 

reduction in Member numbers.  It has had regard to the LGBC’s Key Lines of Inquiry and 
views expressed so far in reaching a conclusion.  As such a majority of the Working Party 
supported an option of a 28 Member Council.  This could provide for a warding 
arrangement as set out on Plan 4 attached to the report to the Working Group.  This would 
contain 14 Wards with a mixture of 1 Member, 2 Member and 3 Member Wards.  Details of 
which parishes could be contained in new Wards and the number of Members for each 
Ward are attached in a Schedule. 

 
3.4 The Working Group feels that a size of 28 meets the balance of reflecting reductions in 

Member workloads whilst maintaining the ability to achieve community identity and effective 
and convenient local government. 

 
3.5 It should be borne in mind that the proposals on warding are simply illustrative of how a 

28 Member Council could be warded.  At this stage the Council would simply be supporting 
a revised Council of 28 Members.  The details of warding arrangements would be dealt with 
as the second phase of the LGBC’s work.   

 



4.0 NEXT STEPS: 
 
4.1 The LGBC wishes to reach a preliminary view on Council size in March.  There would then 

be extensive consultation before the LGBC reached its final view on Council size.  There 
would then be a second exercise when actual warding arrangements would be considered.   

 
5.0 LINK TO CORPORATE PRIORITIES:  
 
5.1 Efficient and effective Member decision making and scrutiny processes are key to 

delivering the Council’s priorities.   
 
6.0 RISK ASSESSMENT:  
 
6.1 There is a significant risk that if the Council does not make any proposal it will lose 

influence in the process.  Equally, the Council needs to make a realistic proposal.  The 
LGBC have made it clear that proposals for Council size less than 30 will require special 
justification.  However, there have been indications that it might be prepared to consider a 
size of 28 for initial consultation. 

 
6.2 There is a slight risk that the LGBC will not accept a proposal of 28 Members, but the 

implications for the Council are minimal.   
 
7.0 SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
7.1 None. 
 
8.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
8.1 The work involved in being part of the review can be met from existing resources.   
 
8.2 The financial effects of amending Council size cannot be taken into account as part of the 

review. 
 
9.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
9.1 None. 
 
10.0 SECTION 17 CRIME AND DISORDER ACT 1988: 
 
10.1 None. 
 
11.0 EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY ISUES: 
 
11.1 None. 
 
12.0 RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
12.1 That Council be recommended to support a Council size of 28 Members as part of the 

Council’s submission to the Local Government Boundary Commission and that Officers be 
given delegated powers to include supporting evidence in the submission. 

 
MARTYN RICHARDS  
 
Background papers:  Local Government Boundary Commission Guidance: Electoral  

   Reviews 
Author ref:   JMR 
Contact:   Martyn Richards - Head of Legal Services 
    Direct Line No 767010 
140212 Electoral Arrangements   



















ANNEX 2 
ELECTORAL REVIEW  

 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM PARISH COUNCILS  

 
 

COUNCIL SIZE: 
 

Parish: Comment: 
 

Alne Would prefer a reduction less than 50%, but no figure specified. 
 

Bedale Would prefer a 25% reduction. 
 

Bilsdale Midcable No comment. 
 

Carlton in Cleveland No comment. 
 

East Cowton Do not support a reduction. 
 

Easingwold Would prefer a reduction less than 50%, but no figure specified. 
 

Great and Little Broughton Support the proposals. 
 

Great Ayton Would prefer a 25% reduction. 
 

Kirkby Fleetham with Fencote Support the proposals. 
 

Kirkby in Cleveland No comment. 
 

Myton on Swale Support the proposals. 
 

Rudby Would prefer a 10% - 15% reduction. 
 

Raskelf Would prefer a 25% reduction. 
 

Sessay Support a reduction 
 

Stokesley Would prefer a 25% reduction. 
 

Sutton-under-Whitestonecliffe No comment. 
 

 
Warding Arrangements: 
 

Parish: Comment: 
 

Alne Support the proposals. 
 

Bedale Question whether West Tanfield/Pickhill should be in the same 
Ward as Bedale.  Suggest more appropriate to include additional 
areas in Aiskew/Leeming Bar area.  
 

Bilsdale Midcable Support the proposals. 
 

Carlton in Cleveland Do not support combining its area with Stokesley. 
 

Easingwold No comment. 
 

East Cowton Did not support amalgamation of areas into larger Wards. 
 

Great and Little Broughton Support the proposals. 
 

Great Ayton No comment. 
 

 



Kirkby Fleetham with Fencote Support the proposals. 
 

Kirkby in Cleveland Concern that representation in rural areas will suffer. 
 

Myton on Swale Support the proposals. 
 

Raskelf No comment. 
 

Rudby No comment. 
 

Sessay Concern that larger wards will mean less representation. 
 

Stokesley No comment. 
 

Sutton-under-Whitestonecliffe Do not support combining its area with Thirsk. 
 

 
















































