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2018 Review of UK Parliament Constituencies 
Draft Revised Proposals for Argyll and Bute, Highland and Moray 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 Argyll and Bute, Highland and Moray council areas. 

 
Background 
2. These constituency designs 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 3 council areas is 307,418, giving a theoretical 
entitlement to 4.11 constituencies.  It is possible, therefore, to design 4 
constituencies, exactly covering the combined council areas, the electorates of 
which are within the limits set by the legislation.  

 
4. The Commission's Initial Proposals for this area comprise 4 constituencies which 

exactly cover the combined extent of these 3 council areas. A map of the 
constituencies is at Appendix A. 

 

Constituency Council areas Wards 
(2007–2017) Area (km2) Electorate Difference 

from EQ 
Argyll, Bute and 

Lochaber 
Argyll and Bute 

Highland 
All 

12(part),22 10,302 77,574 3.8% 

Highland  
North Highland 1-5,6(part),7-10,13(part) 12,985 73,147 -2.2% 

Inverness  
and Skye 

Highland 6(part),11,12(part),13(part),14-
18,20,21 

9,995 78,220 4.6% 

Moray  
and Nairn 

Moray 
Highland 

All
19 2,612 78,477 5.0% 

 
Table 1. Initial Proposals 

 
 
Main themes from Public Consultations  
 

5. During the two consultation periods there were approximately 130 responses 
received for the Argyll and Bute, Highland and Moray council areas. These 
responses were made during public hearings, during the initial consultation and 
via the portal, email or other written submission during both the initial and 
secondary consultation. 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. 
 

Argyll and Bute 
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6. Five respondents from Argyll and Bute council area opposed the creation of a 
constituency that includes the southern part of Lochaber within and Argyll, Bute 
and Lochaber constituency. 
 

Highland 
7. The main theme (approx. 30 responses) to arise in the responses from electors 

in Highland council area was opposition to the proposed boundary by Fort 
William, that placed Kilmallie Community council area, (including the settlements 
of Corpach and Banavie just north of Fort William), in a constituency separate 
from Fort William. Many respondents stated that this breaks longstanding local 
ties in the area. A further 20 (approx.) responses also opposed the size of the 
proposed constituencies and had concerns regarding the practicalities of 
representing constituencies of such size. 
 

Moray 
8. There was a limited response to the proposals with one respondent opposed on 

the grounds that Nairn looks towards Inverness rather than Moray, but this was 
balanced by support for the proposals from some other respondents in the area. 
 

Consideration of Representations 
9. The existing constituencies in this area comprised 5 constituencies covering 

Highland, Argyll and Bute and Moray council areas. Due to the electoral quota for 
this review it is not possible for the Commission to retain any of the existing 
constituencies in this grouping. It is also not possible to design constituencies 
coterminous with council area boundaries. 
  

10. This is the only area in Scotland where – due to the size of the proposed 
constituencies - it has been necessary to closely observe the area limit set in the 
legislation governing the review and within that the guidelines which state the 
electorate of every other constituency in Scotland must be between 71,031 and 
78,507 electors, i.e. within 5% of the UK-wide electoral quota of 74,769, unless 
its area exceeds 12,000 square kilometres; and no constituency may exceed 
13,000 square kilometres. 

 
11. In agreeing its Initial Proposals, the Commission, at its meeting of 13 June 2016, 

chose Option 1 from paper 2016/15 as the Commission believed Option 1 was 
closer in design to the existing Scottish Parliament boundaries, required the 
division of fewer wards than the alternative option considered, that the Argyll 
constituency in Option 1 (paper 2016/15) would be more manageable than that 
in the alternative, and that constituencies meeting the electorate and area 
requirements were reasonably possible in the circumstances. The Commission 
acknowledged there were some disadvantages to Option 1 which included: Caol 
and Corpach being in separate constituencies; Ardnamurchan and Mallaig not 
having direct road links to the rest of the constituency with access via the Corran 
Ferry or through Corpach; and also Nairn is a compact ward relative to other 
wards in Highland and so the resulting constituency (Moray and Nairn) has a far 
smaller area than the other constituencies in the group. The Initial Proposals and 
boundaries therein were constrained by the area legislation. 
 

12. The placement of Highland North’s boundary near to Applecross, was influenced 
by the constituency area constraints in the legislation and by the requirement for 
the constituency’s electorate to be within 5% of the electoral quota and for the 
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neighbouring constituency’s electorate to be small enough to form a 
constituency while having regard to local ties there and in Lochaber. 
 

13. The routes of the boundary in the Aird to the west of Inverness in the Initial 
Proposals and Option 1 in this paper, were influenced by the need to increase 
the electorate of Highland North constituency sufficiently to make the 
neighbouring constituency have an electorate within the electoral quota, without 
also substantially increasing Highland North constituency’s area. 
 

Argyll and Bute 
14. During the consultation on the Initial Proposals the main theme to arise was 

opposition to the Initial Proposals within Argyll and Bute and in particular the 
creation of an Argyll, Bute and Lochaber constituency. Respondents felt that this 
created a constituency that was too large and they also took issue with including 
Lochaber in the constituency name when not all of the recognised area of 
Lochaber was included in the constituency itself. The Lochaber area extends 
from Invergarry in the north to the west coast north of Mallaig and extends 
southwards to the Highland Council boundary. 
 

15. Argyll and Bute Council made an alternative suggestion for a constituency based 
on Argyll and Bute council area and Kinlochleven and Ardnamurchan High School 
catchment areas however these boundaries produce a constituency whose 
electorate falls below the minimum permitted for this review. 
 

Highland 
16. The main opposition from respondents in the Highland Council area was also in 

relation to the division of Lochaber between constituencies and in particular the 
decision to place Kilmallie Community council area in a separate constituency 
from Fort William. All of the respondents in this area oppose the Initial Proposals 
as they break long standing local ties. Option 1 described below aims to address 
the issues raised by respondents in the Fort William, Caol and Corpach areas by 
amending the boundary north of Fort William. 
 

17. A number of responses were supportive of Kilmallie Community Council’s 
opposition to the Initial Proposals but also went on to comment further. These 
comments were wide ranging and many made suggestions for the retention of 
the status quo – which is not possible given the grouping and electorate size - 
or for changes that are out with the scope of the 2018 Review. 
 

18. There was also opposition to the Commission’s proposals as they place Nairn in 
a constituency with Moray and this proposal was supported by a Nairn resident. 
Some respondents felt that Nairn looked more towards Inverness. Historically 
Nairn has been linked with Moray before in a UK parliamentary constituency up 
until the early 1980s. 
 

19. In their submission Highland Council suggested 2 constituencies within their 
council area, however the suggestion created constituencies out with the 
legislation for this review as they were below the electorate quota and breached 
the area rule. 
 

Moray 
20. There was a very limited response to the Initial Proposals in Moray council area 

with both some opposition and support.  
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21. Moray Council suggested retaining the existing Moray constituency boundary 

which is coterminous with the council area boundary but there are only 69,405 
electors within Moray, below the 71,031 minimum electorate requirements for 
this review.  
 

22. There was support to place Nairn and Moray in a constituency from an MSP for 
the Highlands and Islands region. 
 

Argyll and Bute, Highland and Moray 
23. Two individuals made all-Scotland alternative suggestions. One suggestion has 

designed constituencies based on 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 respondent admitted it did not consider local 
ties. These suggestions designed constituencies that overlap into a number of 
other council areas and would necessitate consequential changes to constituency 
groupings.  
 

24. There were a number of alternative suggestions however none were within the 
scope of the review or possible under the existing legislation. Most opposed the 
Initial Proposals due to the large geographical area of this grouping and the 
consequential challenges that would be presented to any MP in representing 
electors in such a large area. 

 
Alternative Option 
25. The Commission is invited to consider an alternative option for this grouping 

which aims to address issues presented during the public consultation periods 
that can be considered within the constraints of the legislation for this review. 
 

26. Option 1 proposes 4 constituencies within 5% of the electoral quota and below 
the 13,000 km2 area limit. 
 

27. Option 1 retains the proposed Highland North and Moray and Nairn constituency 
boundaries.  
 

28. Option 1 amends the boundary between the proposed Argyll, Bute and Lochaber 
constituency and Inverness and Skye constituency, north of Fort William. It 
places Kilmallie Community council area in a constituency with Fort William to 
retain local ties in this area. The proposed boundary follows Kilmallie 
Community council boundary as it follows the watershed on hills to the north of 
Loch Eil and then southwards to meet the boundary of Highland ward 22 at 
Kinlocheil. The proposed constituency boundary then follows the northern 
boundary of the Fort William and Ardnamurchan ward westwards until it reaches 
the sea at Loch Ailort. Previously the boundary in the Initial Proposals followed 
the north and eastern boundaries of Glenfinnan and the eastern and northern 
edges of Morar community council areas from the western end of Loch Eil to the 
coast at Camusrory on Loch Nevis. 
 

29. In terms of change in electorate between the Initial Proposals and Option 1, 
there is a difference of 87 electors between the proposed Inverness and Skye 
constituency and Argyll, Bute and Lochaber South constituency. 
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Table 2. Option 1  

 
30. The advantages of Option 1 are: 

 it improves local ties by retaining Kilmallie Community council area within 
a constituency with Fort William; 

 as with the Initial Proposals it only splits three wards between 
constituencies; and 

 two constituencies are unchanged from the Initial Proposals. 
 

31. The disadvantages of Option 1 are: 
 it cannot address all of the issues raised during the consultations due the 

legislative constraints of this review. 
 
32. Given the relatively small amount of opposition to the Commission’s Initial 

Proposals in the Moray and Argyll and Bute council areas, Option 1 has been 
devised to offer the Commission an alternative suggestion to improve the Initial 
Proposals in the Fort William area that addresses local concerns whilst largely 
retaining the Commission’s Initial Proposals elsewhere in the grouping.  
 

Constituency names 
33. 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. 
 

34. The Commission set out its guidelines for selecting constituency names in its 
Policies and Procedures booklet for this review.   

 
35. A number of respondents have suggested alternative names for constituencies 

within this grouping. 
 

36. A number of responses called into question the use of the name Lochaber in the 
proposed Argyll, Bute and Lochaber constituency as many believed that the 
Lochaber area was split between constituencies. In particular responses 
regarding the Kilmallie area noted that many Lochaber organisations were cut off 
from the Lochaber constituency in the Initial Proposals and that half of the 
historical Lochaber area north of Fort William is contained within the proposed 
Inverness and Skye constituency. 
 
Proposed Constituency Name Suggested Alternative Constituency Name 
North Highland Caithness, Sutherland and Ross 
 Caithness and Ross
Argyll, Bute and Lochaber Argyll, Bute and Fort William
  Argyll, Bute and Lochaber South 

Constituency Council areas Wards 
(2007–2017) 

Area 
(km2) Electorate Difference 

from EQ 
Argyll, Bute and 

Lochaber 
Argyll and Bute 

Highland 
All

12(part),22 9,917 77,661 3.9% 

North Highland Highland 1-5,6(part),7-10,13(part)
 

12,985 73,147 -2.2% 

Inverness 
and Skye Highland 6(part),11,12(part),13(part),14-

18,20,21 10,379 78,133 4.5% 

Moray 
and Nairn 

Moray 
Highland 

All 
19 2,612 78,477 5.0% 
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Conclusion 
37. The majority of responses in this grouping have opposed the Commission’s 

Initial Proposals in Argyll and Bute and in Highland in particular regarding the 
proposed boundary by Fort William and Kilmallie Community Council area. 
 

38. A number of respondents oppose the legislation governing the review as the 
Initial Proposals have designed constituencies that cover large areas.  
 

39. There have been few viable alternative suggestions given the proximity to the 
limits of both geographical size and electorate size seen throughout the 
proposals for these council areas. 
 

40. Option 1 aims to improve the Initial Proposals, by amending the proposed 
boundary north of Fort William, while retaining 2 constituencies from the Initial 
Proposals and considering the limited options due to the legislation constraints 
within this area.  

 
Recommendations 
41. 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 adopt without amendment the Initial Proposals for Argyll and Bute, 

Highland and Moray council areas as the Commission’s Revised Proposals 
(as in Appendix A), subject to consideration of all other constituencies; 

 to adopt the alternative boundaries for the grouping as presented above 
in Option 1. 

 to consider whether to adopt any or all of the alternative constituency 
names outlined above. 

 
Secretariat  
July 2017 
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Annex 1 - Summary of representations received during public consultation 
 
National political parties – Initial Consultation 
 
42. The Scottish Conservative and Unionist Party (ID 9020) at the Inverness Public 

Hearing gave an interim response in which they agreed with the Commission’s 
Initial Proposals. At the conclusion of the Initial Consultation period the Scottish 
Conservative and Unionist Party submitted a further response (9325). They 
recommend changing the grouping to include Falkirk, Stirling and Perth and 
Kinross council areas. Adopting this alternative grouping would have an impact 
on 3 existing groupings agreed by the Commission and was therefore not 
considered as an option in this paper. 
 

43. The Scottish Labour Party (ID9296) supported the proposed grouping and did 
not offer any alternative at the Initial Consultation stage. 
 

National political parties – Secondary Consultation 
 
44. The Scottish Conservative and Unionist Party (ID 9908) offered further analysis of 

other consultation responses whilst restating support for their own alternative 
suggestion in regard to this grouping changing the grouping to include Falkirk, 
Stirling and Perth and Kinross. 
 

45. The Scottish Labour Party (ID9876) offered no further comment in this grouping. 
 

Local political parties – Initial Consultation 
 
46. The Inverness Liberal Democrats (ID9022) made a statement at the Inverness 

Public Hearing in which they supported the Initial Proposals. 
 

Local political parties – Secondary Consultation 
 
47. There were no responses from local political parties in the secondary 

consultation. 
 

MPs and MSPs – Initial Consultation 
 
48. Ian Blackford MP for Ross, Skye and Lochaber (ID9019) opposes the Initial 

Proposals and spoke to the difficulty in representing a constituency as large as 
the proposed Inverness and Skye constituency. Mr Blackford suggested that the 
existing boundaries be retained and an exemption be made under para 2.3.7 of 
the legislation to allow the constituency to be under the 95% quota due to its 
large area and difficulties posed in representing it. 
 

49. Douglas Ross MSP for Highlands and Islands (ID9018) supports the proposals to 
create a Moray and Nairn constituency and spoke of the close historical ties 
between the two areas. 
 

MPs and MSPs – Secondary Consultation 
 
50. Drew Hendry MP for Inverness, Nairn, Badenoch and Strathspey (ID9833) 

opposed the rules governing the 2018 review and the Initial Proposals for 
Highland. He stated that the electorate for the proposed Inverness and Skye 
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constituency is near the maximum permitted and due to rapid population growth 
around Inverness the current electorate of the proposed Inverness and Skye 
constituency probably exceeds the upper limit for this review. He also believes it 
will be challenging to represent constituents over such a large area. He wishes to 
retain 3 whole constituencies within Highland council area and for the 
Commission to implement the 12,000km2 rule.  

 
Local authorities – Initial Consultation 
 
51. Responses were received from the Chief Executives of Argyll and Bute (ID8706), 

Moray (ID9025) and Highland (ID8690) Councils. Each response was in 
opposition to the Commission’s Initial Proposals. Argyll and Bute Council made 
an alternative suggestion for a constituency based on Argyll and Bute council 
area and Kinlochleven and Ardnamurchan High School catchment areas. 
 

52. In their submission Moray Council suggested a constituency based on their 
council area as a whole . 
 

53.  In their submission Highland Council suggested a design for 2 constituencies 
based on their council area. 

 
Councillors – Initial Consultation and Secondary Consultation 

 
54.  There were no responses from any councillors in this grouping. 

  
Community Group – Initial Consultation 
 
55. Oban Community Council (ID 8903) raised concerns that the proposed transfer 

of Lochaber, Mallaig and the Small Isles, along with Ardnamurchan, will only 
serve to exacerbate the present problems in effectively representing the 
constituency as they believe that the addition of Fort William/Caol and the 
sparsely populated Ardnamurchan, Ardour and Mover areas along with the Small 
Isles to the present set up can only result in more problems in communications 
accessibility and representation. 
 

56. In Highland council area there were representations from four Community 
Councils. Castleton and District Community Council (ID 7779) oppose the 
Commissions Initial Proposals for a Highland North constituency on the grounds 
that the increase in size would lead to a loss of local identity. Kilmuir and Logie 
Easter Community Council (ID8714) also opposed the Initial Proposals on the 
grounds of size and believe that whilst their existing MP manages to represent 
the existing constituency an increased area would make proper representation 
very difficult. They argue in favour of the status quo. Arisaig and District 
Community Council (ID8714) opposed the Initial Proposals and believed that a 
constituency stretching from Mallaig in the north to Campbeltown in the south 
was too large. Further, the effect of the proposals will be to dissect the Council 
ward of Caol and Mallaig, removing Knoydart and a large part of the Kilmallie 
parish, including Spean Bridge, Roy Bridge and Invergarry. As such they argue for 
the retention of the status quo or if boundary changes are necessary, as indeed 
they are, they should be kept to a minimum. 
 

57. Kilmallie Community Council ((ID8907, ID9023) are opposed to the Initial 
Proposals as they believe the proposals split Kilmallie Community Council area 
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separating the electorate between two constituencies thereby severing local ties 
between the area and Fort William. They also believe the proposals split the area 
of Lochaber, rather than place it wholly in the Argyll, Bute and Lochaber 
constituency. The Community Council’s representation suggested treating 
sparsely populated areas such as the Highlands in a similar way to Island 
communities and not enforcing strict adherence to the +/- 5% tolerance. Finally 
Kilmallie Community Council suggested the use of watersheds in the area would 
be more appropriate as bounding features rather than the current use of the 
Caledonian canal. 
 

Community Group – Secondary Consultation 
 
58. Kilmuir and Logie Easter Community Council (ID9518) agreed with earlier 

submissions which opposed the Initial Proposals based on opposition to the 
large size of the constituencies proposed in Highland council area. 
 

Other Local Organisations – Initial Consultation 
 
59. Lochaber Chamber of Commerce (ID8944) asked that the Commission make 

changes to their Initial Proposals to ensure that communities around Fort William 
are retained in the same constituency. 
 

Others – Initial Consultation 
 
60. There were 13 general responses that covered all of Scotland. Of these: 2 

provided alternative constituency boundaries across Scotland but use parts of 
council areas out with the Commission’s chosen groupings, one over laps into 
Aberdeenshire council area (8896), while the other overlaps into West 
Dunbartonshire (8821). Two 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). 
 

61. Members of the public accounted for seventy nine responses relating to the 
Highland council area in this grouping. The main theme of these responses (27) 
was one of opposition to the Commission’s proposals for boundaries by Fort 
William and the decision to place Kilmallie Community Council area in a 
constituency separate from Fort William thereby severing longstanding local ties 
in the area. 
 

62.  (ID8948) took issue with the use of the Lochaber name, splitting council area 
boundaries, splitting the Lochaber area, splitting the Fort William conurbation 
and splitting the Kilmallie Community council area.  (ID8937) opposed the 
proposals by Kilmallie Community council area and also suggested changing the 
electoral quota and using alternative boundaries for a number of constituencies. 
(ID8937) also suggested an alternative constituency name for Highland North 
and an increase in the number of Public Hearings to increase public engagement. 
 

63. There was also opposition to the decision to name the Initial Proposals 
constituency Argyll Bute and Lochaber as it was felt that only part of Lochaber 
was included. There were also a number of responses that took issue with the 
size of the proposed Highland constituencies and the potential logistical 
difficulties that may pose for elected representatives. 
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64. There were two responses in support of the proposals, one (ID8256) who 

supports the proposed reduction in MPs and (ID7610) who supports the 
proposed Moray and Nairn constituency. 
 

65. With regard to Argyll and Bute council area there were five responses from the 
public, two of which (ID7672) and (ID7904) were in support of the Initial 
Proposals and the reduction in number of MPs in Scotland. The remaining three 
(ID7666, ID7814 and ID8831) were opposed to the proposal to include Lochaber 
in a constituency with Argyll and Bute as they felt this would create a 
constituency that was too large to effectively represent. 
 

66.  Moray council area was the subject of one direct response from the public 
during the initial consultation period. (ID 7607) took issue with the Initial 
Proposals as they place Nairn in with Moray council area. The respondent also 
took issue with the review more generally and expressed a view that the 
constituencies proposed were too large by area and that the Highlands are 
generally under represented. 
 

Others – Secondary Consultation 
 
67. There were four general responses from the public that covered all of Scotland. 

All four (ID9522, ID9602, ID9606 and ID9617) opposed the proposed reduction 
of MPs in Scotland. 
 

68. There were two responses regarding Highland council area, the first (ID9520) 
opposed the size of the proposed Inverness and Skye constituency and secondly 
(ID9754) who opposed the proposals by Fort William and the severing of local 
ties between Kilmallie Community Council area and Fort William. 

 
69. There were three responses relating to Argyll and Bute council area. (ID9739) 

approved of the proposed reduction in MPs however (ID9529) opposed the size 
of the proposed Argyll, Bute and Lochaber constituency. (ID9581) opposed the 
size of the constituency and expressed concerns as to the difficulty any elected 
representative may have travelling and executing their duties in a constituency 
as large as the one proposed. 
 

70. There were no responses directly for Moray council area as part of the secondary 
consultation period. 
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H1

Kilmallie Community
Council area

Inverness and Skye
78,133

Argyll, Bute and Lochaber
77,661
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Boundary Commission for Scotland
2018 Review of UK Parliament Constituencies
Argyll and Bute, Highland and 
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Option 1
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