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pronounced. Consideration was given to a single ward across the waterfront but it would need to include properties
n assessing the degree of community cohesion between say Victoria Park and St. George’s Avenue there is none
accidentally meet in the shopping streets. So it is proposed to include Aycliffe in a ward that contains the town
e residents would look for services beyond the limited ones available in their community and the No61 bus takes
ectoral equality for a single member ward would mean splitting the closely grained street pattern in the current
and expanding to a 2 member ward, doing the same in the Tower Hamlets valley. It is therefore proposed to create
uth of the river up to and including Cherry Tree Avenue and Erith Street together with its cul-de-sac Herbert Street.
the St. James’ retail and hospitality development the Council is rebranding the existing shopping area as the Old
des the area and takes on this appellation together with Heights for the roads leading up and away from it which
also avoids confusion with previous names and disgruntlement at selected omissions. That means the St. Radigund’s side valley can be a
single member ward on its own with the central valley properties close to its mouth. The Maxton & Elms Vale polling district is already
close to the electoral equality required for a ward. Eaton Road is a conduit not a barrier and by upgrading the border to one between
wards rather than polling districts, combining all of the Eaton Road addresses into Maxton & Elms Vale improves on cohesion and
balance. Although the valley splits into two with housing divided by the Stepping Down spur they are connected by Church Road which
crosses the lower slopes. It is submitted that this option best meets the statutory criteria in this area. The two polling districts of
Buckland ward are divided by the strong boundary provided by the railway. The Buckland North polling district has a higher than
desirable level of electoral inequality for a ward but there is no part of the ward with a strongly delineable block of 300 electors which
could be moved to a neighbouring ward, the only alternative being to move out a larger group which would create a greater degree of
electoral inequality in the opposite direction. It is anticipated that beyond 2023 the rate of electorate change will be below the district
average which will reduce the level of inequality. Buckland Valley is preferred as a name that better distinguishes the area from others
with which the Buckland name is associated. The remainder of the properties north of the river constitute a proposed Castle Barton ward
which recalls the current Castle ward, most of which is included, and a pre 2000 Barton ward based on Barton Road and Barton School
which was largely coterminous with the balance of the area. The following table sets out the forecast electorates and variances: Buckland
Valley 3198 +10 Castle Barton (2) 5790 0 Maxton and Elms Vale 2870 -1 Priory Heights (3) 8946 +3 St. Radigund’s 3043 +5
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statutory assessment date but will be growing towards and then within the target within a few years. It is contended that in this
situation the community cohesion and delivering effective and convenient local government advantages of a single parish ward could be
said to outweigh the electoral inequality. If not, the neighbouring parish with which it has most in common, being closest to Dover and
having significant housing growth allocated at Connaught Barracks, is Guston. Doing this resurrects the pre 2000 Pineham ward. While
the parish that best fits with Whitfield is Guston the parish that best fits with Guston is St. Margaret’s at Cliffe which together make a
viable ward. Dropping at-Cliffe would make the St. Margaret’s and Guston a short enough name. If Guston has to go with Whitfield, St.
Margaret’s would need Ringwould and Ripple to have enough electors for a single member ward. That would leave Cornilo too small and
the only version of a 2 member Eastry ward would have to include Woodnesborough to have enough electors. Despite having two wards
outside the 10% variance target Pattern 1 is preferred on community cohesion and delivering effective and convenient local government
grounds over Pattern 2 which scores better on electoral equality. Pattern 1 SANDWICH (2) 6052 +4% Sandwich, Woodnesborough,
Sandwich Bay EASTRY & WORTH 2959 +2% Eastry, Worth village CORNILO 2719 -6% Northbourne, Tilmanstone, Sutton, Ripple,
Langdon, Ringwould village WHITFIELD (2) 4937 -15% Whitfield ST. MARGARET’S & GUSTON 2842 -2% St.Margaret’s-at-Cliffe, Guston
Pattern 2 SANDWICH (2) 5737 -1% Sandwich, Worth EASTRY RURAL (2) 5389 -7% Eastry, Woodnesborough, Tilmanstone, Northbourne,
Sutton, Langdon ST. MARGARET’S-AT-CLIFFE 2650 -9% Ripple, St. Margaret’s-at-Cliffe, Ringwould village PINEHAM (2) 5733 -1% Guston,
Whitfield
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all. Using current wards as potential examples what have Canute Road and Woodstock Road got in common in character or their residents in
lifestyle or issues; or Fiveways Rise and Freemens Way or Stockdale Gardens and Victoria Mews. It is therefore contended that the statutory
criteria would be best met if Deal is served by a pattern of single member wards. The railway is currently used as a ward boundary but the
electorate do not divide 4/9ths - 5/9ths either side of it. It is considered to be less of a barrier at the Walmer end where electors on the Deal
side believe themselves to be Walmer residents, encouraged by Royal Mail erroneously giving Sidney Road a Walmer address nd there being
Walmer Way and Walmer Gardens streets nearby. Therefore St. Richards Road addresses as far as the break in housing by the church and
recreation ground entrance and the roads to its south-west are included in a Walmer Station ward. The balance is made up of the existing
Upper Walmer parish ward up to and including Dover Road addresses and the cul-de-sacs which open onto it; Downlands, Hawksdown and
Lawn Road. Walmer station is central to the ward with Platform 2 actually in Deal. It is recognised this does not completely redress the
imbalance across the railway but no delineable block of residences has been identified to further improve it. Kingsdown clearly needs to be
warded with the part of Walmer which it abuts and although it creates an elongated ward it is considered that those properties facing the
beach and just behind it have a shared outlook and character that is different to the more uniform properties further back. All addresses
between Dover Road and the beach are therefore included in a Kingsdown & Walmer Beach ward. Dover Road addresses and those between it
and the railway form a Lower Walmer ward. That is a name marked on maps and recognised locally as having a focus on The Strand which is
also included and the properties behind, up to the proposed Lower Deal boundary. North Deal comprises the existing polling district AC1 plus
that part of AC2 north of the conservation area and beyond which residents are more likely to look for transport methods other than walking
to get to Deal’s central business district. Ark Lane addresses are in North Deal & Alfred Square and North Street in Lower Deal. Lower Deal
includes the balance of AC2 polling district, all of AC3 and for better electoral equality an enlarged Walmer Gladstone parish ward to include
properties north of North Barrack Road and all Gladstone Road addresses. Where Upper Deal and Middle Deal remain in common usage, Lower
Deal which was used to distinguish the beach fishing community and then what is now the town centre from the original settlement which is
now Upper Deal has fallen out of use it is still preferred over something more prosaic as a continuation of a ward name theme. At the 2000
review Sholden vehemently objected to inclusion of the village within a Deal ward but were amenable to the creation of a parish ward in the
Church Lane area which could be. The residents of the historic village area frequently protest at the encroachment of new housing connecting
to Church Lane onto their rural sensibilities. The new residents in their modern houses invariably only visit the village area to vote and feel a
greater affinity with Deal, there being no internal road access between the two parts of the parish. Royal Mail have not included Sholden in
their official postcode listing even where new roads are within that parish. Therefore those roads which connect only to Church Lane will
remain in a Middle Deal ward while the village area and separate New Road development are joined with Mongeham. It is noted that the
coastal part of Sholden will have no internal access to either ward, it only having an unrestricted road connection to North Deal. However the
population to too low to create a separate viable parish ward and it is proposed that the status quo is maintained with the coastal area being
in the Mongeham & Sholden ward. Prior to the 2000 review Great Mongeham parish was part of a ward that included the Mongeham Road and
St. Richard’s Road areas of Deal and prior to that it was included within the Municipal Borough of Deal. Indeed the 40% of parish electors in
the St. Francis Road area can only access the core village area by passing through the current Mill Hill ward. The parish boundary aligns with
Rectory Road and conveniently, using addresses facing this road as a boundary (including the large cul-de-sac Tormore Park which only has
access to Rectory Road) and then London Road from its junction with Rectory Road, produces electoral equality with strong boundaries. Great
Mongeham are protective of their Great but the main connecting road through the ward will be Mongeham Road where it’s in Deal parish, so
the shortened form has been adopted. The remaining part of Mill Hill ward needs to be further reduced to achieve electoral equality so Pilots
Avenue and its side roads and all Manor Road address are transferred to an Upper Deal ward. Also included are all of the current AB3 polling
district apart from the London Road properties transferred to Mongeham & Sholden and most of AB2 polling district but excluding Park Avenue
addresses and those beyond.. The remaining part of the Middle Deal & Sholden ward including the new estate parts of Sholden will form a new
smaller Middle Deal ward. That leaves the core Mill Hill area that was built by the owners of Betteshanger Colliery for their employees and
through the working men’s club and welfare club still retains a distinct identify even from the adjoining local authority housing built for those
in other occupations. The forecast electorates as at 2023 and variances are shown in the following table: North Deal 2806 -3 Lower Deal 2871
-1 Middle Deal 3180 +9 Upper Deal 3123 +8 Mill Hill 2754 -5 Mongeham & Sholden 2934 +1 Kingsdown & Walmer Beach 2834 -2 Lower
Walmer 2786 -4 Walmer Station 2890 0

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

all. Using current wards as potential examples what have Canute Road and Woodstock Road got in common in character or their residents in
lifestyle or issues; or Fiveways Rise and Freemens Way or Stockdale Gardens and Victoria Mews. It is therefore contended that the statutory
criteria would be best met if Deal is served by a pattern of single member wards. The railway is currently used as a ward boundary but the
electorate do not divide 4/9ths - 5/9ths either side of it. It is considered to be less of a barrier at the Walmer end where electors on the Deal
side believe themselves to be Walmer residents, encouraged by Royal Mail erroneously giving Sidney Road a Walmer address nd there being
Walmer Way and Walmer Gardens streets nearby. Therefore St. Richards Road addresses as far as the break in housing by the church and
recreation ground entrance and the roads to its south-west are included in a Walmer Station ward. The balance is made up of the existing
Upper Walmer parish ward up to and including Dover Road addresses and the cul-de-sacs which open onto it; Downlands, Hawksdown and
Lawn Road. Walmer station is central to the ward with Platform 2 actually in Deal. It is recognised this does not completely redress the
imbalance across the railway but no delineable block of residences has been identified to further improve it. Kingsdown clearly needs to be
warded with the part of Walmer which it abuts and although it creates an elongated ward it is considered that those properties facing the
beach and just behind it have a shared outlook and character that is different to the more uniform properties further back. All addresses
between Dover Road and the beach are therefore included in a Kingsdown & Walmer Beach ward. Dover Road addresses and those between it
and the railway form a Lower Walmer ward. That is a name marked on maps and recognised locally as having a focus on The Strand which is
also included and the properties behind, up to the proposed Lower Deal boundary. North Deal comprises the existing polling district AC1 plus
that part of AC2 north of the conservation area and beyond which residents are more likely to look for transport methods other than walking
to get to Deal’s central business district. Ark Lane addresses are in North Deal & Alfred Square and North Street in Lower Deal. Lower Deal
includes the balance of AC2 polling district, all of AC3 and for better electoral equality an enlarged Walmer Gladstone parish ward to include
properties north of North Barrack Road and all Gladstone Road addresses. Where Upper Deal and Middle Deal remain in common usage, Lower
Deal which was used to distinguish the beach fishing community and then what is now the town centre from the original settlement which is
now Upper Deal has fallen out of use it is still preferred over something more prosaic as a continuation of a ward name theme. At the 2000
review Sholden vehemently objected to inclusion of the village within a Deal ward but were amenable to the creation of a parish ward in the
Church Lane area which could be. The residents of the historic village area frequently protest at the encroachment of new housing connecting
to Church Lane onto their rural sensibilities. The new residents in their modern houses invariably only visit the village area to vote and feel a
greater affinity with Deal, there being no internal road access between the two parts of the parish. Royal Mail have not included Sholden in
their official postcode listing even where new roads are within that parish. Therefore those roads which connect only to Church Lane will
remain in a Middle Deal ward while the village area and separate New Road development are joined with Mongeham. It is noted that the
coastal part of Sholden will have no internal access to either ward, it only having an unrestricted road connection to North Deal. However the
population to too low to create a separate viable parish ward and it is proposed that the status quo is maintained with the coastal area being
in the Mongeham & Sholden ward. Prior to the 2000 review Great Mongeham parish was part of a ward that included the Mongeham Road and
St. Richard’s Road areas of Deal and prior to that it was included within the Municipal Borough of Deal. Indeed the 40% of parish electors in
the St. Francis Road area can only access the core village area by passing through the current Mill Hill ward. The parish boundary aligns with
Rectory Road and conveniently, using addresses facing this road as a boundary (including the large cul-de-sac Tormore Park which only has
access to Rectory Road) and then London Road from its junction with Rectory Road, produces electoral equality with strong boundaries. Great
Mongeham are protective of their Great but the main connecting road through the ward will be Mongeham Road where it’s in Deal parish, so
the shortened form has been adopted. The remaining part of Mill Hill ward needs to be further reduced to achieve electoral equality so Pilots
Avenue and its side roads and all Manor Road address are transferred to an Upper Deal ward. Also included are all of the current AB3 polling
district apart from the London Road properties transferred to Mongeham & Sholden and most of AB2 polling district but excluding Park Avenue
addresses and those beyond.. The remaining part of the Middle Deal & Sholden ward including the new estate parts of Sholden will form a new
smaller Middle Deal ward. That leaves the core Mill Hill area that was built by the owners of Betteshanger Colliery for their employees and
through the working men’s club and welfare club still retains a distinct identify even from the adjoining local authority housing built for those
in other occupations. The forecast electorates as at 2023 and variances are shown in the following table: North Deal 2806 -3 Lower Deal 2871
-1 Middle Deal 3180 +9 Upper Deal 3123 +8 Mill Hill 2754 -5 Mongeham & Sholden 2934 +1 Kingsdown & Walmer Beach 2834 -2 Lower
Walmer 2786 -4 Walmer Station 2890 0

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Lee Kettlewell

9 April 2018
Dear Madam/Sir
I am writing in response to the invitation by the LGBCE which stated that it needs
information from people and groups across Dover to help it to produce a new pattern of
wards to accommodate 32 councillors.
I attended the Dover District Extraordinary Council meeting held on 28 March as a
member of the public as I was aware that the Council was meeting to discuss the new
ward pattern proposals. The Agenda for this meeting was published on 19 March and
contained proposals that were radically different from those published previously. It is
therefore all the more disappointing that so little time was allowed for proper scrutiny by
elected councillors, the public and other interested parties like community group or parish
councils
In the council chamber the Tory majority Group claimed that they were being apolitical in
what they had put forward when that seemed to fly in the face of the facts. Keith Morris
said along the lines that he hoped the changes would lead to a blue coloured District for a
generation.
They would not countenance any changes to their proposals apart from changes to ward
names and they made no attempt to explain why they had decided to completely reject the
recommendations made in a considered report that was put to the Electoral Matters
Committee by the Democratic Services Manager.
The Tory majority on this committee put forward very different and in my opinion unjustified
and unnecessary politically motivated proposals which the aforementioned Officers had to
work up into proposals that met the LGBCE basis requirements with a view to electoral
equality in terms of numbers of voters per new wards.
I live in Middle Deal Ward and I a concerned by the proposal to completely redefine and
structure the ward boundaries. The existing boundary is well defined, centred around a
distinct community with churches, doctors surgery, community groups, the main secondary
school in Deal and is defined by a railway line which forms a strong natural boundary.
The proposed new South Deal and Castle Ward straddles the railway line and disrupts
the logic of North Deal ward in that it pares away part of the town centre including shops
and businesses that sit comfortably in the existing North Deal Ward.
The proposed new South Deal and Castle Ward removes the parish of Sholden and
places this within North Deal. Sholden has a clear linkage with the existing Middle Deal
ward, particularly since the building of many new homes in a substantial new housing
development adjacent to Church Lane. Also the main A258 road is the link with Deal town
centre and passes through Middle Deal from Sholden. There is no clear road link from the
new Sholden housing development adjacent to the A258 to the existing North Deal Ward.

Placing the parish of Sholden in North Deal ignores the strong natural boundary of the
railway line.
Furthermore a sizeable chunk of the existing Mill Hill Ward has been joined with the
existing Middle Deal Ward and this flies in the face of logic and common sense as well as
completely destroying a ward based on a sensible logical ward pattern. One based on a
strong, vibrant and essentially close knit working class local community. Its is a thinly
disguised attempt to gerrymander one’s political opponents electoral prospects and is not
at all justified as a sensible outcome of this ward patterns review.
The reason I feel so strongly about this and the other proposals for Deal is because the
original plans for Mill Hill, North Deal ,Middle Deal and Walmer made much more sense
and achieved the necessary and overriding need for electoral equality without breaking up
existing communities. The proposed Four new 2 member wards were well within the
permitted margins for electoral variance of + or – 10% at most.
I would therefore urge the Commission to consider the original District Officers’ proposals
for the wards as a whole in Deal and Walmer and to reject the unwarranted, unjustified ill
conceived and ill advised carve up that is the DDC’s final ward patterns for Deal and
Walmer. I am confident that once the Commission has examined all the evidence and the
submissions received they will do the right thing
I would now draw your attention to the remainder of the proposals for the Dover District.
More generally there are currently 21 wards including 8 three member wards. The need to
reconsider the ward boundaries for the first time since 2000 caused by the earlier decision
to reduce the total number of councillors from 45 to 32 could be achieved by reducing the
existing three member wards to two members wards. This would achieve a reduction of 8
with 5 more reductions to find. I would argue that this was achieved in the Officers’ original
report dated 21 February by making sensible changes to the largely rural wards.
With such a heavy reduction in councillors there is no real justification for having any three
member wards and this was the conclusion reached by the original report made by the
Officers with the exception of one ward St Radigunds ( more on which below.)
I would make the following observations on the following wards proposed by the Tory
group having voted it through the Council meeting
Eastry Rural
The DDC proposal makes sense in that it removes Sholden Parish from the original Officer
proposal dated 21 Feb and justified for the reasons I stated above i.e. Sholden is linked
with Deal and not Eastry but in doing this it then makes a less comfortable fit with Great
Mongeham Parishes which would be more sensibly linked within a newly created
Kingsdown Rural ward (see below) and Sutton by Dover Parish which arguably would
make some sense being included in a new Whitfield Rural Ward.
Whitfield Rural
The DDC proposal does not make any sense linking Ripple with Whitfield.
Ripple was originally in a huge ward with St Margaret’s at Cliffe but following the
understandable and reasonable suggestion to make St Margaret’s a separate single

member ward the inclusion of the parish of Ripple with Whitfield makes little sense as
looks to me like a classic example of a detached ward. There are no discernible
community links between Ripple and Whitfield whereas linking Whitfield with Guston and
East Langdon and Sutton by Dover parishes does make some sense in terms of transport,
employment shopping etc.
Walmer with Kingsdown Ward
Allied to the concerns about the proposed Whitfield Rural ward are the proposals to link
the rural community of Kingsdown with the more urban community of Walmer.
The original Officer proposals of 21 Feb suggested a much more sensible brigading of
Kingsdown parish with Ringwould Ripple and Great Mongeham parishes. All of which
made sense in terms electoral equality and these communities have more in common with
each other and with Deal as a town centre than Walmer or Whitfield particularity as
Walmer may simply be reduced from a three member to two members Ward which the
original officer proposals made crystal clear summarised from the extract below.
Ward Name: Walmer Number of Councillors: 2 Forecast Electorate (2023): 6,006 Electoral
Variance (2023): +3% Current Electorate (2017): 5,829 Electoral Variance (2017): +7%
Polling Districts: AA1 AA2 AA3* Parish Council(s): • Walmer Parish Council (Partial –
excludes AA4) Based on Parish Boundary? • No. This was also the case with the current
Walmer Ward
But what makes absolutely no sense is the addition of a the remainder of the existing Mill
Hill Ward (the other bit having been cast asunder and added to the proposed South Deal
and Castle Ward which I referred to and dealt with above).
Mill Hill and Walmer are distinctly separate communities separated by a natural boundary
the railway line and have two separate community and cultural identities. I am pretty sure
this can be seen for what is a crude attempt at gerrymandering.
Kingsdown Rural
I find the following logic contained in the Officers original proposal compelling:Extract from DDC officers original proposal dates 21 Feb.
“Ward Name: Kingsdown Rural Number of Councillors: 1
Forecast Electorate (2023): 2,608 Electoral Variance (2023): -4% Current Electorate
(2017): 2,608 Electoral Variance (2017): -10%
Polling Districts: PGM PRG PRK PRP
Parish Council(s): • Great Mongeham Parish Council • Ringwould with Kingsdown Parish
Council • Ripple Parish Council Based on Parish Boundary(s)? • Yes
Rationale: This proposed ward could have been combined with either the Whitfield Rural
or Kingsdown Rural wards to create either a 3 or 2 member ward respectively. However,
the geographic links as parishes bordering Deal persuaded officers as to the merits of
keeping this as a single member ward.”

The original proposals for a two member Walmer ward did make some consequential
adjustments to the existing North Deal Ward to comply with the requirement electoral
equality. I see the sense in this.
North Deal
As stated above North Deal does not sit logically with Sholden and the existing boundaries
of the sea and the railway line make eminent sense as does the strong community ties
binding North Deal together around the town centre covering the tourism, commercial and
leisure activities. This has served us well since the changes introduced in 2000. So
reducing from a Three to Two member ward with the adjustments referred to above seem
to make eminent sense.
Dover Town
With regard to the proposed wards covered largely by the Dover Town County Division put
forward by the DDC at the extraordinary Council meeting on 28 March I would make the
following comments:.
I can see the case for re-brigading wards in terms of electoral equality but believe that this
has been done at the expense of splitting or ignoring local communities with strong cultural
and historic identities.
Pier and Priory
It would probably make more sense to have one ward covering the entirety of the Port of
Dover so the officer original proposal for combing Town and Pier and Castle wards makes
more sense.
Maxton Elms Vale and Tower Hamlets
These are distinctive communities in valleys divided by large hills which form a natural
barrier and would be better served by separate single member wards.
Dover Town
I can see the good intentions in trying to tidy up representation of the Town Centre but it
comes at the expense of splitting existing communities as a necessity of striving for
electoral equality.
St Radigunds and Buckland
This proposal for a three member ward linking these two existing wards defies all logic and
flies in the face of the LG BCE guidance and common sense.
St Radigunds and Buckland are two distinctive communities built around the particular
geography of Dover and I would suggest that there is a strong case for a two member
ward for Buckland as set out in the DDC officer original proposal of 21 Feb see below.
Ward Name: Buckland Number of Councillors: 2
Forecast Electorate (2023): 5,537 Electoral Variance (2023): -5% Current Electorate
(2017): 5,529 Electoral Variance (2017): +2%

Polling Districts: BC1 BC2
Parish Council(s): • Dover Town Council Based on Parish Boundary(s)? • Yes – Wholly
within the Dover Town Council Area Street Changes: • None. County Division: • Dover
Town
Rationale: The current ward of Buckland remains unchanged as it provides for a good
degree of electoral equality with the reduction from a 3 to 2 member ward. Name Rationale:
In keeping with the technical guidance issued by the LGBCE where a ward remains largely
unchanged the existing ward name has been retained.
And this would leave a single member ward for the community of St Radigunds based on
the existing ward boundaries.
This concludes my comments and thank you for taking the time to read this submission.
I look forward to seeing your draft recommendations for new electoral arrangements in
June 2018 as the next stage of this process. I understand that public consultation on the
draft recommendations is scheduled to take place between June 2018 and August 2018
I am sure that I and other residents will then wish to have their say after you have
published your draft recommendations which I am sure will be based on an objective and
politically neutral assessment of all the evidence put before you.
Lee Kettlewell

Dover District
Personal Details:
Name:

JANET kING

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
From: Janet King
. I would like to comment on the statement that "Ward
patterns should, as far as possible - reflect community interests and identities and
boundaries should be identifiable." It seems to me the boundary lines have been redrawn without taking into account the intertwining of the two communities of the villages
of Eythorne and Elvington. They share the Primary School (federated with Shepherdswell
Primary School), the Parish Council, the Parish Church, the Heritage and Community
Centre, the Welfare Sports Ground, the Resource Centre and two other churches. The two
villages are within easy walking distance of each other and I have family living in
Elvington. With regard to the statement, "The electoral arrangement should promote
effective and convenient local government and reflect the electoral cycle of the council",
should voters in one ward have an issue they wish to raise but it is regarding something
in the other ward, to which Councillor to they go? Ironically, the dividing of the two
communities will result in the doubling up of Councillors serving our community. Janet
King
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

barry knight
08 April 2018 11:54
reviews
Fw: Dover electoral review.

----- Forwarded message ----From: barry knight
>
Sent: Sunday, 8 April 2018, 11:45:43 GMT+1
Subject: Dover electoral review.

Dear Sir / Madam,
Please add my disapproval of Ripple becoming part of Ward Six - Whitfield Rural.
Ripple is linked to the parishes of Sutton, St Margaret's Kingsdown and Ringwould
through the parish of the Cornilo Churches plus a rural community magazine and
other benefits, the only thing that is common with Whitfield is the litter left in our lanes
from the fast food outlets there.
Yours Sincerely,
Mr. B. Knight
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Dover District
Personal Details:
Name:

lawrence knight

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am a former Dover District Councillor for Aylesham. Prior to the 2000/2001 boundary changes
Aylesham was a stand alone "Ward" Although I could see the purely geographical reason to the
include Nonington ( a totally different community and Parish Council - formerly Noningstone Ward- )
- no community relationship whatsoever. The agreed 32 Councillors makes it extremely difficult in
Rural areas to put together a serviceable mix of diverse communities. Aylesham and Elvington are
the only specific Socio- economic working class areas in the rural Dover District. The main problem
for residents and organisations is understanding the mean average of 5800 plus or minus 10%
making up a 2 member ward. As a former Councillor there are immense difficulties representing a
large, geographical rural ward as opposed to a tight Urban/ Town. In Dover, Deal and Sandwich
there is a single Town Council, as in extended rural wards maybe 2/3 Parish Councils or in a worst
case scenario split Parishes/ Wards. Rural Residents are entitled to best practice in Democratic
representation , Councils are not Public Limited Companies. The real problem on the 5800 + or 10% is predicting in Aylesham the speed of the housing development from 500 completions now
to1200 plus in a 5-10 year period. It is entirely feasible depending on demand that 1000 units will
be completed by 2023. If this is so then it will take the Ward to the very maximum of 10% plus. I
like the Ward Councillors and Aylesham Parish Council believe at best the current Ward should be
left as it is. Any decent organisation works on a 5 year plan and revises its targets annually on the
basis of progress. Predicting future trends in the speculative housing market is very much market/
economy driven at present , I believe that is an unsustainable model and the actual demand for
decent housing far out ways conservative policies. Conclusion , the present ward should stay as it is
and if there is an insistence that the current figure of 5800 has to be met then Elvington has to be
considered.
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Dover District
Personal Details:
Name:

lawrence knight

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have just been given these figures for the Aylesham Housing development , that it is
likely that the 1200 unit figure will be completed by 2023/2024 and that the Dover
District Council officers has underestimated this figure in the current timetable. This lack
of statistical information puts members of the Public at a disadvantage in being able to
comprehensively comment on changes that will affect rural communities in the future.
This lends credibility to the view that Aylesham needs to be a 2 member stand alone
ward .
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Lansdell
06 April 2018 11:59
reviews
Review Officer Dover

Dear Sir/Madam
Having read the letter from Mr Keith Morrison, the chair of Ripple Parish Council, sent to The Review Officer,
Local Government Boundary Commission for England, dated 28/03/2018, I can only agree with every point he
made..
Ripple is so different to Whitfield in every respect, the needs and representation of one would be entirely different
to the other.
The logical requirements and Council connections to Ripple should obviously be similar to small rural parishes close
to it as listed by Keith Morrison.
At 74 I can walk to Deal town center in less than 30 minutes,
if I could make it without getting knocked down, it would take 2 hours to Whitfield, it makes sense to be linked to
Deal and the surrounding villages in every respect.
I ask you please don't change things just for the sake of change or your own convenience, as seems so frequently
done now.
Regards Paul Lansdell
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Dover District
Personal Details:
Name:

Anne-Marie Martin

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am writing to object to the proposed boundary changes put forward by Dover District Council
(DDC) about Ringwould and Kingsdown. I am a resident of Kingsdown Parish, Firstly I believe the
process to be undemocratic. The decisions by DDC were only agreed on 28 March, and have not
been conveyed the residents. I found out about them quite by chance and find that residents must
respond by 9 April. This is a very short timescale. There has been no announcement or consultation
with the public. No one from DDC, not even our elected representative, has bothered to explain
what is proposed and why. Ringwould and Kingsdown have long been in the same parish and are an
integral part of our community. The two villages are managed by the same parish council, and
share a primary school called Kingsdown and Ringwould Church of England Primary school. There is
a church in each village, the Ringwould church dating from the 12th century. Kingsdown’s church is
newer, dating from 1850 when the village was just a hamlet. They have had the same rector for
many years. Recently these two churches have combined with Ripple and Sutton churches to form a
new ecclesiastical parish, called Cornillo. DDC is trying to link Kingsdown with Upper Deal Mill Hill
and west parts of Walmer. These are urban or suburban areas, with which we have little in
common. It is not a natural association. Ringwould is part of our community, and we do not want
to lose it. Ringwould is being hived off, in the DDC proposal, to a Whitfield Rural area. Whitfield is
a suburb of Dover and has nothing in common with Ringwould. Ringwould has always been
associated with Kingsdown, and its nearest larger shopping area is Deal, not Dover. As rural
villages, we have a lot in common with those nearby. We believe that the officers at DDC
recommended a new ward of Kingsdown, Ringwould, Ripple and Great Mongeham, with one
councillor. This seems a more suitable and logical proposal. It is very difficult to see why the council
did not accept this recommendation. Please stop and reconsider before you break apart a long
standing rural community.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Mayne
02 February 2018 11:23
reviews
Dover District boundaries

Dear Sirs,
I recommend that Castle Ward's SW boundaries be changed
from Castle Avenue and Godwynne Road to Frith Road and
Charlton Green/Maison Dieu (A256).
This recommendation is based on the area involved being
commonly thought of as belonging to Castle Ward. The homes
are of a similar age and different than those of Tower Hamlets
Ward, to which the area now belongs. There is a significant
difference in the identities between the 2 wards.
I own the leasehold for 3 flats on Salisbury Road, which is in this
area, and when I lived in one of them for a few years was really
surprised to find I was classed as being in the Tower Hamlets
Ward for voting. I have also had to point out to local estate
agents that this area is in Tower Hamlets Ward and they have
been similarly surprised - as they commonly advertise it as being
in Castle Ward. They said their vendors would be unpleasantly
surprised to learn this, as Tower Hamlets does not give the same
selling prestige impression that Castle Ward does.
Also, my wife and I lived in Lydden for a few years and it could
make sense that Lydden and Temple Ewell Ward be extended to
include Eythorne and Shepherdswell Ward and possibly all or
parts of River Ward.
As a further point, it always strikes me as anomalous that
Whitfield extends to include part south of the A2. The areas north
and south of the A2 are substantially different in character. Also,
the division between Whitfield and Buckland in the area opposite
1

the large school on Melbourne seems quite arbitrary and does
not reflect the similarity and ages of the homes on both sides.
The proposed new homes to be built in Whitfield should form part
of the decision respecting its boundaries.
Sincerely,
Brian Mayne,
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jane Mead
08 April 2018 10:50
reviews
Dover District Council Boundary Review

Dear Sir or Madam

I read an article in my local press about the boundary review this week, which led me to do some further
research to find out what was going on in my ward ‐ North Deal.

I was shocked to discover that the District Councillors led by the Conservatives have ignored an impartial
review carried out by officers of the council and have instead voted through their own proposals.

The proposals drawn up by DDC officers, whilst I don't necessarily agree with every detail, are at least
impartial and largely reflect Boundary Commission guidelines. The proposals voted drawn up and voted
through by DDC councillors do no such thing and blatantly manipulate the ward boundaries to increase the
chances of Conservative councillors winning seats.

I will restrict my comments to my own ward ‐ currently North Deal. The current boundaries clearly reflect
the historical, social and cultural background. The current ward includes the town centre and has two
natural boundaries ‐ the seafront and the railway line. The community of North Deal is urban and includes
the majority of town centre businesses. Our current councillors have garnered expertise in issues around
planning and managing social concerns associated with a concentration of businesses such as betting
shops, pubs etc.

The DDC councillors' proposals ignore this and split divide North Deal ward into two ‐ this also splits the
town centre down the middle. The proposals link the southern end of the ward (including my address)
with the Mill Hill area to become part of the Middle Deal ward. The area where I live has very little in
common with the Mill Hill area, either culturally, socially or historically. Mill Hill is a residential area
formed largely from former mining communities and has a distinct identity, very different from the town
centre area.

DDC councillors propose to link the northern segment of North Deal Ward with the village of Sholden to
form a new ward 'North deal with Sholden'. The very fact that they have had to come up with a new name
for the ward demonstrates the distinct nature of the two communities and underlines the fact that they
have very little in the way of natural links. Sholden was a village and now has a large development of new
housing ‐ it is, like Mill Hill (see above) very different from the town centre community represented by the
existing North Deal ward.

1

Maintaining the current North Deal ward boundaries, or something close to them, aligns with Boundary
Commission guidelines by reflecting 'the identities and interests of local communities.....which will not
break local ties'. DDC councillors proposals clearly don't meet this guideline.
The DDC councillors proposals ignore local community ties, natural boundaries and historical and cultural
context to create two new wards, increasing the chances of Conservative Councillors winning the seats at
the expense of dividing a strong and existing community.
Although I have restricted my comments to my own ward, similar observations apply to other boundary
changes in the councillors proposals. I urge you to recognise the blatant political manipulation that the
councillors have applied to this process and to consider the impartial review carried out by the officers of
the council ‐ a much more balanced exercise which reflects local needs and context.
Yours faithfully

2

5th May 2018
Dear Sir/Madam
Public Consultation Proposed Ward Six Dover District – Comments & Observations
As invited I am writing in response to your public consultation on proposed new wards for east Kent
and specifically your proposed Ward Six Whitfield Rural Ward.
Firstly I have to say the process of proposed wards and their structures has been far from
transparent and has hardly captured the public’s imagination and there is a real probability that the
District Council will endeavour to drive the various propositions based on various political scenarios
rather than what is best for the electorate. I should say I write as a private individual but I also have
the pleasure of being the Chairman of Ripple Parish Council, our collective response will follow in the
next few days.
I understand that DDC did have an early proposal for a ward Kingsdown Rural which perfectly
reflects the wishes of the various Parish Councils and the electorate those councillor’s represent
being that they were “communities probably have more in common and more obviously a
community and other connections with Deal than Whitfield”. For some reason this has been
dismissed out of hand and now a totally illogical relationship between local parishes and the Dover
conurbation of Whitfield has been linked. It reflects neither historical, cultural, economic or
demographic relationships with the rural communities you have included and is in that sense the
worst kind of administrative boundary created for the purposes of either the boundary commission
or DDC not in any way designed to best serve the broader electorate of Dover and Deal.
Historically Ripple has always looked to our neighbouring parishes as sensible partners. We are all
rural agriculturally based economies, with similar aged demographics, mixed politically and socially
but all facing similar rural based issues. Linking us to one of the fastest growing suburbs of Dover,
namely Whitfield will pit rural and none rural residents, hugely different demographics and
economic focus against each other with the proposed two District Councillors having to be all things
to all men and women but inevitably having to respond to the electoral core of their Ward namely
Whitfield, especially when the 1250 new homes for that town are finished. The rural villages will be
much the worse for that form of democratic representative, urban focussed, lacking knowledge or
sympathy for rural villages and their population and massively diverse needs and aspirations for the
future of east Kent.
I implore the Commission to revisit the proposals for Kingsdown Rural, if change the status quo you
must, but whatever happens matching a village like Ripple in the same ward as Whitfield serves
none of the electorate well and is a hash and an unnecessary one at that!
Yours sincerely
Keith G Morrison

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ufuk Ozaktanlar
08 April 2018 23:21
reviews
Ward changes Aylesham

Sent from my iPadDover
Cllrs want to take away Elvington village from Eythorne ward, and put it into Aylesham ward just for political
reasons. The Conservatives want to make Eythorne a safer ward for them by moving Elvington because Elvington is
mostly Labour – this is wrong. .

This should not be allowed to happen – Elvington is joined on to Eythorne and they are all part of the one
community and Parish Council – not right to take out Elvington, and make the Parish divided between two wards.
Elvington uses all the Eythorne community services – it doesn’t use Aylesham’s – doesn’t make sense.

There will be enough voter numbers in Aylesham without doing this – nearly 1300 houses are being built ‐ 500 are
up already. DDC got the numbers of houses wrong. DDC says it started in 2007 but nothing happened at all until
2013 – roads and sewers etc came first and then the houses started in 2014. Now around 500.

By the time the whole lot are built by 2023 there would be enough voters to meet the 2900 per Councillor goal. And
anyway you can add or take away 10% . DDC voter numbers are wrong when they say 800 increase only. This has
happened already with the first 500 homes already there today and there are another 700 plus houses to go. It will
be around 2200 extra voters by 2023

So Aylesham should be left alone on its own and Elvington should be left in Eythorne and Shepherdswell etc where it
belongs.

Ufuk Ozaktanlar
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JONES SUSAN
09 April 2018 11:45
reviews
Response to Dover District boundary changes consultation

Response to the boundary consultation, reference Dover District St. Radigunds Ward.
As a resident of St. Radigunds Road for 25 years and a serving Councillor for both the Town and District councils for
10 years I wish to put the case for St. Radigunds not being merged with Buckland ward as outlined in the Dover
District Councils proposal.
The ward is named after the medieval abbey ruins in the rural area at its far end, a recognised heritage asset. The
main residential areas sit in a valley defined by Coombe Down to the North, a designated Local Nature reserve to the
south, an industrial estate where the valley starts to narrow to the West and across the Dour Valley floor in the East
to the main vehicular thoroughfare into Dover, the A256. The upper ward, as it is referred to, developed from one
road of Victorian properties during the 20th century as family Council housing to replace town slums but is now a mix
of private, social and rented properties. It is served by the St. Radigunds Community Centre at the top of the valley
development, which houses a Surestart Centre (which delivers much needed family services and community events),
a primary school within walking distance of all of the upper ward and St. Andrews church at the lower end of the
valley. There is an active residents association, St. Radigunds Residents Association which serves the upper ward. A
distinct retail area from Cherry Tree Avenue down to the boundary with Tower Hamlets Ward on the London Road,
again within walking distance provides a mix of shops including a post office, convenience and independent stores,
hairdressers, fresh food and an Aldi supermarket. When Dovorians get on the local bus to attend the hospital
situated within the ward, they will say they are going to St. Radigunds, they identify with the name and this has
created a tight knit, proud community who socialise together through the community centre, school and 2 former
working men’s clubs in the ward. Generations of families have lived here and offspring will look to remain near their
parents when they set up home. This part of the ward does have complex social needs which 3 members across a
massive amalgamated ward with Buckland would struggle to serve. The bus service does not link the 2 wards and
there is no obvious reason for residents to cross into the other ward.
The lower ward from the A256 London Road across the river valley floor to the A256 Buckland Avenue does struggle
to identify itself with the valley development as it is separated by a railway line and the A256 road and is primarily
Victorian 2 and 3 storey terraces. These families are more likely to attend the other primary school in the ward,
Barton. Though they will use the same parade of shops and church, they are less likely to access the community
centre and local play area and they have their own London Road Community Forum.
Should any amendments to the St. Radigunds and Tower Hamlets ward which it neighbours (and is very similar in
topography and social needs) it could be considered much more logical that the lower parts of both wards might be
joined and better served as a single member ward with their affinity to the main town and Dover Big Local (a £1m
lottery funded social mobility project) area and the upper parts joined as they share a common boundary( the open
space used by both for recreation in the LNR). This, in part, reflects the Council officers original proposal to the
Electoral Matters Committee. These 2 wards are currently served by 4 District Councillors and with the current
caseload a drop would 2 members would at least enable co‐operation, continuity and cover.
St. Radigunds has no natural affinity to Buckland, through community links and services, topography or built
infrastructure boundaries.
I appreciate retaining community identities by mathematical equations and parish boundaries is not easy, but I hope
you will consider my comments as a positive example of why this challenging ward should have extra consideration.
Regards
1

Susan Jones

Councillor Sue Jones
Member for Dover Town & District Council St. Radigunds Ward
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Anthony Pollitt

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am concerned that the ward of Mill Hill is to disappear. Mill Hill is a distinct and vibrant
community, one that people from outside recognise and one residents are proud of. In the 2000
review there were plans to put part of Sydney Road into Walmer. This was rejected I believe for
two reasons, that the wards are separated by the train line and that the two are very distinct and
separate communities. I feel the same arguments exist and are relevant today. I will offer an
alternative and possible solution to the warding of Deal, reducing both Mill Hill and Walmer from 3
members to 2 would help achieve the desired reduction in Councillors, it also keeps the
communities intact. I helped set up a community forum for Mill Hill late last year, it is registered
with DDC. A change of the ward will effectively kill the forum off as the new ward makes no sense.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Sally Pollitt

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am a former Deal Town councillor and I have concerns over the new wards proposed by DDC that
cut across existing Parish and Town Council boundaries. Reductions in Deal and Walmer would be
achieved by making North Deal, Middle Deal, Mill Hill and Walmer two member wards. This would
keep to the parish boundaries and would not need the changes the cut across existing communities.
Not only do residents identify with the existing wards but community groups are based in these
communities, in the future they will suffer from dwindling members and from getting funds from
these hybrid wards. I also have concerns about changing the Tower Hamlets ward in Dover, the
community there is as distinct and important as the one where I live, Mill Hill in Deal, and both
disappear in the DDC plans. Also, I object to the DDC proposals around Aylesham. I believe the
existing ward should remain as the plans for the changes around the surrounding villages cut across
parish boundaries and the resident numbers from new builds will support Aylesham staying as it is.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/12598

1/1

Dover District
Personal Details:
Name:

Hilary Preidel

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have my concerns about the proposed DDC proposals as they have been rushed
through, without due consultation with DDC officers or opposition parties. It would appear
that the proposed changes have been suggested mainly to benefit the Conservative party
electoral success, without due consideration for the historical, geographical, cultural links
between the different wards. The Dover area is very diverse, ranging from areas of
extreme poverty and deprivation in the urban areas, especially Dover to the leafy ,
affluent rural villages such as St. Margaret's and Kingsdown. The proposed reorganisation
of DDC would reduce the numbers of councillors in some of the poorest area, thus
increasing the workload of the elected representatives in these areas as opposed to those
elected in the rural areas. I would hope that the Commission will look very carefully at
the DDC submission and consider the manner in which it was arrived at.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

Angela Ray

5th April 2017

I am writing to express my deep concern about the proposed boundary changes to our area.
Until recently I was under the impression that our village of Ripple would be in a ward called
Kingsdown Rural, with one councillor. This ward would have included four villages, Ripple, Ringwold,
Mongeham and Kingsdown with an estimated electorate of 2,600. This made good sense as we are
similar villages with similar demographics, infrastructure, and geographically close to one another.
I have just found out by looking on the internet that it is proposed that Ripple should be included in
a ‘Whitfield Rural’ ward, I simply cannot see that this makes any sense. I can only assume that this
proposed ward serves a political or economic purpose, rather than considering the good of the
community.
Whitfield is a satellite area of Dover, which is not rural, comprising houses and large industrial and
business areas. 1250 new homes are currently under construction in Whitfield. Geographically,
Whitfield is an urban area with more in common with Dover and is some distance away from Ripple.
Councillors will be unable to represent the interests of Ripple and Whitfield together, given that
Whitfield has a large population and business interests and Ripple is a small village.
I object strongly to the proposed ‘Whitfield Rural’ ward and recommend that the original proposal of
the ‘Kingsdown ward’ would be far more in the interests of the community.

Angie Ray

Nick Ray,

05/04/18

Dear Sir,
It has just come to my attention that the new boundary proposals are to include the village of Ripple
with Whitfield in a ‘Whitfield Rural’ ward.
Whitfield Rural is a misnomer, Whitfield is not Rural, it is an outlying area of Dover with a
population of 5,143 (2011), and 1250 new homes currently being built. Ripple is a small village near
Deal, with a population of 372 (2011) and is rural.
Whitfield has a very large business and retail park, Ripple has a pub and a farm shop.
I had been given to understand that Ripple would be grouped in a ward with three other rural villages,
Ringwold, Kingsdown and Mongeham, to be called ‘Kingsdown Rural’, this was a sensible
suggestion as the villages are close in proximity, of similar size and type, with similar concerns about
such things as rural bus services and speeding through the villages.
I can see why this new idea of a ‘Whitfield Ward’ has been put forward surreptitiously and at the last
minute, it is entirely inappropriate. Ripple will have no voice with any future councillor, as its
interests will be subsumed to those of the Whitfield population.

Yours with great concern,
Nick Ray
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I am a resident of North Deal . I have not responded earlier because I found your map so difficult
to understand . However , a friend has just explained to me that Sholden is being attached to our
ward , and I must say this horrifies me and I can find no rationale at all for this decision . Our
wards are not adjacent , in fact it is quite difficult to access Sholden from here except by car. We
have nothing in common , historically , socially or in any respect . I am therefore totally opposed
to this proposal which renders the concept of wards meaningless.
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Ian Rogers

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Resident

Comment text:
I do not agree with the changes, what price democracy? What party would a reduction in councillors
favour? Smells of Gerrymandering. Local government needs more representation not less and cost
dose not come into it. There would be a poorer service to the community, as we have seen in
national government. Who draw the new boundaries? some dim wit in a office with a pencil and an
ordnance survey map. I live in Elvington and the plan is to split Elvington & Eythorne and move
Elvington 5 miles To join Aylesham, crazy. Elvington & Eythorne go together they are a Parish and
should stay together. If the reduction should go ahead, which I do not support, I would agree with
Eythorne Parish council.
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