Boundary Commission for Scotland

BCS Paper 2017/61
2018 Review of UK Parliament Constituencies
Consideration of Revised Proposals for Midlothian and Scottish Borders
council areas

Action required

1. The Commission is invited to consider responses to the initial and secondary
consultation on its Initial Proposals and whether it wishes to make changes to its
proposals for Midlothian and Scottish Borders council areas.
Background
2. Constituency designs for Scotland are based on a UK electoral quota of 74,769.2
electors and parliamentary electorate figures from the December 2015 Electoral
Register. The electorate of constituencies has to be within 5% of the electoral
quota, namely no fewer than 71,031 and no more than 78,507, unless the area
of a constituency exceeds 12,000 square kilometres. No constituency may
exceed 13,000 square kilometres.
3. The total electorate in the 2 council areas is 150,636, giving a theoretical
entitlement to 2.01 constituencies.
Therefore it is possible to design 2
constituencies, exactly covering the combined council areas, with electorates
within the limits set by the legislation.
4. The Commission's Initial Proposals for this area comprise 2 constituencies which
exactly cover the combined extent of these 2 council areas. A map of the
constituencies is at Appendix A.
constituency

council areas

electorate

Scottish Borders

Wards
(2007–2017)
2(part), 3-11

Berwickshire, Roxburgh
and Selkirk
Midlothian and Peebles

Midlothian
Scottish Borders

All
1, 2(part)

76,208

74,428

Representations received
5. 40 responses were received during the two consultation periods for Midlothian
and Scottish Borders council areas. These responses were made at public
hearings during the initial consultation and via the portal, email or other written
submission during both the initial and secondary consultations. 17 all-Scotland
responses were submitted. All responses, however received, are available to view
on the portal and the number in brackets following a respondent’s name refers
to the portal id to facilitate searching. Paper copies can be made available to the
Commission as required. The summary below covers all representations
received.
National political parties – Initial Consultation
6. The Scottish Labour Party (9028), Scottish Liberal Democrats (8968) and
Conservative and Unionist Party (9031, 9048) support the Commission's Initial
Proposals for these constituencies.
7. The national office of the Scottish National Party did not respond to the public
consultation.
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National Political Parties – Secondary Consultation
8. The Scottish Labour Party (9896) and Scottish Conservative and Unionist Party
(9925) responded during the secondary consultation in this area but offered no
further comment.
Local political parties – Initial and Secondary Consultation
9. No local political parties responded to the initial or secondary consultation in
this area.
MPs and MSPs – Initial Consultation
10. David Mundell MP (8911 and 9011) is disappointed that the existing
Dumfriesshire, Clydesdale and Tweeddale constituency has not been retained.
11. No MSPs commented on the Initial Proposals in this area.
MPs and MSPs – Secondary Consultation
12. No MPs or MSPs responded to the secondary consultation in this area.
Local authorities – Initial Consultation
13. Midlothian Council (8953) wrote to confirm they had no specific comments to
make on the proposals at this stage.
14. Scottish Borders Council did not respond during the initial consultation.
Local authorities – Secondary Consultation
15. Midlothian Council and Scottish Borders Council did not respond during the
secondary consultation.
Others – Initial Consultation
16. There were 13 general responses from the public that covered all of Scotland. Of
these: 2 provided alternative constituency boundaries, one coveredMidlothian
and Scottish Borders council areas exactly (8821), while the other covered these
council areas and overlapped into City of Edinburgh and Dumfries and Galloway
council areas (8896); 2 comments supported a reduction in the number of MPs
(7570, 7578); and 9 made comments opposing the review or made comments
out-with the legislation (8276, 8171, 7682, 7664, 7662, 7632, 7575, 7549,
7562).
Scottish Borders
17. There were 8 further responses in the initial consultation relating to Scottish
Borders council area. The responses:
 opposed separating Peebles from other communities in the Tweed Valley
(such as Cardrona, Innerleithen and Walkerburn) and the Scottish Borders
as there are close ties between these areas;
 stated there are no natural or historic ties between Midlothian and
Peeblesshire;
 suggested there are closer ties between with Peeblesshire and Clydesdale
than with Midlothian;
 opposition to the name of the proposed Berwickshire, Roxburgh and
Selkirk constituency, as Cardona within this constituency has a
Peebleshire address; and
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raised concerns that the proposed changes would impact on school
catchment areas.

Midlothian
18. There was one response relating to Midlothian council area. A member of the
public (7646) opposed the proposals and wished to retain the existing
Midlothian constituency.
Others – Secondary Consultation
19. A member of the public (9507) opposed the Initial Proposals, arguing there are
no links between rural Borders and the industrial/ urban areas of Midlothian.
They reason there are no cultural, economic or historical ties between the areas
and that Peebles has closer links with other communities within the Borders than
with Midlothian. They believe the Initial Proposals fail to recognise existing
community ties or take into account local geography.
20. There were 4 general responses from the public that covered all of Scotland. All
four (9522, 9602, 9606 and 9617) opposed the proposed reduction of MPs in
Scotland.
Consideration of representations
21. Three national political parties support the Commission's Initial Proposals for
these constituencies.
22. A member of the public wishes to retain the existing Midlothian constituency,
however the electorate is below the quota for this review.
23. A number of respondents oppose the Initial Proposals because there are no ties
between Peebles and Midlothian. They also state that the proposals break local
ties between Peebles and other towns in the Tweed Valley such as Cardrona,
Innerleithen and Walkerburn. There are approximately 700 electors in Cardrona,
2,400 electors in Innerleithen and 550 electors in Walkerburn. The Commission,
therefore, could consider adding only Cardrona to the proposed Midlothian and
Peebles constituency and still keep this proposed constituency within the
electoral quota. Peebles, Cardrona, Innerleithen and Walkerburn all sit within the
existing Dumfriesshire, Clydesdale and Tweeddale constituency and are split
from other communities in the Scottish Borders. Historically there has been a
Midlothian and Peebles UK Parliament constituency (1950-1955).
24. Two individuals made all-Scotland alternative suggestions. One suggestion
(8821) has designed constituencies based on using whole wards. The purpose of
the submission was to prove that it is possible to design constituencies
throughout Scotland without splitting any wards but the author admits the
suggestion does not consider local ties. This suggestion designs 2
constituencies for Midlothian and Scottish Borders council areas.
Constituency (8821)
Midlothian and Galashiels
Scottish Borders

Council area
Midlothian
Scottish Borders
Scottish Borders

Wards
(2007-2017)
All
3
1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11
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25. The Commission considered the above suggestion when it developed its Initial
Proposals at its meeting of 5 August 2016 (see Paper 2016/28, Option 3).
However the Commission noted that it failed to respect local ties in particular
around Galashiels and surrounding towns in the Scottish Borders
26. The other all-Scotland suggestion (8896) does not describe the boundaries
adopted or reasons for them. This suggestion overlaps into City of Edinburgh
and Dumfries and Galloway council areas, necessitating consequential changes
and new groupings of constituencies.
Constituency (8896)

Council area

Berwickshire and
Peebles
Midlothian

Midlothian
Scottish Borders
Midlothian
City of Edinburgh
Scottish Borders
Dumfries and Galloway

Roxburgh, Ettrick
and Annandale

Wards
(2007-2017)
1, 4
1-3, 5-7
2, 3, 5, 6
16, 17(part)
4, 8-11
9 (part), 11-13

Electorate
71,570
72,697
72,456

Constituency names
27. The constituency names in this paper are provisional. The Commission will
have the opportunity to review all constituency names and designations prior to
the publication of its Revised Proposals.
28. The Commission set out its guidelines for selecting constituency names in its
Policies and Procedures booklet for this review.
29. No alternative names were submitted for this grouping of council areas.
Conclusion
30. There has been a low level of response to the Initial Proposals in these areas.
The national political parties support the Commission's Initial Proposals but
members of the public oppose linking Peeblesshire with Midlothian and breaking
local ties in the Tweed Valley.
Recommendations
31. Taking into account all of the evidence arising from the public consultations on
the Initial Proposals, the Secretariat invites the Commission to decide whether:
 To consider amending the proposed constituency boundary by Cardrona;
 Amend its proposals for constituency names.
 The Initial Proposals for Midlothian and Scottish Borders council areas are
adopted without amendment as the Commission’s Revised Proposals (as
in Appendix A), subject to consideration of all other constituencies.
Secretariat
April 2017
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and Peebles
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SB2

SB1

SB2
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SB4

SB1

SB9

SB4
SB10

SB11

SB1

±

council area ward number
existing ward boundary (2007-2017)
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proposed constituency

M idlo thian and Peebles

76,208

existing constituency
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0
0
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council area
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2007-2017

existing UK Parliament
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wards from
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