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----------

The Rt. Hon Donald Dewar MP 
Secretary of State for Scotland 

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland, present our proposals 
for the future electoral arrangements for Aberdeen City Council area resulting from 
our Third Statutory Review ofall Scottish local authorities. 

In accordance with the provisions of section 18(3) of the Local Government 
(Scotland) Act 1973, copies of our report, together with illustrative maps, are being 
sent to Aberdeen City Council with a request that the report and maps should be made 
available for public inspection at their offices. In addition, copies of our report, 
without maps, are being sent to those who received a copy of our consultation letter or 
who have subsequently expressed an interest by making detailed representations in 
respect of our provisional proposals which were published on 30 January 1998. 

Notice is also being given in newspapers circulating in the Council area of the fact 
that the report has been made so that interested persons may inspect the report and 
maps at the Council's Offices. 

• 

The Honourable Lord Osborne 
Chairman 
for Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland 

%:.~ 
R Smith 
Secretary 

Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland 
3 Drumsheugh Gardens 
Edinburgh 
EH37QJ 

August 1998 
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Third Statutory Review of Electoral Arrangements 
Aberdeen City Council Area 

Introduction 

1. 	 The Local Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994 determined that on and after 1 April 
1996, Scotland should be divided into local government areas as named and described 
in Schedule 1 to the Act and that, for each area, there should be a council consisting 
of a convener and councillors. It further detennined that each council should have all 
the functions exercised immediately before 1 April in relation to their area by any 
existing regional, islands or district council. 

2. 	 On 1 April 1996 all local government areas existing immediately before that date 
which were regions and districts and all regional and district councils ceased to exist. 

3. 	 Schedule 2 of the Local Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994 also established that 
every local government area (other than areas of the old islands councils) should be 
divided into such electoral wards as may be specified in a direction made by the 
Secretary of State after carrying out such consultations as he considered appropriate. 
Those wards were to apply for the purpose of any election of councillors held before 
'the relevant year of election' (defined as meaning the first year of ordinary election 
of councillors for the area in question occurring after the making of an order 
constituting the new electoral wards of that local government area in consequence of 
the review currently being undertaken by the Commission). In accordance with 
procedures that applied prior to the reorganisation in 1975, the views of councils were 
invited. Thereafter, the Secretary of State determined that, for the purpose of any 
election of councillors before the relevant year of election, 50 electoral wards were 
appropriate for Aberdeen City local government area. Additionally, the proposed 
wards should be as described in the report of the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for Scotland to the Secretary of State for Scotland on its second statutory 
review of electoral arrangements for the City of Aberdeen District dated 2 March 
1994. 

Origin and Commencement of the Review 

4. 	 The Commission has a statutory duty under section 14 of the Local Government 
(Scotland) Act 1973 to undertake periodic reviews of local authority electoral 
arrangements. The Local Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994 amended section 20 
and schedule 5 of the 1973 Act, directing that: 

as soon as practicable after 1 April 1996, the Boundary Commission 
shall-
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review the electoral arrangements for all local government 
areas for the purpose of considering the future electoral 
arrangements for those areas; and 

formulate proposals for those arrangements. 

5. 	 This, therefore, is one of the statutory reviews required in terms of section 16(2) and 
Schedule 5 of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973, as amended. 

6. 	 On 22 March 1996, the Scottish Office Development Department gave local 
authorities advance notice of the intention of the Commission to carry out a third 
statutory review of electoral arrangements. On 29 March 1996, we wrote to all 
councils to announce the commencement of the third statutory review of electoral 
arrangements and to explain the procedures to be followed. We also gave notice of 
the commencement of the review to all Community Councils, Electoral Registration 
Officers, Members of Parliament with a constituency interest and the Scottish 
headquarters of the political parties. In addition, public notice of the commencement 
of the review, which included an invitation to interested parties to apply to us for a 
copy of our consultation letter to councils, was given in newspapers. 

Background 

7. 	 During the passage through Parliament of the 1994 Act, there was cross-Party 
understanding that we would review the number of councillors and boundaries of 
electoral wards for each council in time for changes to be implemented for the 1999 
local elections. This was seen to be important because at the time of reorganisation, 
as mentioned above, the Secretary of State defined the electoral wards for the new 
councils and to a great extent based these on existing district wards. It was, however, 
recognised that using the existing district wards led to some councils being 
significantly over-represented in relation to other areas. Further, it also led to 
councillors within the same local authority areas representing wards with significantly 
different numbers of electors. Accordingly, our review was seen as important to 
ensure equity in representation across and within all local authorities. Further, the 
new authorities were now responsible for the provision of the full range of all services 
and, accordingly, consideration had to be given to determining an appropriate number 
of councillors for service provision to be effectively managed. 

8. 	 This review is, therefore, the first conducted by us which sets out to determine the 
appropriate number of councillors required for councils to operate efficiently and to 
establish the boundaries of electoral wards. To achieve both objectives our review 
was conducted in 2 main stages: 
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identification of a suitable methodology for determining numbers 
of councillors which, applied across all local authority areas, would 
be seen to be equitable and consistent; and 

the division of each local authority area into the appropriate 
number of electoral wards in accordance with the statutory rules. 

9. 	 A copy of the statutory rules to be employed by us and the Secretary of State in 
considering proposals for electoral arrangements is provided at Appendix A. 

Number of Councillors 

10. In formulating proposals for the number of councillors we have been guided by two 
main principles: 

effective management of councils; and 

equity amongst electors. 

11. We recognised that the number of councillors is crucial because there is, undoubtedly, 
some number below which it would be impossible for a council to discharge its duty 
to deliver services to its population and, conversely, there is also some number above 
which a council becomes unwieldy and cumbersome. We were influenced in this 
respect by the prior considerations of two other bodies. 

12. The Royal Commission on Local Government In Scotland 1966-69, under the 
Chairmanship of the Rt. Hon. Lord Wheatley, provided a basis by which the number 
of regional councillors and the size of constituency to be represented might be 
determined by taking into account the fact that population density varies widely in 
Scotland as a whole and within regions. The then accepted view was that council size 
should not generally exceed 75 members. In England and Wales the Redcliffe-Maude 
Commission, which reported to Parliament in 1969, also drew attention to the 
management problems of large councils and endorsed the recommendation of The 
Committee on the Management of Local Government that a maximum number of 75 
councillors should be set. 

13. After careful consideration we concluded that, in the Scottish context and to provide 
additional flexibility, an upper limit of 80 councillors should be set. We also 
concluded that a minimum number of councillors should be set, recognising that even 
the smallest local government areas are now responsible for a wide range of 
functions. Accordingly, we decided that the minimum number of councillors should 
be 18. Further, these limits should apply to all councils. 
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14. Regarding equity as between voters, we considered that ideally each elector's vote 
should possess the same weight and significance in local government elections 
throughout the country; furthermore, ideally, there should be similar mutual 
accessibility between electors and councillors. However, since Scotland is a country 
of great diversity, both geographically and demographically, a fact reflected in the 
areas for which councils created by the Act of 1994 are responsible, and since we are 
satisfied that, in the interests of good local government, the number of councillors in 
any council must fall within certain limits, we concluded that these ideals are 
unattainable in practice. In this situation, recognising that a fair degree of 
homogeneity exists within certain groups of councils, which exhibit broadly similar 
geographic and demographic characteristics, we resolved to strive for equity in the 
senses mentioned within these groups, so far as that is possible within the constraints 
of the legislation under which we operate. 

15. We, therefore, proposed a methodology which initially categorised council areas by 
density and distribution of popUlation using data available from the 1991 Census of 
Population. Having classified council areas according to these criteria and adjusted 
the ratio of electors to each councillor to take account of similar characteristics, we 
have been able to achieve a broad equity of electorate across and within all council 
areas. 

16. In 	our letter of 29 March 1996, all councils were informed of the proposed 
methodology and future pattern of representation for their council area. Councils 
were requested to make any representations they wished on numbers ofcouncillors by 
29 April 1996 so that a meeting could be arranged with the Deputy Chairman and 
Secretary to discuss the pattern of representation and any matters regarding our 
review that the Council wished to raise. Following visits to all councils by the 
Deputy Chairman and Secretary to discuss the proposed methodology and to consider 
alternatives which could be applied across Scotland, no alternative methodologies 
were offered but a number of councils suggested that the underlying classification 
should be amended to include an additional category. 

17. On 	13 May 1996, Aberdeen City Council copied to us a report which had been 
prepared following our letter of 29 March, which we refer to above, and discussions 
attended by our Deputy Chairman and Secretary in Aberdeen on 23 April 1996. On 
14 June 1996, the Council informed us that it was concerned about the additional 
workload which would be placed on Councillors in City areas like Aberdeen arising 
from our proposals to reduce the number of Councillors by 7, particularly so soon 
after the change-over to a single tier structure which had required the Council to 
undertake a wider range of functions. The Council considered that the 43 Councillors 
proposed would be too few to discharge adequately its statutory duties and 
responsibilities of elected representatives in the Council area. It considered that our 
review should await a more opportune time to allow a better assessment to be made of 
the discharge of current council functions, and to assess population increases. The 
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Council invited us to continue with the proposed review on the basis that Aberdeen 
City Council should retain 50 Councillors and the existing 50 electoral wards. 

18. At our meeting of 17 June 1996, we re-examined the criteria to be used to categorise 
mainland councils with similar characteristics in light of the representations made by 
a number of councils. We concluded that there should be 6 rather than 5 categories. 
The final categorisation of similar mainland councils was then agreed as follows: 

• 	 Category 1 Large Cities Glasgow and Edinburgh. 

• 	 Category 2 Cities Aberdeen and Dundee. 

• 	 Category 3 Authorities with less than 60% of the population 
living outwith settlements of 10,000 or more persons AND an 
overall population density of one person or more per hectare. 

• 	 Category 4 Authorities with EITHER 60% or more of the 
population living outwith settlements of 10,000 or more persons 
OR an overall population density of less than one person per 
hectare. 

• 	 Category 5 Authorities with 60% or more of the population 
living outwith settlements of 10,000 or more persons AND an 
overall popUlation density ofless than one person per hectare. 

• 	 Category 6 Authorities with 60% or more of the popUlation 
living outwith settlements of 10,000 or more persons AND an 
overall population density of less than 0.2 persons per hectare. 

19. In addition to the 6 categories we then determined the ratio of councillors to electorate 
for mainland councils that would allow for efficient management and appropriate 
representation, as set out in paragraphs 11 - 14 above, and considered that the 
following would be appropriate: 

• 	 Category 1 1 :6,000 
• 	 Category 2 1 :4,000 

• 	 Category 3 1 :3,500 

• 	 Category 4 1:3,000 
• 	 Category 5 1:2,500 

• 	 Category 6 1:2,000 

20. On 20 June 1996 we wrote to all mainland councils informing them of the revised 
criteria for determining councillor numbers and inviting them to prepare a draft 
scheme of electoral arrangements for their Council area. Following upon that, 
Aberdeen City Council brought a petition for Judicial Review of the decision taken by 

Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland - Third Statutory Review of Electoral Arrangements 

5 

Ii ·'·· 



us at our meeting of 17 June, 1996 in the Court of Session. In it they sought a decree 
of declarator that that decision in relation to them was unlawful, ultra vires and null 
and void; they also sought a decree of reduction of the decision in relation to them 
and certain ancillary remedies. We resisted this petition, which was dismissed by the 
Court on 20 December 1996 after a hearing. 

21. We considered the ratio 	of councillors to electors for the 3 islands councils at our 
meeting of 26 August 1996 and concluded that the appropriate ratio would be 1:750. 
On 28 August 1996 we wrote to these councils informing them of our decision. 

Aberdeen City Council's Proposals 

22. We received no response to our letter of 20 June to the Council. However, as we 
mention above, Solicitors acting for the Council served us with a copy of a Petition 
which had been lodged in the Court of Session seeking Judicial Review. The Petition 
was heard on 10 December. A copy ofthe judgement is attached at Appendix B. 

23. On 21 January 1997, we wrote to the Council and asked ifit would let us know when 
a draft scheme of electoral arrangements would be submitted for our consideration. 
On 3 March, following a telephone conversation between our Secretary and Council 
officials, we were informed that discussions would take place with the Electoral 
Registration Officer and, after these discussions had been completed, the Council 
would be able to indicate whether it would be in a position to submit a draft scheme 
for our consideration. 

24. We wrote to the Council on 7 April 1997 with regard to the preparation of a draft 
scheme of representation. On 9 April 1997 the Council informed us that a report 
would be submitted to the Council's Policy and Resources Committee on 18 April 
with a view to obtaining instructions as to the preparation of a draft scheme of 
electoral arrangements. The Council stated that Councillors of all political parties 
remained unconvinced by our arguments for a Council of 43 wards at a time when the 
area remained unchanged and its population and functions had increased. It had not 
gone un-noticed that a major factor in the Council's failure in the Judicial Review 
action was that there would be a further opportunity to make representation against 
our view as to the appropriate number of seats and it was expected that, following the 
meeting on 18 April, further representations would be made. The Council asked also 
if we would be prepared to countenance a scheme which divided the City into more 
than 43 wards. 

25. On 	17 April 1997, we wrote to the Council to say that we had listened to the legal 
debate, had studied the judgement with care and had found nothing in the Judge's 
findings which suggested that we were being unreasonable in seeking to prepare, in 
the first instance, a draft scheme of electoral arrangements based on 43 elected 
members. We expressed the hope that the Council would participate in the exercise 
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but asked that, if the Council felt unable to do so, it would be helpful if we could be 
so informed in order that we could proceed to a draft scheme without any input from 
the Council. We mentioned that the procedure following publication of our 
provisional proposals for consultation purposes allowed for the Council to participate 
in the process by submitting such alternative suggestions as it deemed appropriate. 
We made it clear that by assisting in the preparation of a draft scheme for 43 wards 
the Council would not compromise its right to make whatever representations it 
wished during the period of consultation. 

26. On 27 May, the Council wrote to say that it appreciated our desire to progress work 
on the review and noted our assurance that, by assisting in the preparation of a draft 
scheme based on 43 members, it would not compromise the right to make whatever 
representations it deemed appropriate during the public consultation process. The 
Council resolved, with reluctance, and without prejudice to any future objections, to 
prepare in association with the Electoral Registration Officer, a draft scheme based on 
43 wards. However, the Council wished to make representation to the effect that the 
four main groups formulated by us in order to measure the size of a constituency 
should be reduced to three by the omission of the 'mainly rural' category because it 
considered that too much emphasis had been placed on land mass and the resultant 
ratio of electors to members was over - generous in the areas in question. 

27. We responded to the Council's letter of27 May 1997 on 5 June 1997. We noted that 
to complete the review of electoral arrangements in time for the May 1999 elections 
revised boundaries would need to be agreed by mid-1998. Because of the statutory 
consultation process we asked that the Council submit its draft scheme by 1 
September 1997. We noted the Councils' representation regarding the criteria used to 
determine council areas of similar type. We mentioned that revised criteria had been 
set out in our letter to all Councils dated 20 June 1996 and that 30 Councils had now 
prepared draft schemes on that basis. We considered, therefore, that it was not 
practicable to revisit the issue of classifying Councils at this advanced stage of the 
review process. 

28. On 2 July 1997, the Council confirmed that it would hope 	to be in a position to 
submit a draft scheme by the beginning of September. However, the timetable was 
considered to be tight and we were asked by the Council if it could submit its scheme 
on a constituency basis so that if, for any reason, it was not possible to complete the 
entire scheme by 31 August 1997, two-thirds should have been finalised by this time. 
On 14 July we notified the Council that we would accept the draft scheme in the 
manner proposed. We asked that the Council provide details of the forecast of 
electorate for the City at 2001 and details of any areas which would be affected by 
demolition or new house building so that our officers could complete analytical work 
before the complete scheme was presented and clarify any points as they arose. We 
pointed out that the boundaries of Parliamentary Constituencies should not be seen as 
a constraint when determining local government electoral arrangements. 
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29. On 	11 July the Electoral Registration Officer notified us that he had written to the 
Council to say that his forecast of electorate for the Council area at 2001 was 173,000 
although previous Council estimates had been in the order of 180,000. On 20 August 
1997 the Council wrote to say that the Electoral Registration Officer had been asked 
to provide the information we required concerning forecast electorate, demolition and 
new house building. We received the relevant data on 22 August 1997. 

30. The 	Electoral Registration Officer provided us with details of a draft scheme 
approved by the Policy and Resources Committee at its meeting of 15 September 
1997 and officers of the Commission prepared an analysis of the scheme for our 
consideration. Revised electorate data were provided for the Council's scheme on 21 
October because the initial data provided had been estimated. We agreed to publish 
provisional proposals based on the draft scheme prepared by the Council subject to a 
small number of amendments made in the interest of attaining better electoral parity. 

Publication of Commission's Provisional Proposals 

31. Public notice was given of the publication of our provisional proposals on 30 January 
1998. Aberdeen City Council was asked to make available for inspection at its 
offices copies of the electoral ward boundary descriptions, electoral statistics and 
illustrative maps. Additionally, copies of our proposals were sent to all who had 
received our consultation letter or had expressed an interest. We asked that any 
comments should be made to us by 27 February 1998. 

Consideration of Representations 

32. Seven representations were received: 

• 	 The Council wrote to emphasise its belief that the optimum number of electoral 
wards within Aberdeen City Council area was 50 with the boundaries existing as 
at present. The Council was of the opinion that, whilst we had complied with the 
statutory requirements in respect of public consultation, notification of the 
modified proposals based on 43 electoral wards, particularly in the local press, 
had been at a level below that which the Council considered desirable. The 
Council stated that, in the event, and only in the event that its proposal that the 
number of electoral wards in the Council area be retained as at present was 
unacceptable to the Commission, we ask the Secretary of State for Scotland to 
appoint an Assistant Commissioner to hold a local meeting to hear representations 
about our proposals. 

The Council also asked that, without prejudice to the views stated, a small area be 
transferred from Ward 42 to Ward 43 and that the naming ofwards be a matter for 
resolution of the Council. It asked that a revised description for part of the 
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boundary of Ward 1 be adopted and noted that we may wish to reconsider our 
proposals for Wards 21 and 24 because the Electoral Registration Officer believed 
that his original estimate of electors in Ward 24 was too low. 

We considered, but rejected, the Council's suggestion that 50 wards were 
appropriate for the Council area and that the boundaries should remain as 
presently constituted. We reaffirmed our view that 43 wards was an appropriate 
level of representation for Aberdeen City Council area. We considered and 
accepted the minor boundary proposals sought by the Council in respect of Wards 
1, 2, 21, 24, 42 and 43. We agreed to the Council's request that it should 
determine ward names and asked that proposals be submitted by 8 May 1998. 
The Council provided a list ofpreferred names for wards on 7 May 1998. 

On 7 May 1998, the Council wrote also to say that it understood that we would be 
considering its request for the appointment of an Assistant Commissioner. We 
replied to the Council saying that we would only consider the appointment of an 
Assistant Commissioner in circumstances where there was insufficient infonnation 
to allow us to make recommendations to the Secretary of State for Scotland in 
respect of revised electoral arrangements. In considering revised electoral 
arrangements for Aberdeen City Council area we concluded that there was sufficient 
information to make recommendations for revised electoral arrangements to the 
Secretary of State and, in such circumstances, the appointment of an Assistant 
Commissioner was not appropriate. 

• 	 Braeside and Mannofield Community Council was disappointed to discover 
that the historical ward name of 'Mannofield' had been discarded in favour of 
'Seafield' which was a district of the Mannofield area. Copies of earlier 
correspondence previously submitted to the Council were also enclosed with a 
request that these be considered when we drew up our final proposals. With 
regard to the ward name, the Council indicated that the name should be 
'Mannofield' . 

• 	 A letter was received which expressed unhappiness at an area of the existing 
Mannofield Ward being attached to mainly Council owned properties at Garthdee. 
It was also considered that the City of Aberdeen would lose part of its heritage by 
the abolition of the ancient 18th Century Fields of Robert Balmanno as a ward in 
its own right. We noted the representation. 

• 	 The Electoral Registration Officer copied to us 13 letters of representation 
regarding the split of the Mannofield Ward which he had received prior to 
publication of our provisional proposals and asked that they be considered when 
we met to discuss representations received in response to our provisional 
proposals. Most representations were concerned that the name 'Mannofield' 
would be lost. However, it was also suggested that the area of Braeside in Ward 
32 should be contained in Ward 33. With regard to the Ward name, the Council 
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indicated that the name should be 'Mannofield'. We considered the implications 
of moving the Braeside area from Ward 32 to Ward 33 but the count of electors 
provided by the Electoral Registration Officer indicated that, whilst the 
divergence from electoral parity in our proposals was -3% and 4% respectively, 
the effect of accepting the proposed change resulted in a divergence from parity of 
-23% and 24% respectively. Accordingly we were not prepared to accept the 
proposal. 

• 	 Cove and Altens Community Council had difficulty in following the description 
of the Boundary of Ward 42 and asked that it be amended. It thought also that 
Loirston Manor should be in Ward 43. The boundary between Wards 42 and 43 
was amended along the line suggested in accordance with representations made 
by Aberdeen City Council. 

• 	 Councillor B Adam wrote to express strong support for the view expressed by 
the Council that it should be represented by 50 members. Councillor Adam 
believed that to reduce the number of wards from 50 to 43 would adversely affect 
the advice and assistance which Councillors provide to their constituents. Further, 
making a differential in the size of electoral wards according to our classification 
was flawed. Aberdeen City Council area was no different from North Lanarkshire 
which was permitted to have one Councillor for every 3,500 members and it could 
not be argued that in inner city areas, particularly where there was recognised 
urban deprivation, electors were any less deserving of the level of representation 
available to persons living in rural areas. The Councillor was concerned also at 
the short period of consultation many citizens of Aberdeen had had to consider 
our proposals and, in view of this and the Council's vehement objections to our 
scheme, an Assistant Commissioner should be appointed to hold a local meeting. 
If we were not minded to accept that there should be 50 wards in Aberdeen City 
Council area Councillor Adam wished that a scheme based on an alternative 
report submitted to the Council's Working Party be adopted as our provisional 
proposals as it retained community boundaries. 

We noted these views. With regard to the alternative scheme of 43 wards, we 
concluded that the Council had taken the opportunity to consider proposals 
initially developed by the Electoral Registration Officer but that these had been 
rejected in favour of the draft which the Council had submitted to us. We noted 
that there were differences between both sets of proposals but had been content to 
adopt the scheme submitted by the Council, with minor modifications, as our own 
provisional proposals. 

• 	 Councillor J Graham wrote to support our proposal that Ward 35 be named 
'Broornhill' and noted that this concurred with the Council's views. 

• 	 The Liberal Democrat Group wrote to support the Council's view that 50 wards 
were appropriate for the Council but, if it was necessary to reduce to 43 wards, it 
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supported the comments submitted by the Council in respect of our provisional 
proposals. We noted the Group's views. 

Final Recommendation 

33. Having conducted the third statutory review of electoral arrangements for Aberdeen 
City Council area in accordance with the procedures described above, we 
recommend that future electoral arrangements for the said Council should provide 
for a Council of 43 members. 

34. The designation of the electoral wards that we recommend for Aberdeen City 
Council, together with information which we have received from the Council as to 
the 1996 electorate and forecast 2001 electorate of the proposed wards are set out at 
Appendix C to this report. 

35. The boundaries of the proposed electoral wards are described in Appendix D and the 
following illustrative maps accompany this report: 

Map Area Scale 

1 Aberdeen City Council Area 1:25,000 
2 Aberdeen City Council Area 1:10,000 
3 Aberdeen City Council Area 1:10,000 
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Appendix A 

Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973: Schedule 6 
(As amended by the Local Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994) 
Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral Arrangements 

1. 	 (l) This Schedule applies to the consideration by the Secretary of State or the 
Boundary Commission of the electoral arrangements for election of 
councillors of local government areas. 

(2) Having regard to any change in the number or distribution of electors of a 
local government area likely to take place within the period of five years 
immediately following the consideration, the number of local government 
electors shall be, as nearly as may be, the same in every electoral area of that 
local government area. 

(3) Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering the electoral arrangements 
referred to in sub-paragraph (1) above regard shall be had to

(a) the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will remain easily 
identifiable; 

(b) any local ties which would be broken by the fixing of any particular 
boundary. 

2. 	 The strict application of the rule stated in paragraph 1 (2) above may be 
departed from in any area where special geographical conditions appear to 
render a departure desirable. 
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OPINION OF LORD PENROSE 

in Petition of 

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL 

for 

nmICIAL REVIEW OF A DECISION 
OF TIlE LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
BOUND.A..RY COM:MISSION FOR 

SCOTLAND:MADE ON 17 ruNE 1996 
IN RESPECT OF THE LEVEL OF 

REPRESENTATION FOR THE 
ELECTORATE \VITHJN" ABERDEEN 

CITY COUNCIL AREA 

20 December 1996 

In this petition, Aberdeen City Council seek judicial review of a decision of the 

Local Government Boundary Commission made in the course of the Commission's 

statutory review of electoral arrangements in Scotland. 

Section 13 of the Local Government (Scotland) Act, 1973, as amended, 

empowers the Commission to make proposals to the Secretary of State for changes 

which appear to the Commission to be desirable in the interests of effective and 

convenient local government, following review, and in certain specified ways. 

Section 16 (2) of the Act requires the Commission to review local government 

electoral areas at regular intervals with a view to considering and, if appropriate, 

recommending substantive changes to electoral arrangements. As amended by 

Schedule 13 to the Local Government etc (Scotland) Act, 1994, Schedule 5 to the 

1973 Act required the Commission to carry out a first review, under the current 
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2 AppendixB 

legislation, of the electoral arrangements for all local government areas as soon as 

practicable after 1 April, 1996 for the purpose of considering future electoral 

arrangements for those areas, and to formulate proposals for those arrangements. 

The Boundary Commission embarked on its first review. Advance notice of 

the review was given to local authorities on 22 March, 1996. On 29 March the 

Commission wrote to the Chief Executive of Aberdeen City Council inter alios setting 

out the procedure it intended to follow and intimating proposals for the Council's area. 

So far as material for present purposes, the Commission proposed that the number of 

electoral wards in the City should be reduced to 43. There were at the time 50 

electoral wards in the City of Aberdeen. The letter invited representations. It 

infonned the Chief Executive that the Commission would require to have regard to any 

change in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place in the five years 

following the review, that is up to the year 2001. It atlvised that counter proposals 

should be based on an assessment of changes in those respects which were likely to 

take place up to 31 March, 2001. 

By letter dated 13 May, the Council referred to a meeting which had been held 

on 23 April to discuss the Commission's proposals, enclosed a repon on those 

proposals, and sought further information on the "formula" proposed by the 

Commission. The report discussed the remedy ofjudiciaI review. It set out the 

following commentary: 

"3.1 Judicial Review is a means of legally challenging the decision of a public 

body on the basis not that the decision is necessarily wrong, but that the 

process which lead ( sic) to the decision is flawed and that the decision cannot 

be shown to have been reached objectively and fairly. 
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3.2 As indicated in the previous report officers are concerned that the 

Commission appears to have proceeded from assumptions as to the proper size 

range of authority - 18 to 80 members and then to have adopted a series of 

multipliers for different types of authority without any empirical evidence that 

either the division of authorities into the various categories is valid or if it is 

that the particular multipliers applied reflect genuine differences in the needs of 

the areas. 

3.3 It is of particular concern that while the Commission were prepared to 

meet with officers to discuss their methodology, the (sic) have been reluctant to 

put it formally in writing." 

There were observations on the ltimetable for counter proposals and other 

procedural aspects of the proposals. Judicial review was recommended at that stage. 

The earlier report was appended. It included, in particular, the understanding of 

officials that within the overall range set the Commission had adopted four main 

groupings of local government areas: 

1. Large cities, namely Glasgow and Edinburgh, where a ratio of one 

member to 6,000 electors was appropriate; 

2. Other cities, namely Aberdeen and Dundee, where a ratio of one 

member to 4,000 electors was appropriate; 

3. Mainly urban, where there would be one member for every 3,500 

electors; and 
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4. Mainly rural, where there would be one member for every 2,500 

electors. 

By fax dated 13 May, the Commission set out these factors in writing. The 

Council aver that thereafter in meetings and by correspondence they intimated that 

they opposed the reduction in the number of councillors in Aberdeen from 50 to 43. 

By letter dated 14 June, the Council's opposition was set out. It was intimated that 

the Council considered that the proposal was "not fair, rational or reasonable." Too 

much emphasis had been placed on land mass, resulting in a proposal that was too 

favourable to rural areas and too stringent with regard to urban areas. It urged that 

any review should be postponed. 

On 20 June, 1996, the Commission Mote to the Council intimating that on 

17 June the Commission had concluded that the level of representation for Aberdeen 

should be 43 members. The letter stated, inter alia, : 

"The Commission considered that similar types of council areas should have 

equal representation and, in order to achieve this, the Commission categorised 

the new mainland council areas into six main types .." 

The categories showed considerable development from those set out in the 

Chief Executive's report. They were: 

"Category 1 Large Cities - Glasgow and Edinburgh. 

Category 2 Cities - Aberdeen and Dundee. 

Category 3 Authorities with fewer than 60% of the population living outwith 

settlements of 10,000 or more persons AND an overall population density of 

one person or more per hectare. 
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Category 4 Authorities with EITHER 60% or more of the population living 

outwith settlements of 10,000 or more persons OR with an overall population 

density ofless than one person per hectare. 

Category 5 Authorities with 60% or more of the population living outwith 

settlements of 10,000 or more persons AND an overall population density of 

less than one person per hectare. 

Category 6 Authorities with 60% or more of the population living outwith 

settlements of 10,000 or more persons AND an overall population density of 

less than 0.2 persons per hectare." 

Ratios of electorate per councillor were then determined for each category at 

1:6,000; 1 :4,000; 1 :3,500; 1 :3,000; 1:2,500; and 1:2,000 respectively for categories 1 

to 6. The letter stated that the Commission had been guided by nvo main objectives, 

namely the effective management of cO\lncils and equity among electors. And it 

proceeded to explain how those objectives had been applied. 

For the petitioners it was argued: 

1. 	 The respondents' decision not to have regard to the likely increase in the 

number of electors in the petitioners' area in the next five years meant that their 

decision on 17 June, 1996 that the petitioners should have only 43 councillors 

was vitiated and void because: 

1.1 	 there was a breach of the mandatory statutory requirement in 

Schedule 6 to the 1973 Act as amended, paragraph l.(2).(a); and 

1.2 	 in any event it was a decision which was unreasonable, irrational and 

ultra vires because the respondents had failed to take account of 

relevant material when reaching their decision and because it was a 
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perverse decision which no reasonable body in the position of the 

respondents acting in a reasonable way could have reached. 

2. 	 The respondents' methodology and the formula which they applied to the 

determination of the ratio ofcouncillors to electors was unreasonable, irrational 

and unsupported by any factual basis, and, in particular, there was no rational 

justification nor any factual basis for the respondents' decision: 

2.1 	 that there should be a minimum of 18 and a maximum of 80 councillors 

in any council in Scotland; 

2.2 	 that there should only be six categories of councillors spanning the most 

urban to the most rural of areas; 

2.3 	 that Aberdeen and Dundee shared broadly similar characteristics and 

should together comprise a single category; 

2.4 	 that the petitioners should have a ratio ofcouncillors to electors of 

1:4,000 rather than 1:3,500 as recommended by the respondents' 

working party, whose recommendations had been departed from 

without reason; 

2.5 	 that urban areas re'quire fewer councillors than rural areas for given 

levels of population; and 

2.6 	 . that it was desirable, despite all differences of geography and other 

characteristics oflocal government areas across Scotland to attempt to 

achieve equity amongst electors across Scotland as a whole when the 

respondents were directed by Parliament to have regard to the interests 

of convenient and effective local government. 
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The first of these propositions was developed under reference to sectioIlS 12, 

13, 16, 17, 18,20 and 28 of the 1973 Act as amended, and to Schedules 5 and 6 of 

that Act. In essence the first part of the proposition depended on the argument that at 

the stage the Commission had reached in the performance of its statutory duty on 

17 June, 1996 it was a mandatory requirement that it should take into account likely 

increases in electorate within individual local government areas. 

It is necessary to have regard to the phasing of the exercise required by the 

legislation. Section 13 of the 1973 Act provides that the Commission may make 

recommendations to the Secretary of State in consequence of a review. The 

recommendations are the end product of a process regulated by the detailed provisions 

which follow. Section 18 provides for the conduct of a review. It makes provision for 

notice to interested persons, and for consultation. Notice was given. The material 

provisions begin Vvith the process of cot;J.sultation. The councils of affected local 

government areas are to be consulted along with others. It is that stage that one is 

concerned with in this case. But it is important to have regard to what must follow. 

Interested parties are to be informed of any draft proposals, or any decision not to 

make proposals, affecting the area in question. Copies of draft proposals are to be 

deposited for inspection. A period for representations must be fixed. The Commission 

is obliged to take into consideration any representatioIlS made within that period. The 

Commission may cause a local inquiry to be held in terms of section 19, and appoint 

one or more ofits members to hold such an inquiry and to report. Only when the 

whole procedure laid down by these provisions has been completed is the Commission 

required, in terms of section 17, to make a report to the Secretary of State. He, in 

tum, may give effect to the recommendations in the report. Or he may direct the 
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Commission to conduct a further review and make a further report containing revised 

recommendations. This procedure is offundamental importance in considering the 

present application. There has not as yet been deposit ofdraft recommendations. The 

respondents have not contended that the application is premature. I have some 

reservations about that position, given that the statutory procedure ensures that the 

petitioners will have the opportunity to make representations, which the Commission 

might accept, that a number ofwards in excess of43 would be appropriate in the 

circumstances of the petitioners' area. If a number of fifty were to be resolved upon 

when the Commission came finally to decide on the scope of its report the present 

application would have attacked a mere contingency, and perhaps have achieved 

nothing in practical terms. However there may be circumstances in which a statutory 

body can be shown to have gone so far astray at a preliminary stage that it would be 

inappropriate for further procedure to take place without correction of their general 

approach, and that the procedure should be repeated. Further the respondents have 

fairly stated that they have formed a view on the approach to be adopted, and that 

nothing which the petitioners have drawn to their attention so far would be likely to 

affect the application of the general approach to them. It appears to me, however, 

that one would require to be satisfied of a fairly fundamental error of approach to 

justify interference with the procedure provided by Parliament in such circumstances. 

It is not contended by the Commission that future trends in numbers of electors 

may not be a relevant consideration in recommending a number of councillors for an 

area. They resist the contention that at the stage they have reached it is a breach of 

duty to have resolved to postpone giving effect to predicted changes in numbers on the 
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electoral roll in Aberdeen. In my opinion the Commissioners are correct in the 

position they have adopted in response to paragraph 1.1 of the petitioners' argument. 

Section 16 (1) provides for review for the purposes of making proposals for 

"substantive change" of electoral arrangements. Section 13 (d) defines that e."q)ression 

as: "a change of electoral arrangements for any local government area which .... is a 

change .... which is independent of any change in local government areas .." proposed in 

a review under the section. One is therefore concerned, in the case of a section 16 

review, with changes affecting an existing local government area previously defined. 

Section 28 defines "electoral arrangements" as meaning the number of councillors for 

the area in question, the number and boundaries of the wards into which the area is 

divided, and the designation of the wards. Schedule 6, paragraph 1 (2), as amended, 

now provides in relation to the Commission's·consideration of electoral arrangements: 

"Having regard to any change ~ the number or distribution ofelectors of a 

local government area likely to take place within the period offive years 

immediately following the consideration the number oflocal government 

electors shall be, as nearly as may be, the same in every electoral ward of that 

local government area." . 

In my opinion that provision is concerned with the sub-division of the area, 

given a specific number of councillors for that area, and it is impossible to read it as 

imposing on the Commission any specific statutory duty in relation to what is the 

logically prior step of determining the number of councillors for the area. I therefore 

reject the first branch of the petitioners' first submission. 

The second branch is more substantial. There is an obvious problem in the 

application of the Act if there is or can be a significant discrepancy between the 
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constituency taken into account in determining the number ofcouncillors for a local 

government area and the constituency taken into account in the distribution of 

electoral wards within the area. Unless the numb~rs are the same there is likely to be 

lack of fit which will result in an impossible attempt to allocate a number ofcouncillors 

determined on one basis among numbers of electors determined on another. If there is 

a fully planned and funded scheme for the development on a green field site of a new 

residential area within a local government area, due to mature within a given five year 
., 

period, and sufficient in scale to support a councillor on the criteria otherwise ·1·.' 

applicable generally, it would at least be difficult ifnot impossible to find much 

common sense in a statutory scheme which enjoined the Commission to have regard to 

the growth in the electorate for purposes ofward distribution without requiring the 

same growth to be taken into account in determining the number of councillors for the 

area. There would, however, similarly be difficulty with a scheme which required the 

Commission to take into account as a matter of obligation any future growth in 

electorate in fixing numbers of councillors or in distribution ofwards. The 

development scheme suggested could not be brought into existence instantaneously, 

and even then could not be populated without delay. The five year period could 

accommodate a development which would be ready for occupation only in the last 

week or so of~at period. It would be surprising ifParliament had intended that the 

Commission should allow for the increase, effective from the beginning of the review 

period, when on no view could it relate to reality until the dying stages of it. 

In my opinion these problems have a common origin and that is the erroneous 

interpretation ofparagraph 1(2) as setting out a positive statutory duty to take growth 

in numbers into account independently of the Commission's general duty in section 13. 
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Paragraph 1 (2) in my view takes growth in numbers as an element in the factual 

hypothesis in respect ofwhich it prescribes the duty of the Commission in the 

allocation ofwards. Ifthe Commission have decided on the total number of 

councillors taking into account a growth in the electorate, the numbers and their 

distribution will affect the definition ofwards. If they have not, the paragraph will not 

require the Commission to introduce that factor. There is ample scope in the Act for 

review in response to real changes in the size and distribution of the local government 

electorate. Section 16(3) is unqualified in scope, and would provide adequately for 

review in any real situation which arose from material increases in the electorate or 

significant variations in distribution. Schedule 6 paragraph 1 (2) in my opinion can 

only be read sensibly as applying to changes in numbers which the Commission has 

thought appropriate to take into account in the performance of its duties generally. 

Counsel referred to London BOJ;ough ofEnfield v Local Government 

Boundary Commission for England and Another [1979] 3 All E.R 747. Mr Menzies 

argued that it was irrelevant, having dealt with an argument which is different from 

that raised in the present case. The decision is not detenninative of the present issue, 

and to that extent I agree with Mr Menzies. But I do not consider the views expressed 

irrelevant. At page 751 Viscount Dilhorne made some general comments which 

appear to me to be of some importance. In particular he noted in relation to the 

equivalent provisions of the English Act: 

"\Vhile para. 3(2) makes it clear that electoral equality is to take priority in the 

fixing ofboundaries and in relation to local ties, there is no corresponding 

provision in the Act giving it a priority in the :fixing of the number of 

councillors... ... Having decided on the appropriate number of councillors 
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required for effective and convenient local government, it is then the duty of 

the commission to give effect so far as is reasonably practicable to the 

requirements of para 3(2) and then as nearly as may be secure electoral 

equality ..... . " 

In my opinion that approach supports the view that the schedule is concerned 

with the allocation of the pre-determined number of councillors within the local 

government area, and that the prior exercise is not governed by the schedule. 

The second branch of the first submission for the petitioners then comes to 

depend on the proposition that it was unreasonable and irrational in the relevant sense 

to leave out of account the petitioners' predictions of change, or that that was a 

decision so perverse as to vitiate the whole exercise at this stage. 

Mr. Menzies developed this branch of the argument under reference to the 

terms of the correspondence to which reference has already been made. Paragraph 7 

of the Commission's letter dated 29 March, 1996, stated that the Commission would 

require to have regard to any change in the number and distribution of electors up to 

2001. Information was given by the petitioners. It was noted by the Commission as 

indicated by paragraph 2.13 of the minute of the Commissioners' meeting of 13 May, 

1996. Detailed information was set out in document LGBC 1744, which was available 

for the Comnll.ssioners' meeting of 17 June. It showed the known and anticipated 

completions ofhouses, and their distribution, and, by applying a ratio derived from 

census data demonstrated an increase of 8,015 electors over the five year period in 

question. The minute of the Commissioners' meeting of 17 June, 1996, noted the 

information at paragraph 3.4.3. At paragraph 3.5.1., it was stated: 
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"Before reaching their conclusions on Council Size the Commission considered 

carefully Paper LGBC 1744 which contained detailed information provided by 

Aberdeen City and :Midlothian Councils "on projected population increases in 

their areas. They decided that they would not use these projections at this 

stage to make decisions about councillor numbers. Paper LGBC 1745 

headed BANDING - contained alternative formulae for categorising council 

. " SIZes...... . 

There were observations on the prospects for controversy over Paper LGBC 

1745, and it would not be appropriate at this stage to go into this topic in detail. But it 

is relevant to note that it dealt with mixed areas, of rural and urban elements, and 

concluded: 

"The Commission will wish to consider these alternative means of dealing with 

this complex matter of council size when reaching a final decision." 
) 

Mr Menzies commented that there had been no explanation given to the 

petitioners why the information they had provided did not result in an increase in the 

proposed number of councillors. On 20 June the Commission stated that the question 

of projected increases in populatibn had been looked at, but that they had decided, 

rather than basing council numbers on estimated increases now that if there were 

significant inq-eases in popUlation established in future years they would be prepared to 

re-examine matters. The answers to the petition stated that the Commission had had 

reservations about the figures. This had never been explained to the petitioners. The 

Commission had no information other than the petitioners' before them. They did not 

say they had. There was no contradictory evidence. They never asked the petitioners 

to explain or justify their figures or expand on their predictions. The Grampian 
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Regional Council's statement of strategic forecasts, 1995 update indicated an increase 

in popUlation of 850 between 1996 and 2001, but that was not what the Commission 

had to look at: it was concerned with the electorate, not the population. 

Since Mr Haddow's response was conditioned by it, it may be appropriate to 

set out in some detail the development of the argument from there. The information 

provided by the petitioners of likely popUlation increases was clearly relevant and 

material to the question ofcouncillor numbers. The information was such as to 

persuade any reasonable Commission against a reduction in representation. Until the 

reorganisation of 1996, Aberdeen had had 78 councillors, comprising 52 district 

councillors and 28 regional councillors contributing to the supervision and control of 

local authority functions. The area of the petitioners was the same as that of the 

former district. The secretary of state had reduced the number of councillors to 50. It 

was now proposed to reduce the number further to 43 despite the substantial increase 

in the range of functions to be performed by the new authority as compared with the 

former district counciL The obvious direction of change was towards increasing the 

number of councillors, not reducing that number, given a projected increase in 

popUlation size. There were ways in which the Commission might have arrived at 43 

by examining Aberdeen's particular characteristics and been able to justify that result. 

They had not however so approached the issue. They had applied a national formula. 

In so doing they had brought about an irrational reduction from 50 to 43 against a 

predicted rise in population. Given a projected increase of 4.6% in electorate, it was 

perverse to reduce representation by 14%. The tests were formulated in Associated 

Provincial Picture Houses Limited v Wednesbury Corporation [1948] 1 K.B. 233 at 

page 228; Wordie Property Company v Secretary ofState for Scotland 1984 S.L. T. 
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334 at pages 347-8; and in Council ofCivil Service Unions v Minister for the Civil 

Service [1985] AC. 374, at page 410. 

Mr Haddow argued that on an examination of the documents and the answers 

it appeared that the Commission had informed itself of relevant facts, and had taken an 

informed view of the issues before it. It had not proceeded in an arbitrary manner. 

There was no relevant factual basis for a case of irrationality or unreasonableness. The 

Commission had not made a decision to reduce the number of councillors. The result 

of their decision would be a reduction but that was not a proper reflection ofwhat they 

had done. The approach had been set out in the letter of20 June. The number of 

councillors had been determined on an objective basis. The Commission accepted that 

they were obliged to look at future trends. They did so. But they were not obliged to 

accept the petitioners' forecasts. The Grampian Regional Council's statement of 

strategic forecasts for the relevant peri~d indicated an anticipated increase in 

population of only 850 persons despite a growth in households of some 3,400. That 

cast doubt on the propriety of applying an arithmetical factor based on historical data 

relating households to electors. On a superficial view the increase in the number of 

households could not be assumed to lead to an increase in the number of electors. The 

respondents were justified in treating the forecast as speculative. The respondents' 

reservations about the forecast were set out in the answers. The petitioners could not 

found on any alleged failure to consult or discuss matters. There was consultation 

with the Registrar General's statisticians. But whether or not one took that into 

account, there was no basis for attacking the approach adopted or the view taken as 

irrational, or unreasonable, or absurd. 
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The argument on this branch of the case tended to include matters which were 

not solely related to the increase in the local government electorate. Elements which 

might be more appropriately dealt mth in the second chapter of the petitioners' 

submissions intruded, and perhaps that was inevitable. But it is important to consider 

the attack based on the established authorities criteria mth some decree of care. I was 

not impressed by the argument that because the Commission itself had drawn attention 

to the importance of likely changes in the electorate, that somehow pointed towards 

the irrationality of failing to give weight to the factor on 17 June. The letter of 

29 March fairly paraphrased Schedule 6. It drew attention to change in numbers: "As 

regards the boundaries of the electoral wards ... ". In maintaining the position they did 

in respect of the first branch of this chapter of argument the Commission were 

consistent, and that letter cannot be prayed in aid of the petitioners' argument. Further 

it is important that the Commission were not in fact or in the expression of their 

approach representing to the petitioners that the exercise they were engaged in was 

one of modification of a base which was already defined for a purpose relevant to the 

performance of their duty. Mr Haddow was correct in distinguishing the result of the 

exercise from the objective or pUfpose of the exercise, which the petitioners tended to 

confuse. When one strips away the peripheral points which were made, this argument 

is reduced to a contention that it was irrational or unreasonable or perverse of the 

Commission to fail to give effect to the petitioners' predictions ofgrowth in the 

electorate in determining the number of councillors for the area. 

I find it impossible so to characterise what the Commission did. The factor of 

1.73 which was derived arithmetically from applying the number of households to the 

total electorate at the reference date selected may properly be. used to express a 
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contemporary fact. But it is not appropriate to apply it to varied data unless one can 

state as a matter offact, and on an objective basis, that the relationship remains 

constant in what are necessarily altered circumstances. One cannot tell from the 

respective numbers of households and electors what generated the arithmetical result. 

One cannot know how much multiple-occupancy there was at the material time which 

might be relieved by the house building programme. One cannot tell the age range of 

those members ofthe population who were within and those outwith the class of 

electors. For example, ifit should prove on further inquiry that a substantial 

proportion of the new town centre houses were destined to provide first homes for 

young adult couples who :;hared a parent's accommodation at the reference date, there 

would be no increase in the electorate on their taking up occupancy, and the only 

result would be a reduction in the arithmetical factor generated by the exercise 

reflected in the documents. In these pr,oceedings it is for the petitioners to show 

irrationality. It would be wrong to substitute a view of the probable position for that 

suggested by the petitioners. But it cannot be correct to invite the court to draw an 

inference or to accept an inference from what may be spurious arithmetic without 

setting out factual material which supports the proposition that the arithmetic is likely 

to reflect the realities, especially where the purpose is to support an allegation that a 

statutory boqy has acted irrationally or unreasonably or perversely in approaching its 

task. 

Accordingly I reject both branches of the first chapter of the petitioners' 

argument. 

In the second chapter, the final proposition is the most general. The others are 

perhaps best seen as particulars which mayor may not support it. But, again in 
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fairness to the argument, I should set out the submissions as they were made. 

Mr Menzies started with the Commission's determination of the range of council size, 

of 18 to 80. That range appeared to have been influenced by the reports of two Royal 

Commissions in 1969. Neither of those recommended a maximum. of80: 75 was the 

recommended figure. Further the Commission's working party had recommended a 

minimum of 18, not 20. LGBCI.M229 of22 January, 1996, and LGBDI 1734 both 

expressed the working party's view on the matter, favouring a range of20-80. Despite 

that the Commission resolved on a range of 18-80. It was perverse to resolve on such 

a range, and then to seek to develop ratios for use in the application of the assumption 

implicit in it across the board. That was \.'\<Tong in principle. The difference between 

18 and 20, or 75 and 80, might be of little significance. The whole approach was 

wrong. The statutory duty of the Commission was to look at each area and resolve on 

a level of representation for it in the light of local conditions. Further there were 

particular criticisms. Paragraph 2.2 focused on the next stage in the exercise. It was 

I 
paradoxical that having decided on six categories, and applied the ratios developed the 

highest and lowest ratios resulted in councils at or about the maximum size, and that at I 
I 
Iintermediate ratios there were smaller councils. But the principal question was why 

there should be six categories into which al1local government areas had to be squeezed 

for the sake o:the formula. Secondly why should each of the categories have a 

different ratio from all of the others? It appeared that the Commission had proceeded 

essentially on population densities. It was at least possible and might be probable that 

different categories should have the same ratios to meet different needs. The working 

party had recommended the same ratio for different categories. The Commission had 

departed from that but had given no reason for so doing. Had the recommendations of 
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the working party been followed, a ratio of 1 :3,500 would have applied to the 

petitioners and a council of 50 would have resulted. That had been the number for the 

previous district council of Aberdeen fixed by the Commission. The Secretary of State 

had not simply plucked the figure out of the air. The selection of a ratio of 1 :4,000 for 

the petitioners and for Dundee was purely arbitrary. Thirdly, as set out in paragraph 

2.3, there was no factual basis for placing Aberdeen and Dundee in the same class, and 

distinguishing them from Edinburgh and Glasgow. There were just as many 

differences between the members of the two classes identified as there were 

similarities. Maps of the local authority areas showed that the differences between 

Aberdeen and Dundee were material. Aberdeen had a much more extensive rural 

hinterland. The boundary ofDundee was close to the built up area at all points. 

Aberdeen covered a much larger area than D~ndee after the most recent changes in 

boundaries. 60% of Aberdeen was rural. Dundee was now almost totally urban. 
~ 

Dundee had 21.146 electors per hectare. Aberdeen had 9.172 electors per hectare. 

While it might be true that the four major cities had similar histories in terms oflocal 

government organisation, there were many differences, and there was no logical reason 

for putting Aberdeen and Dundee into one category. The only possible explanation for 

the decision was that the Commission had devised a progressive formula which only 

allowed for s~ categories, and the two cities had to be forced into a single category 

despite their differences. Further in resolving on a ratio of 1:4,000 the Commission 

had departed from the recommendations of the working party. They did so without 

giving any reason. A rational body should be in a position to justify a departure from 

the working party's recommendations. There was no justification anywhere. On the 

face of it this was irrational. The underlying theory that urban areas required fewer 

Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland - Third Statutory Review ofElectoral ArrangementS 



20 AppendixB 


councillors than rural areas was without factual basis. It flew in the face of the 

petitioners' experience. Available data showed that urban councillors had far more 

surgeries for constituents than rural councillors. This could not have been overlooked 

had the Commission not tried to force everyone into a predetermined formula. Finally, 

all of these particulars derived from the underlying problem caused by the Commission 

looking at the whole of Scotland and trying to apply general criteria uncritically instead 

oflooking at the requirements of each area individually. Vlhere they had gone wrong 

was that they had chosen a point of departure based on electoral equity, and in order to 

achieve that had developed sophisticated arithmetical formulae which had blinded them 

to the basic nature of the duty imposed by the Act. The methodology as a whole failed 

to provide a good fit with the requirements of the Act. It was not suggested that the 

Commission could not formulate guidelines, nor that there should be no element of 

comparative treatment, nor even that the Commission should not look beyond 

Aberdeen. But they were not entitled to substitute a general formulaic solution for 

individual consideration of the issues relevant to each local authority area. The 

perception that there was a need for equity among electors was misconceived. 

Mr Haddow responded that the Commission did perceive there to be 

differences between the requirements of rural and urban communities. Ease of access 

to councillors .was a factor to be measured against the high incidence ofproblems in 

urban areas. It was a matter for judgement how one balanced such factors. This was a 

matter for the Commission. It could not be determined by the recommendations of the 

working party. There were members ofthe Commission on the working party, as well 

as officers of the Commission, and the members took part in the crucial decisions to 

depart from the recommendations in certain respects. That did not point to 
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irrationality. Rather it demonstrated a process ofmature judgment after inquiry. One 

had to bear in mind the rigorous nature of the test to be applied on the authorities. 

The disposal of this application did not depend on a balancing of considerations 

advanced by the two parties. One would be entitled to interfere with the decision of 

the Commission only in extreme circumstances justifying the description of the work of 

the Commission as absurd, or so far outwith the scope for reasonable difference as to 

be outrageous, or to amount to a decision which no rational body behaving properly 

could have done: Venter v Scottish Legal AidBoard 1993 S.L.T. 147, at page 156. 

Far from supporting such a view, the information available was conclusively against it. 

The fundamental argument was that it was unreasonable or irrational or perverse of the 

Commission to have sought to achieve equity among electors in general in pursuance 

of its review under section 13. One inferred from the approach adopted by the 

petitioners that there was a presumption that the existing number of councillors 

provided a proper starting point. That explained the emphasis on the alleged reduction 

of the number from 50 to 43. That assumed that the Commission did not have a clean 

canvass for the first review, but required to start from a position previously 

determined. That was a fundam~ntaI flaw or fallacy. There was no validity or sanctity 

in the numbers prior to the review. Schedule 2 to the 1994 Act, paragraph 1 provided 

that the Secretary of State should fix the initial numbers. In general he followed 

existing district representation in doing so. But that demonstrated why Parliament 

would wish the Commission to develop its own criteria for application to the first 

review. In the context of the first review the Commission was enjoined to look at the 

whole of Scotland, not simply at a particular local problem. Their examination threw 

up a number of anomalies in the previous situation. Aberdeen and Edinburgh eouId be 
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compared. The ratios suggested that Aberdeen was over-represented or Edinburgh 

under-represented. Section 13 gave a wide jurisdiction to make recommendations. It 

was apparent that it did not prescribe the approach to be adopted, or exclude any 

particular approach. "Effective local government" contained a reference to the 

decision making function oflocal authorities: size was a factor which was not solely 

related to representation. It had to take account ofthe numbers required for the 

proper performance of the duties of the authority at one end of the scale, and the limits 

on efficient performance restricting size at the other. Over-large bodies could not 

operate efficiently. The Commission were entitled to have regard to the practical 

requirements of councils, and to reach views on the range of sizes which might be 

appropriate. Further in the context of representation, population density and distances 

were material considerations. Any scheme would produce anomalies. That did not 

make the whole approach irrational. On the Commission's proposals, given its urban 

character, Glasgow might be thought to be under-represented. But to apply a ratio 

properly applicable to Aberdeen to the popUlation ofGlasgow would result in a 

council which would be unwieldy. The position could not be avoided. What one 

could do was to look at the position overall and to try to find a rational approach to 

the solution of individual problems. The selection ofminimum and maximum sizes was 

not a novel id~a. The Royal Commissions had adopted similar approaches. It was 

impossible to characterise the approach as irrational. There could be no irrationality in 

an attempt to provide a solution across Scotland. At very worst for the respondents all 

that required to be said was that it was within reason that electoral equity had a part to 

play in their deliberations, not just in relation to divisions within local authority areas, 

but more widely. Given that there was a clean canvass, and that the whole of Scotland 
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had to be looked at the same time, there was nothing irrational in adopting a 

methodical approach and defining electoral equity as a starting point for the exercise. 

The petitioners sought to distinguish themselves from Dundee. But when one had 

regard to the statistical data available, there were close similarities in. population 

distribution. There may be perceived differences, but statistically they were close 

comparables. The realities could be summarised in a series of propositions. First, the 

Commission had a statutory duty which included recommending the number of 

councillors in all local government areas, and carrying that out without the 

encumbrance ofany prior scheme. Secondly, there was a duty to make all local 

authorities aware ofwhat was being done. That was carried out. Thirdly, in its 

preliminary work, which was subject to a statutory programme, the Commission had 

the responsibility to investigate the position and to initiate comment. It could have 

done so by flying a kite, but it gave consideration to the problem and, informed by its 

investigations, consultations and the Royal Commission reports identified a starting 

point with a presumption of a range of sizes. Fourthly, the Commission had to apply 

statutory criteria where laid down: schedule 6 would come into play at the appropriate 

stage. That stage had not been reached. Fifthly, in applying that scale of sizes the 

Commission had to deal with a range of different areas, with different characteristics. 

It progressed towards the current range ofratios, making adjustments especially at the 

extremes to achieve a satisfactory framework. It was appropriate to apply different 

ratios as between heavily and sparsely populated areas. In all of this there was no 

procedural impropriety, there was no unlawful act, and it was impossible properly to 

characterise the Commission's conduct as irrational, unreasonable or perverse. In 

making its decisions thus far, the Commission dealt particularly with each local 
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authority area. Local peculiarities were taken into account. That was plain from the 

minutes of the Commission. But there remained the opportunity for argument and for 

representations ifany party considered that the Commission had made an error of 

judgment or overlooked some factor ofimportance. 

Much of the argument on this branch of the case appeared to encroach on the 

merits of the issue ofjudgment between the parties. It would be unprofitable to 

explore many of the issues in detail as separate and substantive attacks on the decision. 

The grounds on which the Council has sought to attack the Commission have not all 

been mutually compatible. For example, in the Council's letter of 14 June, the 

complaint was that the Commission's proposals were too favourable to rural areas. In 

the comparisons drawn with Dundee the complaint is that Aberdeen should have more 

members because it is more rural. Again, there is considerable emphasis on the 

perceived distinctions between Dundee and Aberdeen, ostensibly to support the notion 

that whether or not Dundee's allocation is correct, Aberdeen should have the higher 

allocation offifty councillors. But the essential basis of the contention remains the 

subjective assertion ofperceived need. The petitioners might be right on the merits. 

But there is nothing obviously wrong in a well informed body such as the Commission 

forming a contrary view. It is not for the court to form any view on such issues and to 

use that view.as a basis for revieVling the decision of the Commission. The assertion 

that a ratio of 1 :3,500 should have been used is supported on the basis that it supports 

50 councillors. But there is no objective validity in a figure offifty and it cannot be 

provided simply by pointing to the fact that it expresses the result of the application of 

a proposed ratio which the Commission rejected. Similarly I find it difficult to give 

weight to the suggested paradox that the highest and lowest ratios arrive at broadly the 
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same number of councillors. That merely reflects the application of the two extremes 

of urban problems at one end of the spectrum and rural problems at the other in an 

arithmetical scheme which must ex hypothesi assume such results and seek to 

interpolate intermediate values on a rational basis. Further, given that the first review 

was comprehensive and that one measure of a proper exercise of such a power might 

be thought to be a measure of consistency ofapproach, I find difficulty with the 

contention that it was incompatible with a proper exercise of the Commission's powers 

to seek equity among electors by some means. 

It is necessary to distinguish between the setting of general criteria for the 

purposes ofan initial sift ofmaterial with a view to forming tentative views for 

exploration with interested parties, and the use of criteria of a general kind as the 

measure of ultimate decision. The Commission were charged with a first review 

extending over the whole of Scotland. In my view it could have been said to have 

been irresponsible of the Commission to have proceeded without some preliminary 

views of the tests or criteria which it might be appropriate to apply objectively to 

arrive at a view on the appropriate size of council. The alternative would have been a 

wholly subjective or arbitrary de,?ision council by council, in response to perceived 

local need. The danger would have been that the Commission would have failed in its 

duty to originate the proposals it put out to consultation. Parliament has clearly 

proceeded quite deliberately to place initial decisions in the hands of the Commission. 

There is little difficulty in understanding why that should have been done. It avoids 

the risks of pressure from local interest groups to create councils which might reflect 

local conceit more than local need. The attack on the initial stages offixing minimum 

and maximum sizes fails in my view. There are clearly factors which a reasonable 
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Commission could reasonably consider would point to a minimum number of 

councillors, given the range of services over which the council would require to 

exercise control. Opinions might legitimately differ as to what that minimum might be. 

But unless the Commission proceeded so far from the rational as to expose itself to 

criticism ofthe kind indicated by Lord Diplock in Council a/Civil Service Unions, and 

quoted by Lord President Hope in Venter the number was a matter for the 

Commission. Again there are legitimate reasons for imposing a maximum number on 

council size, to avoid the risks of an unwieldy body which because of its size might 

prove incapable ofperforming its duties efficiently. There would be scope for 

difference on the figure. But the Commission must be free to decide within broad 

limits what figure to adopt for its initial exercise. The relevant differences, between 18 

and 20, and between 75 and 80, are obviously within such a narrow band that it would 

be impossible to criticise the selection made. Again, given that one is at the earliest 

stages of the exercise, the selection of ratios of councillors to electorate within the 

overall range for the purpose of an initial ordering of authorities must lend itself to 

variation of opinion. There is no substance in the argument that a departure from the 

working party's recommendatiOIis indicates an irrationality of approach. The 

Commission had no power to delegate decision. The use of a working party may well 

have been a useful expedient for making initial inquiries. But the notion that there 

could be any sanctity about the party's recommendations is absurd. The working 

party's maximum, which is the end of the scale particularly relevant to the petitioners' 

position, was adopted by the Commission. 

In my opinion the only substantial issue is that raised in paragraph 2.6. of 

!Yfr Menzies' contentions. Ifthere were a legitimate attack on the Commission's 
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decision it would be that the Commission had applied the initial general criteria to the 

exclusion of the application of its mind to the sale question it was required and entitled 

to ask: what was the number of councillors required for the convenient and effective 

administration oflocal government in the local authority areas under review. In this 

context again., the observation s ofViscount Dilhom in the Enfield case are instructive. 

One must have regard to section 13. In my opinion the Act required that issue to be 

addressed for each and every local authority area in Scotland on the first review. It 

would not be due peIformance ofthe Commission's duty ifit were merely to decide on 

a range of criteria derived from a general study and to proceed to apply those criteria 

uncritically in the face of emerging factors which effectively distinguished particular 

local authority areas from the norms defined. Parliament has not prescribed any 

particular test of general application. It appears to me that the Commission has no 

jurisdiction to prescribe any test ofgeneral application to the exclusion of performance 
1 

ofits duty of individual study and recommendation in respect of individual areas. It 

seems to me to be relatively easy to demonstrate why that must be so. The results 

identified in the categories selected might be generated by widely differing sets of 

circumstances, even given the considerable sophistication of categories 4, 5 and 6. 

The 40% of the population living in settlements of 10,000 or more in a total popUlation 

of 100,000 might live in any number of settlements between one and four, and the 

distribution of those settlements relative to each other and to the 60% balance might 

vary considerably. A coastal town of40,000 at the edge of a large sparsely populated 

rural hinterland might be thought to present a different picture from a largely rural area 

with four towns of 10,000 distributed evenly in the four quadrants of the area and 

equidistant between the centre and the periphery of it. An initial allocation based on 
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purely arithmetical criteria might require to be adjusted for factors relating to the 

geography and topography found on examination of the area and on receiving 

representations from interested parties. It might be irrational indeed for the 

Commission to insist' on its initial assessment despite a finding in fact after inquiry that 

the actual population distribution had characteristics which distinguished it from the 

model used to define the arithmetical tests. On the other hand the balancing of the 

competing factors which would inevitably emerge from an examination of the 

requirements of the individual areas would be a matter for judgment and different 

adjudicators might arrive at different conclusions. There would remain a wide area for 

judgment. 

The issue for me is whether the decision of 17 June is vitiated by such an 

emphasis on the general criteria developed that the Commission has been sho-wn to 

have failed in its statutory duty. In my opinion it would be a breach of duty for the 

Commission to proceed to deposit for public consideration a scheme which applied a 

figure of 43 to Aberdeen solely on the basis of its arithmetical criteria. It has not yet 

done so. It has indicated an intention to fix the figure at 43, but that does not, per se, 

demonstrate a breach of duty, since the Commission's records show that there was 

consideration of relevant data on a council by council basis, even though some of it 

was rejected. ,I am not concerned with a document prepared for deposit and 

representations and, it may be, inquiry. Those stages are yet to come. I am. concerned 

with an earlier stage. I cannot anticipate a failure by the Commission to respond to 

local interest representations, or worse to persist with a given figure derived 

arithmetically from controversial data in the face of compelling evidence that an 

adjustment is required to ensure convenient and efficient local government. Ifone 
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focuses solely on the significance of the decision already made, and the attack on it, 

then, given the stages yet to come and the clear opportunity for representations and the 

Commission's obligations to consider any representations made to it, there is, in my 

view, nothing about the decision which is open to review. The application might be 

considered premature, though that was not argued, on the basis that the procedures 

envisaged by the Act have not been completed, and the Commission has not taken a 

decision on the representations which have yet to be made. If I must consider the 

question on the position to date, it appears to me that the correct context is that 

defined by the stage reached. A preliminary step has been taken, an opening shot fired 

in a procedure with many stages to run. There is a potential dispute. But there was 

nothing objectionable, in my view, in the Commission forming the opinion it did on 

17 June with a view to progressing to the next stage in the consultative process. If 

that is done and the petitioners make representations, the Commission may be 

persuaded and alter its intended recommendation. It may do so with or without a local 

inquiry. Quite apart from those stages in the procedure which are in the hands of the 

Secretary of State, the Commission itselfwill require to consider Aberdeen's position 

again if there are representations against its deposited proposals. That process has not 

been vitiated by the decision of 17 June, in my view. In these circumstances I shall 

sustain the first plea-in-law for the respondents and dismiss the petition. 
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Aberdeen City Council Area 
Proposed Electoral Wards 

Electorate 
Number Name 1996 2001 

(Actual) (Estimated) 
a b c d 

Dyce 4,150 4,105 
2 BankheadiStoneywood 4,286 4,185 
3 Danestone 4,123 4,010 
4 Jesrnond 4,235 4,180 
5 Oldrnachar 3,458 4,200 

6 Bridge ofDon 4,129 4,080 
7 Donrnouth 3,676 4,040 
8 Newhills 3,276 4,050 
9 Auchrnill 4,172 4,060 
10 Cummings Park 4,086 3,956 

II Springhill 4,002 3,869 
12 Mastrick 4,022 3,895 

13 Sheddocksley 4,142 4,000 
14 Summerhill 3,709 3,775 
IS Hilton 3,989 3,860 

16 Woodsidefrillydrone 4,296 4,145 

17 St. Machar 4,132 3,990 
18 Seaton 3,879 3,900 
19 Kittybrewster 3,695 3,935 
20 S toc kethill 4,147 4,000 

21 Berryden 4,134 4,204 
22 Sunnybank 4,017 3,885 

23 Pittodrie 4,006 4,100 

24 Midstocket 4,295 4,166 
25 Queens Cross 3,971 3,860 

26 Gilcornston 3,974 4,070 
27 Langstane 4,249 4,130 
28 Castlehill 3,807 4,020 
29 Hazlehead 4,176 4,040 
30 Peterculter 4,062 3,975 

31 Murtle 4,227 4,080 
32 Cults 3,972 3,885 
33 Mannofield 4,251 4,185 
34 Ashley 4,072 3,935 

35 Broornhill 4,247 4,140 

36 Garthdee 4,107 4,010 
37 Holburn 3,611 3,855 
38 Duthie 3,985 4,180 
39 Torry 4,190 4,065 
40 Tullos 4,343 4,230 

41 Kincorth West 4,174 4,030 
42 Kincorth East 4,065 3,920 
43 Loirston 3,364 3,960 

Total 172,903 173,160 
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Aberdeen City Council Area 
Proposed Electoral Wards 
Descriptions of Boundaries 

Notes: 

In the following description of boundaries: 

• 	 a reference to a road, footpath, 
railway line, river, burn or canal shall, 
where the context so admits, be 
construed as the centre line of the 
feature concerned; and 

• the following abbreviations are used: 

EW for Electoral Ward 

NG Ref for National Grid 
Reference as published on 
Ordnance Survey Maps. 

Ward 1 
Dyce 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8363 1602 on the 
northern boundary of Aberdeen City Council; 
then generally southeastward along the said 
boundary to NG RefNJ 8955 1329 on the River 
Don; then generally southward along the said 
river to a point in line with Overton Avenue at 
NG Ref NJ 8976 1256; then westward in a 
straight line to and along Overton A venue to a 
point in line with the eastern curtilage of No 39 
Overton A venue; then northwestward to and 
along the said curtilage to NG Ref NJ 8951 
1256 on the southern boundary of Central Park 
playing fields; then generally southwestward 
and northward along the southern and western 
boundaries of Central Park playing fields to a 
point on Glenhome Walk at NG Ref NJ 8914 
1263; then northwestward along Glenhome 
Walk to a point in line with the northern 
curtilage of No 15 Glenhome Walk; then 
westward to and along the said curtilage to and 
southward along the rear curtilages of Nos. 15-5 
Glenhome Walk to and eastward along the rear 
curtilages of Nos. 25-28 G1enhome Court to 
Glenhome Walk; then southward along 
Glenhome Walk to and westward along 
G1enhome Gardens to a point in line with the 
rear curtilage of No 3 Glenhome Walk; then 
southwestward to and along the said rear 
curtilage to and southwestward along the rear 
curtilages of Nos. 29-9 Overton Circle and 71
53 Parkhill Circle to the eastern curtilage of No 
19 Glenhome Terrace; then northwestward to 
and along the said curtilage to Glenhome 
Terrace; then westward along the said terrace 

and its continuation as a footpath to and 
southward along Victoria Street to and 
southwestward along Farburn Terrace to and 
southeastward, southwestward and 
northwestward along Wellheads Drive to its 
junction with Dyce Drive; then generally 
northwestward along the said drive to NG Ref 
NJ 8695 1208; then westward along an 
unnamed road to and generally southward along 
an unnamed road to the A96 (T) road at NG Ref 
NJ 8661 1123; then generally northwestward 
along the said road to the western boundary of 
Aberdeen City Council; then generally 
northward along the said boundary to the point 
of commencement. 

Ward 2 
Bankhead/Stoneywood 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8654 1123 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 1; then 
generally northward, eastward, southeastward, 
northeastward, northwestward and 
northeastward along the said boundary to the 
River Don at NG RefNJ 8976 1256; then 
generally southward along the said river to NG 
Ref NJ 8964 1023; then southwestward in a 
straight line to the A947 Oldmeldrum road at 
NG Ref NJ 8957 1015; then generally 
southwestward along the said road to and 
southeastward along the A96 (T) road to and 
westward along Inverurie road to and 
southwestward along Kepplehills Road to a 
point in line with a field boundary at 
NG RefNJ 8846 0935; then generally 
northwestward along the said field boundary to 
a field boundary at NG RefNJ 8844 0966; then 
westward and northward along the said 
boundary to the southern boundary of Hope 
Farm NG RefNJ 8835 0984; then westward and 
northward along the southern and western 
boundaries of the said farm to a field boundary 
at NG Ref NJ 8821 0993; then westward and 
northward along the said boundary to an 
unclassified road at NG RefNJ 8805 1012; then 
northwestward to and southwestward along an 
unnamed road to an unnamed road at NG Ref 
NJ 8711 0985; then generally northwestward 
along the said road to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 3 
Danestone 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8955 1329 on the 
northern boundary of Aberdeen City Council; 
then generally eastward along the said boundary 
to Whitestripes Road at NG RefNJ 9092 1350; 
then generally southeastward along the said road 
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crossing Whitestripes A venue and Valentine 
Road to The Parkway; then northeastward along 
The Parkway to and southeastward along 
Balgownie Road to a point in line with a 
footpath leading to Cottown of Balgownie at 
NG RefNJ 94180969; then southwards to and 
along the said footpath to the Brig O'Balgownie 
on the River Don; then generally northwestward 
along the said river to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 4 
Jesmond 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9092 1350 on the 
northern boundary of Aberdeen City Council; 
then eastward along the said boundary to a field 
boundary at NG Ref NJ 9146 1340; then 
southwestward along the said boundary to a 
drain at NG Ref NJ 9142 1321 and continuing 
southwestward along the said drain to the 
northern boundary of Grandhome Moss; then 
eastward along the said boundary to a field 
boundary at NG Ref NJ 9178 1265; then 
southeastward along the said boundary to a field 
boundary at NG Ref NJ 9217 1243; then 
southwestward along the said boundary to an 
access track leading to Whitestripes Farm at NG 
Ref NJ 9209 1192; then eastward along the said 
track to and southeastward, eastward and 
northeastward along Jesmond Drive to and 
southeastward along Scotstown Road to and 
southwestward along The Parkway to the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 3; then 
northwestward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 5 
Oldmachar 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9146 1340 on the 
northern boundary of Aberdeen City Council; 
then generally eastward along the said boundary 
to and southwestward along the eastern 
boundary of Aberdeen City Council to NG Ref 
NJ 9591 1094; then generally southwestward 
along a field drain to NG Ref NJ 9509 1071 on 
Exploration Drive; then generally westward 
along Exploration Drive to and northwestward 
along Parkway East to and northward along 
Ellon Road (A92 road) to a point in line with an 
access track to Denmore Industrial Estate 
NG RefNJ 9462 1154; then southwestward to 
and along the said track and continuing 
southwestward in a straight line to the eastern 
end of an access road at NG Ref NJ 9447 1143; 
then westward along the said road to and 
northwestward along Denmore Road to a point 
in line with the rear curtilage of No 75 

Appendix D 

Greenbrae Drive; then northwestward to and 
along the rear curtilages of Nos. 75-53 
Greenbrae Drive to and northward along the 
rear curtilages of Nos. 13-6 Greenbrae Gardens 
South to and northwestward along the rear 
curtilages of Nos 14, 16, 15-1 Greenbrae 
Gardens North, Nos. 21-1 Greenbrae Drive and 
Nos. 13-7 Greenbrae Circle to Dubford Road; 
then southwestward along the said road to and 
southeastward along Scotstown Road to the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 4; then 
generally northwestward along the said 
boundary to the point of commencement. 

Ward 6 
Bridge of Don 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9284 1048 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 4; then 
northeastward and northward along the said 
boundary to and generally eastward and 
southward along the southern boundary of 
Electoral Ward 5 to NG Ref NJ 9471 1072 on 
the Ellon Road (A92 road); then southward 
along the said road to a point in line with a 
footpath running along the rear curtilages of 
Nos. 21-1 Burnside Drive; then generally 
southwestward to and along the said footpath to 
Broadfold Drive NG Ref NJ 9427 1030; then 
westward along the said drive to and generally 
southwestward along Gordon Road to and 
westward along North Donside Road to and 
southeastward along Scotstown Road to the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 3; then 
generally northwestward along the said 
boundary to the point of commencement. 

Ward 7 
Donmouth 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9359 0901 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 3; then 
northeastward and eastward along the said 
boundary to and generally northeastward along 
the southern boundaries of Electoral Wards 6 
and 5 to the eastern boundary of Aberdeen City 
Council; then southward along the said 
boundary to and westward along the River Don 
to where it is crossed by King Street; then 
southwestward along the said street to and 
northwestward along Seaton Place to and 
southwestward along Don Street to NG Ref NJ 
9425 0887; then northward to and 
southwestward along the southern boundary of 
Seaton Park to Tillydt:one Road; then 
northwestward along the said road to its 
junction with Tillydrone Avenue; then 
northeastward in a straight line from the said 
junction to the point of commencement. 
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Ward 8 
Newhills 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8321 1231 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 1; then 
southeastward along the said boundary to and 
generally southeastward along the southern 
boundary of Electoral Ward 2 to the junction of 
Keppelhills Road and Netherhills Avenue; then 
southeastward along the said avenue to and 
southwestward along Newhills A venue to a 
point in line with the western curtilage of No 39 
Newhills Avenue; then southeastward to and 
along the said curtilage to a field boundary at 
NG RefNJ 8902 0918; then eastward along the 
said boundary to and generally southwestward 
along the Bucks Bum to a field boundary at NG 
Ref 8811 0806; then southeastward along the 
said boundary to the B983 road at NG Ref NJ 
8856 0661; then westward along the said road to 
and southeastward along an access track leading 
to Maidencraig to a drain at NG Ref NJ 8847 
0647; then southeastward along the said drain to 
the Den Bum; then southwestward along the 
Den Bum to NG Ref NJ 8817 0618; then 
southward in a straight line to the A944 road; 
then generally westward along the said road to 
the western boundary of Aberdeen City Council; 
then generally northward along the said 
boundary to the point of commencement. 

Ward 9 
Auchmill 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8880 0937 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 2; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to and southeastward along the southern 
boundary of Electoral Ward 3 to where it is 
crossed by an unnamed road at NG RefNJ 9089 
0948 at Perseley Bridge; then southward along 
the said road to and generally southeastward 
along Mugiemoss Road to and southeastward 
along North Anderson Drive to a roundabout 
junction with Provost Rust Drive; then 
northwestward along the said drive to a point in 
line with a footpath at NG Ref NJ 9031 0878 to 
the west of Heathryfold Circle; then northward 
to and northwestward along the said footpath to 
the southern boundary of Auchmill Golf Course 
at NG Ref NJ 9020 0903; then generally 
southwestward along the said boundary to 
Bonnyview Road; then southward along the said 
road and the continuation thereof in a straight 
line to Davidson Drive; then generally 
southward along the said drive to its junction 
with Howes Road; then generally 
northwestward along the said road to NG Ref 
NJ 8917 0868 and the eastern boundary of 
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Electoral Ward 8; then generally northwestward 
along the said boundary to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 10 
Cummings Park 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9081 0870 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 9; then 
southeastward along the said boundary to a 
roundabout junction with Provost Rust Drive 
and North Anderson Drive; then southwestward 
along North Anderson Drive to and 
northwestward along Mastrick Road to and 
northward along Long Walk Road to and 
westward along Long Walk Place to its junction 
with Birkhall Parade; then generally westward 
along the said parade to and northward along 
Upper Mastrick Way to and westward along 
Provost Fraser Drive to its junction with Byron 
Avenue; then northward along the said avenue 
to and southeastward along the northern road of 
Byron Square and its continuation 
northeastward as Quarry Road to its junction 
with Marchbum Road; then northwestward 
along the said road to and northeastward along 
Marchburn Drive to its junction with Oldtown 
Terrace; then northward along the said terrace 
and its continuation in a straight line to Provost 
Rust Drive; then southeastward along the said 
drive to the point of commencement. 

Ward 11 
Springhill 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8917 0868 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 9; then 
generally southeastward, northeastward and 
southeastward along the said boundary to and 
generally southwestward along the western 
boundary of Electoral Ward 10 to the junction 
of Byron Avenue and Provost Fraser Drive; then 
westward along the said drive to and southward 
along Springhill Road to a point in line with the 
northern boundary of Sheddocksley playing 
fields; then westward to and westward along the 
said boundary to a track at NG RefNJ 8906 
0781; then southeastward along the said track to 
a track at NG Ref NJ 8915 0742; then 
southwestward along the said track and 
continuing southwestward along a field 
boundary to the eastern boundary of Electoral 
Ward 8; then generally northward and 
northeastward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 
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Ward 12 
Mastrick 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8981 0784 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 11; then 
northward and eastward along the said boundary 
to and generally southeastward along the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 10 to the 
junction of Mastrick Road and North Anderson 
Drive; then southward along the said drive to a 
point in line with a footpath leading to 
Willowpark Road at NG Ref NJ 9102 0712; 
then westward along the said footpath to and 
westward and northwestward along Willow Park 
Road to and southwestward along Ross Crescent 
to and westward along Mastrick Drive to its 
junction with Arnage Drive; then southwestward 
and westward along Arnage Drive to and 
northward along Fernhill Drive to and generally 
southwestward along Fernhill Road to and 
northward along Springhill Road to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 13 
Sheddocksley 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8836 0724 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 11; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to and southward along the western boundary of 
Electoral Ward 12 to the junction of Springhill 
Road and Fernhill Road; then continuing 
southward along Springhill Road to and 
westward along Lang Stracht to a point in line 
with a footpath to the east of Ronaldsay Square 
at NG RefNJ 8962 0668; then southward to and 
along the said footpath to and southward along 
the rear curtilages of Nos. 17-9 Ronaldsay Road 
and its prolongation to Eday Road; then 
northwestward along the said road to a point in 
line with a footpath at NG Ref NJ 8929 0655; 
then southwestward along the said footpath to 
where it is crossed by the Den Bum; then 
southwestward along the said bum to the eastern 
boundary of EW 8; then generally 
northwestward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 14 
Summerhill 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8983 0695 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 12; then 
generally eastward along the said boundary to 
and southward along North Anderson Drive to 
and southwestward along King's Gate to where 
it is crossed by the North Bum of Rubislaw; 
then northwestward and southwestward along 
the said bum to a point in line with a field 

boundary at NG Ref NJ 8970 0602; then 
generally northeastward along the said field 
boundary to a track leading to W oodend 
General Hospital; then generally northward 
along the said track to and northeastward and 
northwestward along a service road to NG Ref 
NJ 8978 0632; then northward in a straight line 
to NG Ref NJ 8980 0640; then southeastward in 
a straight line to NG Ref NJ 8986 0639; then 
northward in a straight line to NG Ref NJ 8986 
0640; then southeastward in a straight line to 
NG Ref NJ 8990 0638; then southward in a 
straight line to NG Ref NJ 8990 0637; then 
southeastward to a field boundary at NG RefNJ 
8995 0637; then northwestward along the said 
field boundary to Eday Road; then 
northwestward along the said road to the eastern 
boundary of EW 13; then generally 
northeastward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 15 
Hilton 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9090 0948 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 3; then 
generally eastward along the said boundary to 
NG RefNJ 9216 0925; then southwestward in a 
straight line to and southwestward along Station 
Road to where it is crossed by the 
Aberdeen/Inverness railway line; then eastward 
along the said railway line to a point in line with 
the western boundary of the Station Road 
playing fields at NG Ref NJ 9221 0911; then 
generally southwestward along the said 
boundary to and southeastward along Great 
Northern Road to and southwestward along 
Tanfield Walk and its continuation thereof to 
Clifton Road; then southeastward along the said 
road to and southwestward along Hilton Street 
to and northwestward along Hilton Place to its 
junction with Hilton A venue; then 
southwestward along Hilton A venue to and 
northwestward along Hilton Drive to and 
southwestward along Hilton Road to the eastern 
boundary of EW 9; then northwestward along 
the said boundary to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 16 
Woodside/ Tillydrone 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9216 0925 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 3; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to NG RefNJ 9291 0947; then southeastward in 
a straight line to and southeastward along 
Gordons Mills Road to and southwestward 
along Hayton Road to a point in line with a 
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footpath leading to Western Road at NG Ref NJ 
92880887; then southwestward to and along the 
said footpath to where it is crossed by the 
Aberdeen/Inverness railway line; then 
southeastward along the said railway line to 
where it is crossed by Powis Terrace; then 
northwestward along the said terrace and its 
continuation as Clifton Road to the eastern 
boundary of EW 15; then generally 
northwestward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 17 
St. Machar 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9291 0947 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 3; then 
generally southeastward along the said 
boundary to and generally southeastward along 
the southern boundary of Electoral Ward 7 to 
NG Ref NJ 9425 0887 on Don Street; then 
southwestward along the said street and its 
continuation in a straight line to Cheyne Road; 
then southeastward along Cheyne Road and its 
continuation in a straight line to King Street; 
then generally southward along King Street to 
and northwestward along University Road to 
and southeastward along College Bounds and its 
continuation as the Spital to its junction with 
Sunnybank Road; then southwestward along the 
said road to a point in line with a footpath at NG 
Ref NJ 9389 0773; then northwestward to and 
along the said footpath to Sunnyside Terrace; 
then generally westward along the said terrace 
to and northwestward along Sunnyside Road to 
and southwestward along Bedford Road to and 
northwestward along Powis Terrace to the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 16; then 
generally northwestward along the said 
boundary to the point of commencement. 

Ward 18 
Seaton 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9427 0890 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 7; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to and southward along the eastern boundary of 
Aberdeen City Council to NG Ref NJ 9546 
0791; then westward in a straight line to and 
southwestward along Linksfield Road to and 
northward along King Street and the western 
boundary of Electoral Ward 17 to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 19 
Kittybrewster 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9170 0832 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 15; then 
generally eastward along the said boundary to 
and southeastward along the western boundary 
of Electoral Ward 16 to the junction of Powis 
Terrace and Ashgrove Road; then 
southwestward and westward along the said 
road to and northward along Westburn Drive to 
and westward along Cairncry Road to the 
eastern boundary of EW 10; then northeastward 
along the eastern boundaries of Electoral Wards 
10 and 9 to the point of commencement. 

Ward 20 
Stockethill 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9136 0775 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 19; then 
eastward and southward along the said boundary 
to the junction of Westburn Drive and Ashgrove 
Road; then southward along Westburn Drive to 
and westward along Westburn Road to and 
northwestward along Forresterhill Road to and 
southwestward along Ashgrove Road West to 
the eastern boundary of EW 14; then 
northeastward along the eastern boundaries of 
Electoral Wards 14, 12 and 10 to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 21 
Berryden 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9243 0747 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 19; then 
northeastward along the said boundary to and 
southeastward along the western boundary of 
Electoral Ward 16 to where Powis Terrace 
crosses the Aberdeen/Inverness railway line; 
then southeastward along the said railway line to 
a point in line with Stafford Street NG Ref NJ 
9332 0721; then northeastward to and along 
Stafford Street to and southeastward along 
George Street to its junction with Powis Lane; 
then generally northeastward along Powis Lane 
to and southeastward along Powis Place and its 
continuation as Causewayend to a roundabout 
junction with Hutcheon Street, Gallowgate and 
West North Street; then southeastward along 
Gallowgate to and southwestward along Spring 
Garden to and southwestward along Maberly 
Street to a roundabout junction with Skene 
Square and Rosemount Place; then 
southwestward along the said place to and 
northwestward along Watson Street to its 
junction with Loanhead Place; then 
northeastward along the said place to its 

Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland - Third Statutory Review of Electoral Arrangements 



AppendixD 

junction with Loanhead Terrace; then 
northwestward along the said terrace to its 
junction with Westburn Road; then westward 
along Westburn Road to the eastern boundary of 
Electoral Ward 20; then northward along the 
said boundary to the point of commencement. 

Ward 22 
Sunnybank 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9322 0768 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 17; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to and southeastward along the western 
boundary of Electoral Ward 18 to the junction 
of King Street and Linksfield Road; then 
southeastward along King Street to and 
southwestward along Merkland Road to and 
southward along the Spital and its continuation 
as King's Crescent to and southwestward along 
Mounthooly to a roundabout junction with West 
North Street, Gallowgate and Causewayend; 
then southwestward to Gallowgate and the 
eastern boundary of EW 21; then generally 
northwestward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 23 
Pittodrie 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9426 0783 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 18; then 
generally eastward along the said boundary to 
and southward along the eastern boundary of 
Aberdeen City Council to NG Ref NJ 9555 
0694; then westward in a straight line to and 
southwestward along the Beach Boulevard to 
and northwestward along Links Road to and 
southwestward along Constitution Street to 
where it is crossed by a railway line; then 
northwestward along the said railway line to 
where it is crossed by Park Road; then 
southward along the said road and its 
continuation as Park Street to and 
northwestward along Summerfield Terrace and 
its continuation in a straight line to King Street; 
then northward along the said street to where it 
crosses a railway line; then northwestward along 
the said railway line to the eastern boundary of 
Electoral Ward 22; then generally northeastward 
along the said boundary to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 24 
Midstocket 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9103 0703 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 20; then 
generally eastward along the said boundary to 

and eastward, southeastward and southwestward 
along the western boundary of Electoral Ward 
21 to the junction of Watson Street and 
Rosemount Place; then westward along the said 
place to and southwestward along Wallfield 
Place to and northwestward along Craigie 
Loanings to and southwestward and 
northwestward along Craigie Park to its junction 
with Whitehall Road; then northwestward along 
the said road to and southwestward along 
Hamilton Place to and northwestward along 
Fountainhall Road to and southwestward along 
King's Gate to the eastern boundary of EW 14; 
then northward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 25 
Queens Cross 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9107 0605 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 24; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to the junction of Craigie Park and Whitehall 
Road; then southeastward along the said road to 
and southeastward along Prince Arthur Street to 
and eastward along Albyn Place and its 
continuation as Alford Place to its junction with 
Holburn Street; then southwestward along 
Holburn Street to and southwestward along 
Union Grove and its continuation as Cromwell 
Road to a roundabout junction with Seafield 
Road and Anderson Drive; then northwestward 
along Anderson Drive to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 26 
Gilcomston 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9251 0622 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 24; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to and northeastward along the southern 
boundary of Electoral Ward 21 to Richmond 
Street; then southeastward along the said street 
to Leadside Road; then northeastward along the 
said road to its junction with Rosemount 
Viaduct; then southeastward along Rosemount 
Viaduct to and southwestward along Skene 
Street to and southwestward along Summer 
Street to its junction with Union Street; then 
southwestward along the said street to the 
eastern boundary of EW 25; then generally 
northwestward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 
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Ward 27 
Langstane 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9319 0660 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 21; then 
northeastward along the said boundary to the 
junction of Maberly Street and Charlotte Street; 
then southeastward along Charlotte Street to and 
southwestward along John Street to and 
southeastward along North St. Andrew Street 
and its continuation as Denburn Road to its 
junction with Union Street; then southwestward 
along Union Street to and southeastward along 
Bridge Street and its continuation as College 
Street and South College Street to its junction 
with Wellington Place; then southwestward 
along Wellington Place to and southward along 
Crown Street to and westward along Springbank 
Terrace and its continuation as Willowbank 
Road to its junction with Holburn Street; then 
northeastward along Holburn Street to the 
eastern boundary of EW 25; then northeastward 
along the said boundary to the southern 
boundary of EW 26; then generally 
northeastward and northwestward along the 
southern and eastern boundaries of EW 26 to 
the point of commencement. 

Ward 28 
Castlehill 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9370 0680 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 21; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
and the southern boundaries of Electoral Wards 
22 and 23 to and southeastward along the 
eastern boundary of Aberdeen City Council to 
and southwestward along the River Dee to NG 
Ref NJ 9467 0546 on Victoria Bridge; then 
northwestward along the said bridge and 
continuing northwestward along Market Street 
to and southwestward along Palmerston Road to 
a point in line with Wellington Place NG RefNJ 
9428 0562; then southwestward in a straight line 
to the said place and the eastern boundary of 
Electoral Ward 27; then generally 
northwestward along the said boundary to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 29 
Hazlehead 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8774 0611 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 8; then 
northeastward along the said boundary to and 
generally eastward along the southern boundary 
of Electoral Ward 13 to and generally 
southeastward, southwestward, northeastward, 
southeastward and northeastward along the 

southern boundary of EW 14 to and 
southeastward along the western boundary of 
Electoral Ward 25 to the junction of Anderson 
Drive and Queen's Road; then generally 
westward along the said road to and 
southeastward along Springfield Road to a point 
in line with the northern curtilage of No 173 
Springfield Road; then southwestward to and 
along the said curtilage to and continuing 
southwestward along the rear curtilages of Nos. 
2-20 Springfield Place to a field boundary at NG 
Ref NJ 9064 0499; then northwestward, 
westward, southward and southwestward along 
field boundaries to a footpath to the north of 
Macaulay Drive; then southwestward along the 
said footpath to and continuing southwestward 
and southeastward along a footpath to the north 
of Pinewood A venue and Pinewood Road to 
Countesswells Road at NG Ref NJ 9022 0434; 
then westward along the said road to an 
unnamed road at NG Ref NJ 8808 0431; then 
northward along the said road to a point in line 
with a field boundary at NG RefNJ 88040461; 
then eastward to and northeastward along the 
said field boundary to a field boundary at NG 
Ref NJ 8806 0461; then generally 
northwestward along the line of field boundaries 
to NG Ref NJ 8789 0523 and the track running 
through Hazelhead Park; then northwestward 
along the said track to NG Ref NJ 8780 0557 
and the path leading to the A944 road; then 
northward along the said path to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 30 
Peterculter 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 8225 0422 where 
the western boundary of Aberdeen City Council 
crosses the B979 road; then southeastward along 
the said road to an unnamed road at NG Ref NJ 
8303 0250; then northeastward and generally 
southeastward along the said road to and 
eastward along Culter House Road to its 
junction with a track at NG RefNJ 8413 0159; 
then southeastward along the said track to an 
unnamed road at NG Ref NJ 8438 0134; then 
southeastward along the said road to and 
southwestward along North Deeside Road to its 
junction with Pittengullies Brae; then generally 
southeastward along the said brae to the 
southern boundary of Aberdeen City Council; 
then generally southwestward, northeastward, 
northwestward, northward and southeastward 
along the southern and western boundaries of 
Aberdeen City Council to the point of 
commencement. 
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Ward 31 
Murtle 

Conunencing at NG Ref NJ 8403 0641 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 8; then 
eastward along the said boundary to and 
southeastward along the western boundary of 
Electoral Ward 29 to where it meets 
Countesswells Road at NG RefNJ 8808 0431; 
then westward along the said road to its junction 
with an unclassified road at NG Ref NJ 8732 
0428; then southeastward along the said road to 
a point in line with a footpath at NG Ref NJ 
8796 0367; then southwestward along the said 
footpath to a point on the northern curtilage of 
the International Baptist Church at NG Ref NJ 
8789 0326; then northeastward along the said 
curtilage to and continuing northeastward and 
southeastward along the northern and eastern 
curtilages of Cults Primary School to Earlswells 
Road; then northeastward along the said road to 
and southeastward along Cairnlee Road East to 
and southwestward along Cairnlee Avenue East 
to its junction with Cairn Crescent; then 
generally southeastward along the said crescent 
to and southwestward along Manse Road to and 
southeastward along Cairn Road to its junction 
with North Deeside Road; then northeastward 
along the said road to and southeastward, 
southwestward and southeastward along West 
Cults Road and its continuation as a track to NG 
Ref NJ 8915 0208; then southeastward in a 
straight line to the southern boundary of 
Aberdeen City Council at NG Ref NJ 8931 
0187; then southwestward along the said 
boundary to and northwestward along the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 30 to and 
northeastward along the western boundary of 
Aberdeen City Council to the point of 
conunencement. 

Ward 32 
Cults 

Conunencing at NG Ref NJ 8808 0431 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 29; then 
eastward along the said boundary to a point in 
line with the rear curtilage of No 223 
Countesswells Road; then southeastward to and 
along the said rear curtilage and continuing 
southeastward along the rear curtilages of Nos. 
221 and 219 Countesswells Road, Nos 51-13 
Airyhall Crescent, No 27 and No 25 Airyhall 
Avenue and the southern curtilage of No 176 
Craigton Road to Craigton Road; then 
northeastward along the said road to and 
southeastward along Springfield Road to and 
southwestward along North Deeside Road to a 
point in line with a field boundary at NG RefNJ 
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9097 0366; then southeastward to and along the 
said boundary and its continuation 
southeastward along the rear curtilages of Nos. 
138-152 Deeside Gardens to NG Ref NJ 9103 
0349 on the Old Deeside Line Walk; then 
southwestward along the said walk to a point in 
line with a field boundary at NG Ref NJ 9088 
0340; then southeastward to and along the said 
boundary to and eastward along Garthdee Road 
to a point in line with the eastern curtilage of 
East Lodge at NG Ref NJ 9097 0324; then 
southeastward to and along the said curtilage 
and continuing southeastward along the western 
curtilage of Grays School of Art to a drain at 
NG RefNJ 91120292; then eastward along the 
said drain to and generally southwestward along 
the southern boundary of Aberdeen City 
Council to and generally northwestward along 
the eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 31 to the 
point of conunencement. 

Ward 33 
Mannofield 

Conunencing at NG Ref NJ 9023 0435 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 29; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to and southeastward along the western 
boundary of Electoral Ward 25 to a roundabout 
junction with Anderson Drive and Cromwell 
Road; then southeastward along Anderson Drive 
to and southwestward along Great Western 
Road and its continuation as St. Johns Terrace to 
where it meets the eastern boundary of EW 32; 
then northwestward along the said boundary to 
the point of commencement. 

Ward 34 
Ashley 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9171 0509 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 25; then 
northeastward along the said boundary to and 
southwestward along the western boundary of 
Electoral Ward 27 to the junction of Holburn 
Street and Willowbank Street; then 
southwestward along Holbum Street to and 
northwestward along Holburn Road to a point in 
line with the southern curtilage of No 59 
Holbum Road; then southwestward to and along 
the said curtilage and continuing along the rear 
curtilages of Nos 8-110 Irvine Place to and 
northwestward along Pitstruan Place to and 
southwestward along Great Western Road to the 
eastern boundary ofEW 33; then northwestward 
along the said boundary to the point of 
commencement. 
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Ward 35 
Broomhill 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9104 0349 on the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 32; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
and the southern boundaries of Electoral Wards 
33 and 34 to NG RefNJ 9271 0498 in Pitstruan 
Place; then continuing southeastward along 
Pitstruan Place to and northeastward along 
Broomhill Road to and southeastward along 
Balmoral Place to and southwestward along 
Holburn Street to where it crosses the Old 
Deeside Line Walk; then southwestward along 
the said walk to the point of commencement. 

Ward 36 
Garthdee 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9088 0340 on the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 32; then 
northeastward along the said boundary and the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 35 to its 
junction with South Anderson Drive; then 
southeastward along the said drive to and 
southwestward along the River Dee and the 
southern boundary of Aberdeen City Council to 
and northwestward along the eastern boundary 
of Electoral Ward 32 to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 37 
Holburn 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9272 0498 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 34; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to a roundabout junction with Holburn Street, 
Great Southern Road and Fonthill Road; then 
eastward along Fonthill Road to and 
southwestward along Whinhill Road to and 
southward along Great Southern Road to where 
it crosses the River Dee; then southwestward 
along the said river to and generally northward 
along the eastern boundaries of Electoral Wards 
36 and 35 to the point of commencement. 

Ward 38 
Duthie 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9323 0548 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 27; then 
generally eastward along the said boundary and 
the southern boundary of Electoral Ward 28 to 
where it crosses the River Dee; then 
southwestward along the said river to and 
generally northwestward along the eastern 
boundaries of Electoral Wards 37 and 34 to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 39 
Torry 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9468 0546 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 28; then 
eastward along the said boundary to a point in 

·line with St. Fitticks Road NG Ref NJ 9571 
0557; then southeastward to and along the said 
road to and southwestward along Victoria Road 
to and southward along Mansefield Road to and 
southwestward along Balnagask Road to its 
junction with Oscar Road; then northward along 
the said road to a point in line with the rear 
curtilage of No 112 Polwarth Road; then 
westward to and northwestward along the rear 
curtilages of Nos 112-2 Polwarth Road and the 
continuation thereof in a straight line to the 
River Dee and the eastern boundary of EW 38; 
then generally northeastward along the said 
boundary to the point of commencement. 

Ward 40 
Tullos 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9357 0418 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 38; then 
generally northeastward along the said boundary 
to the southern boundary of EW 39; then 
southeastward and northeastward along the 
southern boundaries of Electoral Wards 39 and 
28 to and generally southward along the eastern 
boundary of Aberdeen City Council to a point in 
line with a track leading to Hareness Road NG 
Ref NJ 9641 0238; then northwestward to and 
along the said track to and northwestward along 
Hareness Road to a roundabout junction with 
Wellington Road and West Tullos Road; then 
northwestward along West Tullos Road to and 
northeastward along Great Southern Road to the 
point of commencement. 

Ward 41 
Kincorth West 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9246 0306 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 36; then 
northeastward along the said boundary and the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 37 to and 
southwestward along the western boundary of 
Electoral Ward 40 to a roundabout junction with 
Great Southern Road, West Tullos Road and 
Provost Watt Drive; then southeastward along 
the said drive to a point in line with the rear 
curtilages of Nos 2-64 Faulds Wynd; then 
westward to and generally southwestward along 
the said rear curtilages to and southwestward 
and southeastward along the northern and 
eastern curtilages of Nos 123 and 125 Kincorth 
Circle to Kincorth Circle; then northeastward 
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along Kincorth Circle to a point in line with the 
eastern curtilage of Margaret Clyne Court; then 
southeastward to and along the said curtilage to 
NG Ref NJ 9353 0334; then southeastward in a 
straight line to and southward along the eastern 
curtilage of Kincorth Academy to and eastward 
along Cairngorm Drive to and southward along 
Tollohill Square to NG RefNJ 9389 0305; then 
southeastward in a straight line to a field 
boundary at NG RefNJ 9407 0271; then 
southeastward along the said field boundary to 
and southwestward along Redmoss Road across 
an unnamed road and its continuation as a 
footpath to the A90 road; then southwestward 
across the said road to and along an unnamed 
road to the southern boundary of Aberdeen City 
Council; then generally northwestward along 
the said boundary to the point of 
commencement. 

Ward 42 
Kincorth East 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9358 0171 on the 
eastern boundary of Electoral Ward 41; then 
generally northward along the said boundary to 
and southeastward along the southern boundary 
of Electoral Ward 40 to and southwestward 
along the eastern boundary of Aberdeen City 
Council to a point in line with the path leading 
to Langdykes Road; then northwestward to and 
along the said path and the continuation thereof 
to Langdykes Road; then northwestward along 
Langdykes Road to and southwestward along 
Wellington Road to a point in line with an 
unnamed road at NG Ref NJ 9419 0146; then 
generally northwestward along the said road to 
the point of commencement. 

Ward 43 
Loirston 

Commencing at NG Ref NJ 9291 0091 on the 
southern boundary of Electoral Ward 41; then 
northeastward along the said boundary to and 
generally eastward along the southern boundary 
of Electoral Ward 42 to and generally 
southwestward, northwestward and northward 
along the eastern and southern boundaries of 
Aberdeen City Council to the point of 
commencement. 
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