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1. Background
1.1.

On 15th September 2017 The Local Government Boundary Commission for
England (hereafter referred to as “LGBCE”) notified the Chief Executive of the
Isle of Wight Council that the authority would be included in the Commission’s
programme of reviews for 2018 / 2019. The review commenced in December
2017, and on 24th April 2018, following conclusion of Part One of the review, the
LGBCE determined that the authority should continue to consist of 40 elected
members, which is unchanged since the previous review took effect in 2009.

1.2.

On 19th July 2018 the Isle of Wight Council (“the Council”) submitted a
comprehensive scheme of Electoral Divisions for the whole of the Council area
which produced 40 single-member Divisions, maintained the strong local links
between Town and Parish Councils and elected members of the Isle of Wight
Council, and which would have been within the tolerances determined by the
LGBCE which automatically trigger Further Electoral Reviews.

1.3.

On 4th September 2018 the LGBCE published their Draft Recommendations for
the Isle of Wight, which proposed a reduction to 39 elected members across 37
single-member Divisions and one two-member Division.

1.4.

This document is the response of the Council to those Draft Recommendations,
and whilst the Council agrees with the rationale behind the LGBCEs proposals,
there are some geographical areas where it considers the proposals to be
illogical, and in some cases harmful to community identity and cohesion.

1.5.

It is clear to the Council that, in the majority of cases, numerical electoral equality
seems to have been given greater weight in determining proposed boundaries
than either the interests and identities of local communities or the promotion of
effective and convenient local government, and it is considered that this
approach has led to a number of geographical areas being poorly served by the
proposed boundaries.

1.6.

This document highlights those areas where the Council is in agreement with the
LGBCE Draft Recommendations, and makes further recommendations for both
changes to proposed Division names and to the boundaries of Divisions in a
number of areas.

1.7.

The Council has also noted that in two instances the recently published
recommendations for revised Parliamentary boundaries will result in the
proposed Divisions of “Fairlee & Whippingham” and “Godshill” being split across
the two constituencies proposed for the Isle of Wight by the Boundary
Commission for England (BCE). The Council accepts that while the BCE and the
LGBCE operate to differing timescales and criteria, it also wishes to make the
point that a single Electoral Division may not be best served by also having two
Members of Parliament for different parts of the Divisions.

2. Summary
2.1.

The Council is recommending that the LGBCE amend their proposed boundaries
in the following areas:
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•
•
•
•
2.2.

Western Wight (Totland, Freshwater North and Freshwater South)
Ventnor and Wroxall
Ryde
The Bay area (Lake, Sandown and Shanklin)

The Council is requesting that the following Divisions have their names amended
as shown:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Totland” be known as “Totland and Colwell”
“Freshwater North” be known as either “Yarmouth” or “Freshwater North and
Yarmouth” (see detail in report)
“Brighstone” to be known as “Brighstone, Calbourne and Shalfleet”
“Niton” to be known as “South Wight Rural” or “Chale, Niton and Shorwell”
(see detail in report)
“Newchurch” to be known as “Newchurch and Havenstreet”
“Godshill” to be known as “Central Rural”
“Ventnor and Wroxall” to be known as “Ventnor West” and “Ventnor East and
Wroxall”
“Ryde Central” to be known as “Ryde Monktonmead”
“Ryde South West” to be known as “Haylands and Swanmore”
“Lake North” to be known as “Sandown and Lake West” (see detail in report)
“Sandown South” to be known as “Sandown and Lake East” (see detail)
“Lake South” to be known as “Lake South and Shanklin North” (see detail)

3. Proposed Totland, Freshwater North and Freshwater South Divisions
3.1.

Whilst the Council accepts that its proposal for the western part of the Isle of
Wight did not fully meet the numerical electoral equality criteria of the LGBCE, it
is, nonetheless, somewhat surprised by the Draft Recommendations which seem
to make a number of alterations to boundaries which are both illogical and
unwelcome.

3.2.

The LGBCE proposes three boundary changes between the Totland Division and
the two Freshwater Divisions, two of which partially cancel each other out
numerically, and provide for poor levels of community identity, which, as
articulated by one Isle of Wight Council member for the area, is best served
where boundaries are as coterminous as possible and the electorate are not
confused as to which electoral area they are in.

3.3.

The Draft Recommendations propose that part of Freshwater around the Avenue
Road area be moved into the Totland Division, whilst the Middleton area, which
has links to the village of Totland, be moved into the Freshwater South Division.
The Avenue Road area of Freshwater is the location of the majority of the shops
in Freshwater village, and the Council cannot understand on what rationale it was
considered sensible to move the business area of Freshwater into the Totland
Division.
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3.4.

The Council can, however, understand the numerical need for changes in these
three Divisions, and also accept that the Freshwater North Division needs to
expand eastwards in order to achieve better electoral equality, even though this
then bisects Shalfleet Parish Council, which is far from ideal.

3.5.

The Council propose that the boundaries in the Middleton and Avenue Road
areas be left where they are at present, and in order to achieve a higher degree
of electoral equality it proposes that an area of Freshwater North (around the
Golden Ridge area) be moved into Freshwater South, whilst an area of
Freshwater North, including the area to the north of Colwell Chine Road already
proposed by the LGBCE to be included in the Totland Division, be expand to
include the Brambles and Linstone Chine areas. The coastal areas of Totland
and Colwell have more in common with each other than they do with the bulk of
the Freshwater area, and the two coastal areas are linked not only by road, but
also by the coastal path running along the sea wall.

3.6.

These changes would achieve a good degree of electoral equality, and would
better serve local communities as the boundaries of Electoral Divisions and
Parish Councils would be much better defined. As part of these changes we
would request that the “Totland” Division be renamed “Totland and Colwell”,
whilst “Freshwater North” be renamed either “Yarmouth” (which is the preference
of the current elected member whose Division includes Yarmouth and Shalfleet),
or “Freshwater North and Yarmouth”.

3.7.

The proposals would produce the following electorates:
• Freshwater South
:3000 +1.63%
• Totland and Colwell :3003 +1.70%
• Yarmouth
:3091 +4.71%

3.8.

These proposals are shown on Map #1.

4. Proposed Brighstone, Niton, Godshill and Newchurch Divisions
4.1.

The Council accepts the proposals for all four of these Divisions, with the caveat
that it would prefer Shalfleet Parish Council not to be bisected by a Division
boundary. Wherever possible, the Council would prefer that numerically smaller,
rural, parishes are not bisected in this manner, as these Parish Councils will
typically work closely with the local member of the principle authority.

4.2.

The four Divisions are broadly acceptable in terms of boundaries, but the Council
would strongly recommend changes to the proposed Division names so that they
better reflect the communities in those areas, and not just the largest settlement.
As the proposed Godshill Division has a number of distinct communities, it is
proposed that this be simply known as “Central Rural”.
• “Brighstone” to be known as “Brighstone, Calbourne and Shalfleet”
• “Niton” to be known as “South Wight Rural”. Should this not be acceptable to
the LGBCE then the Council would accept “Chale, Niton and Shorwell”.
• “Newchurch” to be known as “Newchurch and Havenstreet”
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• “Godshill” to be known as “Central Rural”
5. Proposal Detail – Cowes Area
5.1.

The Council is content with the Draft Recommendations for the Cowes area,
which mirror the original submission made by the Council.

6. Proposal Detail – Newport Area
6.1.

The Council is content with the Draft Recommendations for the Newport area,
which mirror the original submission made by the Council.

7. Proposal Detail – Ventnor and Wroxall
7.1.

Whilst the Council is pleased to see the removal of the two-member Division in
the eastern part of the Island, the Council is dismayed to see that the LGBCE
have decided that this model of multi-member governance should be introduced
in the southern part of the Island. Given that the Council has previously made
strong representations in order to remove the existing multi-member Division it is
disheartening to see another one imposed on the electorate of the Island in order
to attempt to satisfy numerical equality over community identity.

7.2.

Given that the Council have accepted the need for higher levels of electoral
equality, we are proposing that the area covered by Wroxall Parish and Ventnor
Town Councils be divided into two single-member Divisions, with one Division
comprising of the whole of Wroxall Parish, the entirety of the existing polling
districts of JJ2 (Lowtherville) and II2 (Bonchurch), along with part of II1 (Ventnor
Parish East) and some properties in JJ1 (Ventnor Parish West). The second
Division would be comprised of the whole of the existing polling district of JJ3 (St
Lawrence) and the remainder of JJ1 (Ventnor Parish West) and II1 (Ventnor
Parish East). The proposed boundary is shown in Map #2.

7.3.

This proposal would not only preserve Wroxall as a single polling district, but
would also maintain a type of governance with which residents of the Ventnor
area will be familiar, whilst satisfying the need for electoral equality as far as is
reasonably possible.

7.4.

Wroxall and Lowtherville share some characteristics in terms of housing stock,
and, sharing the higher ground above the town of Ventnor they are linked by the
main road. The Wroxall and Bonchurch areas also share a boundary which runs
along the top of St Boniface Down, the highest point on the Island.

7.5.

As a result of these changes the Council suggest the names of “Ventnor West”
and “Ventnor East and Wroxall” for the two areas.

7.6.

The proposals would produce the following electorates:
• Ventnor West
• Ventnor East and Wroxall

:3094 +4.81%
:3242 +9.82%
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8. Proposal Detail - East Cowes, Osborne and Wootton Bridge
8.1.

The Council is content with the Draft Recommendations for the East Cowes,
Osborne and Wootton Bridge Divisions, which mirror the original submission
made by the Council.

9. Proposal Detail – Ryde area
9.1.

The Council accept the Draft Recommendations of the LGBCE for the Ryde area,
despite their deviation from the scheme that was originally proposed.

9.2.

However, by following the railway line, the eastern boundary of the proposed
Ryde Central Division divides both the railway station at St. Johns Road and the
floodplain of the Monktonmead Brook across the Division boundary. The
Monktonmead Brook is prone to flooding (due in part to culverting along Cornwall
Street), and the existing member for the area considers it important that all of the
floodplain area is contained within a single Division in order to better coordinate
works and responses to the problem. The Council agrees with this, and also
considers it sensible to have all the railway buildings and workshop sheds in the
one Division.

9.3.

The Council would also wish the northern part of the boundary between Ryde
Central and Ryde North East to be altered so that it includes the whole of the
swimming pool and canoe lake in Ryde Central. This would provide continuity
along the seafront as the road passes along the recreational facilities of the
bowling greens and the play area before turning to include these two waterbased activities and will also serve to equalize the frontage enjoyed by each
Division on the seafront.

9.4.

These proposed alterations do not affect any residential properties, and so the
projected electorates will not be altered.

9.5.

Finally, it has been suggested that the name of Ryde Central be changed to
“Monktonmead Village”. The Council accepts that this name does not fit with the
naming convention used in the rest of the Ryde area, and so would also ask the
LGBCE to consider “Ryde Monktonmead” as an alternative. The Council is also
requesting that “Ryde South West” be known as “Haylands and Swanmore”,
reflecting the names of the local areas in that Division.

9.6.

These proposals are shown on Map #3.

10. Proposal Detail - Brading, Nettlestone & Seaview, St. Helens and Bembridge
10.1. The Council is content with the Draft Recommendations for the Brading,
Nettlestone & Seaview, St. Helens and Bembridge areas, which mirror the
original submission made by the Council.
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11. Proposal Detail – The Bay Area
11.1. The original submission made by the Council to the LGBCE proposed a pattern
of Divisions which very closely reflected both community identities and parish
boundaries, and all of which were projected to be within the +/- 10% variance
from the electoral average to which the LGBCE has so very closely adhered.
Even allowing for the change in the number of elected members from 40 to 39,
the Council’s proposal would still have produced a pattern of Divisions which
were within the accepted percentage tolerance.
11.2. The Council was, therefore, very surprised to see that the Draft
Recommendations proposed wholesale changes in an area that does not warrant
them on the basis of either electoral equality or community identity. Elected
members and Lake Parish Council were very concerned that parts of Lake Parish
Council would be in Divisions which did not bear the name “Lake”, particularly the
coastal area, where Lake residents are rightly proud of their excellent beach and
waterside facilities.
11.3. As a result The Council is requesting that the LGBCE reconsiders its decision in
The Bay area, and that the original submission of the Council be looked at
afresh. The current boundaries of the existing two Lake and two Shanklin
Divisions serve the area very well, and not only are they familiar to the electorate,
but they are also (with the exception of Lake South) coterminous with the parish
boundaries. These existing four Divisions are also all within a tolerance of +/- 3%
when based on a 39 member Council.
11.4. If the LGBCE accept these proposals across the Lake and Shanklin Divisions
then the Council would also ask that the original Council proposal for Sandown
also be reconsidered, as the tolerances between the two existing Divisions of
Sandown North and Sandown South at -9.6% and -5.0% are within the 10%
tolerance.
11.5. Whilst the Council would strongly recommend that the original proposals be
reconsidered, it would, if the LGBCE are not minded to reconsider, ask that a
number of the proposed Divisions be renamed in order to better reflect both local
identities and geographical locations. Viz.:
• “Lake North” to be known as “Sandown and Lake West”
• “Sandown South” to be known as “Sandown and Lake East”
• “Lake South” to be known as “Lake South and Shanklin North”

***ENDS***
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Isle of Wight Council – Boundary Review
Additional Detail for Ventnor and Freshwater / Totland areas:
Additional Information for Section 3: Totland and Colwell, Freshwater North and
Freshwater South
Totland and Colwell
The following roads (or part roads) are in the area marked “A” on the original map,
and are to be added to the existing “Totland” division, to create the proposed
“Totland and Colwell” division:
Street Name
Colwell Chine Road
Chine Close
Colwell Close
Madeira Lane
Colwell Road
Martine Close
Heath Meadow
Birch Close
Monks Lane
Brambles
TOTAL

Electorate
35
19
4
76
95
37
3
8
144
9
430

The projected electorate for Totland is 2573, adding these 430 electors will produce
a total of 3003 (+1.7% above projected 2024 average with 39 councillors).

Freshwater South
The following roads (or part roads) are in the area marked “B” on the original map,
and are to be added to the existing “Freshwater South” division:
Street Name
Longhalves
Sunset Close
Collards Close
High Street
Highview
The Nurseries
Golden Ridge
TOTAL

Electorate
7
138
46
35
9
20
128
383

The projected electorate for Freshwater South is 2617, adding these 383 electors will
produce a total of 3000 (+1.6% above projected 2024 average with 39 councillors).

Additional Information for Section 7: Ventnor and Wroxall
Ventnor East and Wroxall
The proposed “Ventnor East and Wroxall” division is comprised of the entirety of the
following existing polling districts:
•

Existing N2: Wroxall – 1,434 electors

•

Existing JJ2: Lowtherville – 886 electors

•

Existing II2: Bonchurch – 384 electors

The following individual streets are added to the above to produce “Ventnor East and
Wroxall”:
Street Name
JJ1: Ocean View Road
II1: Mitchell Avenue
II1: St Boniface Road
II1: Madeira Road
II1: Madeira Vale
II1: Maples Drive
II1: Kings Bay Road
II1: Leeson Road

Electorate
74
109
106
180
14
33
15
7

TOTAL

538

The projected electorate for the whole of “Ventnor East and Wroxall” is 3242
(+9.82%).

Ventnor West
Ventnor West is composed of the entirety of the existing polling district of JJ3
(St.Lawrence) which is 578 electors, plus the remainder of polling districts JJ1 and
II1, which gives a projected electorate of 3094 (+4.81%).
The attached map shows the proposed boundary between the two proposed
divisions in more detail than that originally submitted.

