
APPENDIX 5 
Falkirk Council 

 
Response to Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland 

 
Fifth Reviews of Electoral Arrangements 

 
Proposals for Councillor Numbers 

 
 
 General comments 
 
1. Falkirk Council welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Local Government 

Boundary Commission for Scotland Consultation on its proposals for councillor 
numbers both across Scotland and more particularly in relation to Falkirk Council.  
This consultation is being carried out as part of the Fifth Statutory Reviews of 
Electoral Arrangements which will take place between 2014 and 2016, to take effect 
at the Council elections due to be held in 2017. 

 
2. We participated in the Commission’s previous consultation on “Determining 

Councillor Numbers” in 2011 and are pleased to see that the Commission has 
accepted some of our comments. 

 
3. We accept that there is no reason to either increase or decrease the total number of 

councillors across Scotland to any great extent.  We welcome the use of a standard 
method which can be applied to all councils in determining councillor numbers and 
the reduction in the number of categories of councils which have been used to 
establish the number of councillors per council.  This was something which we 
suggested in our response to the previous consultation. 

 
4. We have no concerns about the change to using the population living outwith 

settlements of 3,000 population rather than 10,000 population as in the previous 
review.  In fact, in our response to the previous consultation in 2011 we stated “the 
criterion of the percentage of the population living outwith settlements of 10,000 
population also fails in some cases where the distances between a number of small 
towns is actually quite small and road connections are good.  Examples might be 
Clackmannanshire and East Lothian.” 

 
5. However, we have concerns about the way in which councils are now categorised.  

The previous method of categorisation was the density and distribution of population.  
The new method used in this consultation is based on deprivation and population 
distribution.  While we have no objection in principle to the inclusion of deprivation in 
the categorisation system, we are not convinced that it is entirely satisfactory. 

 
6. Looking at the results of the allocation of councillors, it appears that generally the 

councils which have gained elected members are those in Categories 1 and 2 – the 
most deprived categories, but this has been at the expense of those councils with 
less deprivation, including rural councils.  We do not object to more deprived areas 
having additional councillors, but our experience of the workload of councillors does 
not suggest that this should be at the expense of areas with less deprivation. 

 
7. Further, if it is considered that “deprivation is a reasonable indicator for a range of 

factors that impact on council services and the work of councillors”1, then it seems to 
us that it could be argued that areas within a council which are more deprived could 
be entitled to additional elected members.  This could mean an unequal distribution of 
the number of councillors across a council area which we believe would be 

1 Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland (2014) “Fifth Reviews of Electoral 
Arrangements: Guidance Booklet”, page 5, para 4.5. 

 1 

                                                      



inequitable.  Another option might be to make wards covering more deprived areas 
three-member, rather than four-member. 

 
8. While it could be argued that similar allowance should be made for more rural areas 

(as accounted for in the population distribution aspect of the categorisation of 
councils), we argued previously that the multi-member ward system of election allows 
that to be take into account in individual councils by making wards in more rural areas 
three-member rather than four-member wards. 

 
9. Another concern regarding the categorisation is that while it is stated that the 

“methodology is based on categorising each local authority in Scotland, and applying 
the same formula to all local authorities in a single category”2, in practice the two 
councils in Category 1 are treated separately.  While Inverclyde is allocated two 
additional councillors according to the calculation, the ratio of electors to councillors is 
so low for this category that Glasgow City has had the number of councillors allocated 
at 85 while the calculated number would be almost twice as many.  So in practice, 
Glasgow becomes a category on its own and Category 1 contains only one council.  
More like special cases than a category. 

  
Comments on the Falkirk Council case 

 
10. Having welcomed some of the results of the previous consultation as reflecting our 

views, we have concerns about the outcome of the new proposed method for 
determining councillor numbers and the effect which that has had on the proposed 
number of councillors for Falkirk Council 

 
11. Accepting that there will be no large change in the total number of councillors across 

Scotland, we note that in our response to the previous consultation we said “Falkirk 
Council is generally content with the number of Councillors which we currently have 
and would not wish to see any reduction in numbers given the responsibilities and 
expectations which currently exist.”  The current proposals would see a reduction in 
the number of councillors in Falkirk from 32 to 30. 

 
12. Given that both the population and the number of electors in Falkirk Council area 

have been increasing since the implementation of the multi-member ward system 
(see Table 1 below), we do not think that a reduction in the number of councillors is 
acceptable. 

 
Table 1: Population and electorate in Falkirk Council area  
Year Population Electors* 
2007 152,320 114,398 
2008 153,290 115,773 
2009 154,210 116,890 
2010 155,140 116,823 
2011 156,250 112,781 
2012 156,800 115,135 
Change 
2007-2012 + 5,680 + 737 

 * Total electors minus attainers 
Source: National Records of Scotland 

 
13. Regarding the deprivation variable included in the categorisation, in the case of 

Falkirk Council, which falls, correctly, into Category 3 in the Commission’s 
categorisation3, there is considerable variation across the council area in the number 
of areas which fall into the worst 15% in the 2012 Scottish Index of Multiple 
deprivation (SIMD).  Although the overall level of deprivation is low, Table 2 shows 

2 Ibid, page 5 para 4.7 
3 Ibid, page 6, Figure 2 
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how this varies across the current wards.  This would put two wards, Falkirk North 
and Falkirk South in Category 2 of the Commission’s categorisation. 

 
 Table 2 Deprivation by ward: 

Ward 
Population 

2012 
Population in worst 15% SIMD 2012 

No % 
Bo'ness & Blackness 15,470 817 5.3% 
Grangemouth 17,651 2,195 12.4% 
Denny & Banknock 18,428 1,253 6.8% 
Carse, Kinnaird & Tryst 19,506 829 4.2% 
Bonnybridge & Larbert 16,811 - - 
Falkirk North 19,955 3,242 16.2% 
Falkirk South 18,721 2,801 15.0% 
Lower Braes 14,489 627 7.0% 
Upper Braes 15,769 1,451 9.2% 
Falkirk Council area 156,800 13,215 8.4% 

 
14. Having made the above comments, the main reason for the reduction in the number 

of councillors in Falkirk from the present 32 to 30 is entirely due to the change in the 
ratio of electors to councillors in the category in which Falkirk Council falls.  The ratio 
has been increased from 3,500 in the last review to 3,800 in this review.  We can see 
no good reason for this increase.  There is no reduction in the responsibilities and 
workload of councillors, as was argued in our previous response.  Therefore there is 
no good reason to increase the burden on them by increasing the average number of 
electors whom they have to serve. 

 
15. In addition, the population of Falkirk has been growing, as mentioned above, and so 

the number of electors might also be expected to continue to grow, further increasing 
the burden on councillors. 

 
16. Using the previous ratio of 3,500 electors per councillor would give Falkirk 33 

councillors, only one more than at present.  We do not believe that such an increase 
would breach the requirement to keep the total number of councillors in Scotland to 
around the current level.  In fact, applying a 3,500 ratio to all the councils in Category 
3 (and continuing to apply the rule that no council’s number of councillors should 
change by over 10%) would result in 23 additional councillors overall.  Also, seven of 
the 12 councils in this Category had a ratio of 3,500 in the previous review so this 
change would result in the same ratio being used in both reviews. 

 
Conclusion 

 
17. Our response is that we do not accept that the number of councillors in the Falkirk 

Council area should be reduced from 32 to 30. 
 
18. We would request that consideration be given to decreasing the ratio of electors to 

councillors in Category 3 from 3,800 to 3,500 – the ratio which previously applied in 
Falkirk.  This would better reflect the continuing workload of councillors. 

 
19. Accepting a decreased ratio would give Falkirk 33 councillors which would take 

account of our growing population. 
 
20. If such an increase is not acceptable, then we would strongly urge the Commission to 

leave the number of councillors in our area unchanged at 32. 
 
 
 
 
 
Author: Jennifer Boag, Corporate & Neighbourhood Services, Falkirk Council 
Date: 12th March 2014 
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