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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I would like to register my objection to these plans as they fail to reflect the interests and
identities of local communities or provide for effective and convenient local government. Reigate and
Banstead Borough Councils proposal has my support.
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Reigate and Banstead District
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I object to the proposal to change the boundary within Woodmansterne so that the bottom half of
the village becomes part of the Chipstead & Kingswood ward. The entity of Woodmansterne as a
village has been around since the Domesday book so it has an extensive history and identity and
the proposed change seems completely arbitrary. It would have a divisive effect on the local
community and identity, which are currently focused around the following aspects of the top part of
the village: the school, church, community hall, shops and pub. All of my children attended the
local village primary school and therefore all of our social interactions locally are involved with the
village. We do not have any affiliation with Chipstead or Kingswood areas and as this has a
different socio-economic status (much richer houses and residents) I cannot see any such transition
being easy to make, especially now that my children have left school.
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None Uploaded
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Comment text:
The new boundary slits Woodmansterne in two and does not follow a logical boundary when there
are ttwo that could be more appropriate. Chipstead Valle Road which is not ideal whereas the
railwal line just to the south is much better defined. Also whith Banstead and Woodmansterne both
being mentiond in the Doomsday Book the name of the ward must be Banstead and woodmansterne

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Name:
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Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Having been born and lived in Meadvale all my life, I am disappointed that the proposed boundary
changes detract from the very strong community spirit of the area. Meadvale has a very strong
sense of community - from the Cubs/Scouts/Brownies, regular street parties, village fete and pub.
Speaking to many neighbours the general feeling is that Meadvale is a vibrant community with a
unique sense of 'belonging', which is rare these days! I believe that the re-alignment is decisive and
I must register my objection that I feel that it fails to meet two of the Commissions own primary
criteria as they do not 1) reflect the interests and identities of local government 2) provide for
effective and convenient local government. I wholeheartedly support the Reigate & Banstead's
Borough Council proposal. Meadvale is a community- please listen to those of us who make up the
community! It is our home!
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None Uploaded
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I strongly object to the proposed boundary change to include part of the current Meadvale & St
John's Ward with Woodhatch & South Parks Wards. The proposed changes fail to meet two of the
Boundary Commission's own criteria as they do not reflect the interests and identities of local
communities or provide for effective and convenient local government. Moreover the proposals would
divide our local area which identifies itself with the local community. I support Reigate and Banstead
Borough Council's proposal which recognises the strong community in Meadvale involving St John's
Primary School, 34th Meadvale Scouting movement and other community groups, residents
associations and public houses used by the residents of Meadvale.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I agree with the draft for the Tattenham Corner Preston ward (LGBCE PROPOSAL)

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I wish to comment on the draft proposals for Lower Kingswood and Kingswood - formerly both were
within the ward named Kingswood with Burgh Heath. Historically the village of Kingswood was
centred on the Brighton Road (A217) - there was no division Upper or Lower. In the late 1880s
maps begin to show the name Lower Kingswood. I believe Kingswood and Lower Kingswood should
be treated as one entity. If any proof of the inextricable link were needed. The Kingswood Village
Club is situated on the A217 at Lower Kingswood. The Kingswood Women's Institute meet at the
Church Hall in Lower Kingswood. The Kingswood Primary School is located on Buckland Rd Lower
Kingswood. There are many other example. Turning to the two areas. The proposal to split the
village of Kingswood along the railway line thereby separating voters in one clearly defined
community into two wards is not a realistic or democratic option. Ideally, the clearly demonstrable
links between Kingswood and Lower Kingswood should be maintained. However, if the numbers of
votes in those areas create a problem then it would be acceptable to split the areas as per Reigate
and Banstead Borough Council's response to the draft proposals. Lower Kingswood is a thriving and
close knit village community. Any suggestion to split the community's voters along geographical or
transport links should be avoided at all cost. Although Lower Kingswood is physically divided by a
dual carriageway, the community is as one. The village community lives on both sides of the road
but is absolutely one distinct community which deserves to be represented by the same elected
representatives.
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Comment text:
I do not think the new Earlswood Common ward should split Meadvale, which has always been a
community in its own right. The new proposal does not reflect the interests and identities of the
Meadvale community. Therefore, I feel it would be much more appropriate for Meadvale & St.Johns
to be a Ward on its own. I support Reigate & Banstead Council's proposals for the boundaries in
this area as Meadvale is a very old village and should definitely NOT be split.
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None Uploaded
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
In response to these proposals, I am concerned by & object to the Boundary Commission's realignment of our ward boundary. It categorically divides & actually dispenses with our local
Meadvale & St John's community identity. In fact, it fails to meet 2 of the Commissions own
primary criteria as the proposals do not reflect the interests & identities of local communities nor
provide for effective & convenient local government. I support Reigate & Banstead Borough Council's
amended proposals as there is an ardent Meadvale & St John's community which should be
supported & developed & not overlooked or disregarded. With local clubs, public houses, annual
community activities & schools that we residents identify with & rely upon, this crucial community
would be fractured by the divisive nature of the Boundary Commission's proposed boundary changes
& Reigate & Banstead's proposals better reflect the local community identities.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Reigate and Banstead District
Personal Details:
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I would be against the change in boundaries for Meadvale. Having lived in the area all my life and
within Meadvale for the last 14 years, I love the community feel and I fear that changing the
boundaries will affect this. Many local businesses also have it within their company name. It is a
lovely area steeped in history and to lose Meadvale would lose the identity of the area in which so
many people live and love. I think it would be a mistake to proceed with these changes and feel
that it is you do not need to fix what is not broke.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Postcode:
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Comment text:
I object to having the village of Woodmansterne split in two, we are based on strong identifiable
boundaries. Woodmansterne village is mentioned in the Doomsday Book and with the draft
recommendations the village of Woodmansterne will cease to exist. We have village stores, scout,
cub, guide, brownies, resident association all bearing the name of Woodmansterne. Therefore please
leave Woodmansterne as is, the ward would be named Chipstead Kingswood & Woodmansterne.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I have lived in Woodmansterne all my life
and concerned to learn that the village of
Woodmansterne will not exist under the new proposals. We have a strong village life with
community interest and this includes where people go for shops, leisure facilities, school and other
village events like Woodmansterne May Queen, Woodmansterne operatic and drama society, also our
Woodmansterne Green Belt & Resident Association. We as you will see from your map shows
Woodmansterne clearly marked so please leave Woodmansterne in the Ward Chipstead Kingswood &
Woodmansterne.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Postcode:
Organisation Name: Local resident

Comment text:
We support the draft proposal of the
Boundary Commission for the 'Tattenham Corner and Preston' Ward. The area covered appears to be
a mixed but homogenious residential area served by its own neighborhood shops, a schools,
doctors/medical services, sports facilities and bus and train transport services. It appears logical to
us that our councillors should represent the residents in area that appears closely tied to these local
services. The District Council's suggestion to have part of this area moved to the Nork Ward
appears illogical, as the neighborhood centers in the Nork Ward area are far removed from the
portion of the Tattenaham area that would be transferred. It is not clear to us how the councillors
in R&B's suggestion could properly focus on the local issues of the Nork area and residents who are
naturally focused on Tattenham Corner.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
Whilst, in general, I can see the logic in moving local ward boundaries to make the voting numbers
more even but, in particular, the changes in the Woodmansterne area must only be a very short
term measure as more and more houses are being built here and so the numbers are continually
changing. If the wards must be changed, why does the Woodmansterne name have to disappear?
Why not have a Banstead and Woodmansterne Village ward? Woodmansterne was probably here
before Banstead, being mentioned in the Doomsday Book in 1086 and is still a very thriving
community, using the village name to identify many local groups and amenities eg. Woodmansterne
Village Hall (used constantly for local badminton clubs, bowls clubs, WI and other social occasions
etc), Woodmansterne Scout Hut, Woodmansterne Cricket Club (used for many local sports groups
for both adults and youngsters), St Peters Church Woodmansterne, Woodmansterne Baptist Church,
Woodmansterne Primary School etc. etc. Most of these are in the north of the ward and so keeping
the Woodmansterne name would keep their identity and sense of community.
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Comment text:
The Boundary Commission proposals do not take into consideration the basic fact that Meadvale and
St John's has it's own identity and a great community feel. Originally Meadvale was known as
Middle Village and that is what it is with very much a village atmosphere. To split it in the way the
Boundary Commission suggest would be a detrimental move and seriously damage the real 'local'
feel of the area. I therefore support the revised proposals put forward by Reigate and Banstead
Borough Council as their suggestions reflect the interests and identities of the local communities.
Please let sense prvail. Thenk you.
.

Uploaded Documents:
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Reigate and Banstead District
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Comment text:
I object to the proposal since it undermines the local community of Meadvale and St Johns. I
support Reigate and Banstead Borough Council's proposal.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Reigate and Banstead District
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Name:
E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The changes to Meadvale and St Johns are not sensible and undermine local representation
managing a discrete area about local interests aka Localism. All properties north of Pendleton Road
should remain in the same ward. We have nothing in common with Whitebushes at the other end of
the proposed ward Earslwood Common.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I fundamentally disagree with the decision to rename the area in which I live Redhill, as Coles
Meads and Wray Common. The area is Redhill and should remain as such. Whitewashing the very
name of the major town in the borough is just a nonsense. Also the very nature of this whole
scheme as stated on the Reigate and Banstead Borough Council website suggests a degree of social
cleansing – "The review also aims to ensure that the new council wards reflect, as far as possible,
the interests and identities of communities across Reigate and Banstead" Interests and identities?
What does that mean exactly? It is not necessary to change the Redhill East and Redhill West areas
whatsoever. The Reigate area is just as large an area and it retains its name. Why change the
identity of Redhill?

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Reigate and Banstead District
Personal Details:
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Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I would like to register my objection for the proposed boundary changes above, which do not reflect
the interests and identities of local communities and neither provide for effective and convenient
local governments. The original realignments were diversive. I would prefer for Meadvale and St
John’s to keep their identities as we are a distinct local community within our own identify. The
proposed Earlswood Common is not relevant. Meadvale deserves to keep its identity. I support the
councils proposed ammendements that were made at the last council meeting.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I would like to comment that I agree with your LGBCE proposals for the Tattenham Corner &
Preston Ward. Regards,

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Reigate and Banstead District
Personal Details:
Name:
E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Whilst in general agreement with the changes I have some issues for Horley. I would like to see the
three Horley wards retain their Horley name. As Horley grows it is particularly important to maintain
a strong sense of community which the proposed new names appear not to. I would therefore like
to see the three wards called Horley East and Salford’s, Horley West and Sidlow Amd Horley Central
or Horley South to avoid confusion with the existing Horley Town council. Many thanks

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
Hi. I have been informed that the local council proposed to move all roads north of Great
Tattenhams into Nork ward. I am very strongly against this option. I live in Downland Way, about
200 metres from Tattenham Corner. I cannot believe that it would make any sense to move my, &
other very local roads into Nork. We have no direct connection with Nork. The residents there, are
a totally separate community. Having looked at your proposals, I have to say that they make a lot
more sense than those proposed by the council. Thank you

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Reigate and Banstead District
Personal Details:
Name:

Janine Connick

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Kingswood Residents' Association

Comment text:
Please see uploaded document for results of the petition against the split of Kingswood Village,
Surrey, in the proposed boundary change for Kingswood. Janine Connick on behalf of the Kingswood
Residents' Association. Document is too big so I will email to: reviews@lgbce.org.uk

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I believe that the Developments at Queen Elizabeth Hospital and Park Farm should be moved into
the Banstead Village ward. This is because the residential conversions are only accessed via Park
Road and on to Banstead.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Personal Details:
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Comment text:
You do not seem to be following your own guidelines - point 3 - "New wards should – as far as
possible – reflect community interests and identities, and boundaries should be identifiable. Consider
transport links, community groups and facilities, natural or physical boundaries, parishes and shared
interests." It is appalling to lose the historic name of Meadvale - older than Redhill. This is a
distinct community and should be reflected in the name of the new ward - perhaps 'Meadvale and
Earlswood Common'. It is crazy to split roads down the middle - if an issue affects a road and you
need to talk to a councillor, under your system you would have to talk to two different wards.
Splitting Copse Road means you are actually cutting one of the original houses in Meadvale away
from the rest of the village. How is this reflecting a community? Those of us in Meadvale are very
proud of our community and want to keep that community feel. Please listen to us.
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Comment text:
I strongly object to the Commission's suggested boundary changes to our community. As I see it
the changes would be very divisive and do not respect the existing natural and long established
boundaries. I therefore fully support the counter proposals put forward by Reigate and Banstead
Borough Council.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I agree that the current proposal that Preston ward is joined up to Tattenhams to create the new
ward Tattenham Corner and Preston.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
As a resident of Lower Kingswood I am concerned about the possibility of its identity being
diminished by the proposed boundary changes. My family has lived in the village for over 45 years
and there is no doubt that it has a vibrant and cohesive community. It should not be pulled apart
by boundaries imposed for small numerical equality reasons, nor can I see any likelihood of more
convenient local government being achieved by such a move. In my view the interests of residents
would be best served by keeping and maintaining the local community identity of Lower Kingswood
and the historic and other links which Lower Kingswood has with Kingswood (e.g. the Parish of
Kingswood has two Churches one of which is The Wisdom of God in Lower Kingswood)
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None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I agree with the proposed boundary changes as set out above

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Comment text:
I feel I have to object to the proposed boundary of Meadvale being changed as it would be a
community divided into two, when it is actually an old village community with a long history of
community. We are part of the St John's community area including the primary school and we
belong with them and St John's church nearby. We are far away from Earlswood itself, which is on
the opposite side of the Brighton Road and is a totally separate area near the train station. Any
split of the centre of the village of Meadvale would be divisive and damaging to the village feel
which we have. I support Reigate and Banstead's proposal as per the maintaining the Meadvale and
St John's name and the boundary north-south being set further along towards Willow Road area.
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Comment text:
Having examined the proposed changes for Tadworth & Walton ward put forward by the Boundary
Commission, I wish to record the following : The Boundary Commission have maintained the
integrity of the communities of Tadworth and Walton as commonly identified by residents and I am
satisfied with the current proposal to this extent. Numerically it is clear that the combined
communities of Tadworth and Walton do not have sufficient voter numbers to remain unchanged,
given the Boundary Commission objective that ward boundaries are set such that each councillor
represents approximately the same number of voters and therefore the ward needs to be expanded.
However, the current Boundary Commission proposal to add a portion of Kingswood to Tadworth &
Walton would completely divide the Kingswood community and this should be avoided. There exists
in Kingswood a very strong and long standing community spirit, yet the present proposals, dividing
the community around Kingswood train station, would place the majority of the community in a
separate ward from the hub of Kingswood including the village shops, restaurants, pub and the
village hall. Theses amenities would form part of Tadworth and Walton under the current proposal
and it is my strong view that these should be retained by the reminder of Kingswood ward to
maintain community cohesion and avoid confusion. The Reigate & Banstead Borough Council
submission by the Member Working Group should be considered by the Boundary Commission as an
alternate as it avoids dividing the community of Kingswood around the train station and places
Tadworth & Walton with the distinct undivided community of Lower Kingswood.
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Comment text:
I live in Chipstead Way, which is currently in Woodmansterne village which is in the Chipstead,
Hooley and Woodmansterne ward. You are considering splitting Woodmansterne village into two,
with one gong into the proposed Banstead Ward and the other into Chipstead and Kingswood ward
and omitting the name of Woodmansterne altogether. I object to this omission: the name of
Woodmansterne should be kept in existence politically partly because the village quite a sizable one
and also because the village of Woodmansterne is mentioned in the Doomsday book and there has
been a church on the site of the current church for over 900 years. There has also been a manor
house on the site next to the church for many years. We try and preserve our village and this
ancient heritage of our name should not be done away with! You could at least incorporate the
name with the proposed Banstead ward (preferably) or Chipstead and Hooley Ward.
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Comment text:
We want to register our objection. We have lived here in Meadvale for a good many years and do
not want the ward name changed or the boundary. We feel that it fails to meet two of the
Commissions own primary criteria as they do not reflect the interests and identities of local
communities or provide for effective and convenient local government and we support Reigate and
Banstead Borough Councils proposal.
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Comment text:
Hi, I just wanted to state that we are in support of the latest proposal -> in particular the new
'Earlswood Common' boundary as we were REALLY against the original plan on a number of counts.
Mostly that It was splitting up the Meadvale village that we are residents of. Its also disappointing
to lose Meadvale from the boundary title - but I believe there are plans to install physical signage
within the meadvale area in exchange. thanks
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Comment text:
Re: Change of ward name: Current ward name - Meadvale and St John's. Proposed (new) ward
name - Earlswood Common. Retain the name Meadvale and St. John's: Meadvale is a village which
developed into a proper community with, at one time, 17 shops because of the 19th century
thriving brickworks and tannery. Today we have Meadvale Guides and Brownies, 34th Reigate
(Meadvale) Scouts, Meadvale W.I., a village hall, a very long established garage and a busy pub
over 100 years old. 'St John's' refers to the landmark Victorian church and its adjacent school of
the same name, an enclave of cottages and a pub. Earlswood Common is but a large green space
containing 2 ponds and a sewage works and not a single inhabited dwelling. Please do not obliterate
so much history and identity by changing the name to that of a geographical feature. Re: Meadvale
and St. John's ward boundary lines: Proposals to change the boundary lines from those most
recently published by the Commission have been laid before the Commission by Reigate and
Banstead B.C. I wholeheartedly support proposals. The new ward boundary lines proposed by the
Commission completely fly in the face of (I quote) 'That the pattern of wards should, as far as
possible, reflect the interests and identities of local communities.' Many thanks for taking note of
the above remarks.
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Reigate and Banstead Ward Boundary Review: Response to Draft Proposals –
Introduction
This submission considers the draft proposals for the southern parishes of the Reigate and Banstead
borough in the ward boundary review. It follows on from my previous submission making
suggestions for the ward boundary arrangements, reiterating previous arguments and including
additional arguments in light of what has been proposed. Furthermore, it discusses the parish
warding arrangements for Horley Town Council and the names of wards across the borough.
Eastern Horley
The recognition of the Balcombe Road area as a coherent community was most welcome: it is good
to see both sides of the roads being joined together in the same ward under these proposals.
However, whilst the lower Balcombe Road and Langshott communities are distinct, they are joined
together by common facilities and community focal points. Because of said focal points, it would be
more appropriate to keeps these areas in the same ward rather than including the south east of
Horley with the Town Centre and Riverside Estate. These links include the following:








Shops – Langshott does not contain any shops whilst The Acres contains a single newsagent
only. The shopping precinct east of the railway lines (around the Station Road/Smallfield
Road/Balcombe Road crossroads) serves as the local shopping area for both southern
Balcombe Road and Langshott; those west of the railway line are more likely to rely on the
High Street section of the Town Centre. The communities east of the railway line share
shopping facilities in common.
Church – There are no places of worship on Langshott or the Acres: the nearest church is St
Francis located on the Balcombe Road (historically, religious groups have also met at
Oakwood School e.g. Horley Baptist Church before they moved onto Court Lodge). This
valuable community facility is local all areas east of the railway lines; those west of the
railway line are served by many other facilities.
Schools – two primary schools are located east of the railway line; Trinity Oaks and
Langshott. Whilst Trinity Oaks was built to serve the Acres community and all schools tend
to accept children from across Horley, Langshott Primary School is located south of
Smallfield Road and is the local school for those east of the railway line and south of
Smallfield Road (as well as many of those living on Langshott). The two areas share this
facility.
Leisure – there are two commercial gyms located in Horley. The larger of these facilities is
appended to the Horley Leisure Centre at the top of Court Lodge Road. In the east of the
town, there is also the Oakwood Sports Centre attached to Oakwood School, providing hall
and gym facilities to those in the east of the town both north and south of Smallfield Road.
Whilst people across the town will use the Leisure Centre due to its swimming pool, the
Oakwood gym is an additional facility that unites both parts of the area east of the railway
line.

For these reasons, I wish to affirm the view that every part of Horley located to the east of the
railway line should be included in the same ward. This would be especially useful given the Town
Council’s wish to name the Langshott ward “Horley East…”
Salfords, Sidlow and Horley
It was good to see the new proposals bring the whole of Salfords and Sidlow parish council together
back into southern wards, though disappointing that the parish is being split. Assuming the
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argument that ‘the two areas share no modern connection’ is accepted, I dispute the idea that each
area has been connected via ‘the clearest transport links’.
That Sidlow is better connected to Meath Green than Langshott is clear cut. The question remains,
however, which part of Horley the other sections of Salfords and Sidlow parish are better connected
to.
The middle of the parish (a.k.a. the western portion of SAS1) is formed of the northern part of
Meath Green Lane and Lonesome Lane. This road leads directly into the Meath Green area, whilst
being very distant from Langshott. At the very least it would be better to include these roads with
the Meath Green ward rather than the Langshott ward, and I know that there are other forthcoming
proposals seeking to amend the boundaries in this way.
Meanwhile, the main portion of the village of Salfords currently has similar links into both areas,
with future developments meaning that the west of Horley will be better connected to Salfords than
the east of Horley. On the eastern side, Orchard Drive connects the rural eastern portion of the
parish with the Acres in Horley. On the western side, the housing on and around Lodge Lane
connects the A23 and Meath Green lane, itself linking directly into Meath Green. In the middle, the
A23 connects Salfords village with the Chequers roundabout, from which Langshott, the Acres and
Meath Green are all equally accessible.
The present transport links mean that Salfords village shares similar links with both the Meath
Green and Langshott areas. However, when the new link roads between the A23 and eastern Meath
Green is completed, the clearest transport links will be with Meath Green rather than Langshott and
it will make more sense to link Salfords with Meath Green regardless of the arrangement involving
Sidlow.
Even before this road is introduced, it is worth considering the bus links between Horley and
Salfords. Of the bus routes that pass through Salfords, two routes (1 bus each way an hour for both)
go straight down the Brighton Road. The 424 (~1 bus an hour each way) links Salfords with the Town
Centre, the southern portion of the Balcombe Road and Smallfield Road. Meanwhile, the 100 (4
buses an hour each way) links Salfords with the Horley Row area in the west of Horley, from which
Meath Green areas can easily be reached. The first part of Horley that can be accessed from Salfords
by bus is the Horley Row area: no buses directly link Salfords with the Acres or Langshott (one an
hour on Smallfield Road being the closest – the Acres and Langshott are better linked into Crawley
than Salfords). This is before any new Westvale Park focused bus routes are introduced – we don’t
know what these will be but they could make Salfords‐West Horley links better whilst being unlikely
to make them worse.
For these reasons, I believe that clearer transport links exist today between West Horley and
Salfords than between East Horley and Salfords, and whilst I acknowledge it is a close call today the
strength of relative transport links will be much more clear cut in the near future in favour of the
West. I therefore reaffirm my previous proposal for a ward that contains the whole of Salfords and
Sidlow parish council with the North West of Horley.
Town Council Warding Arrangements
Given the changes in borough wards, there are also proposed changes to the Town Council wards. If
the borough wards change in the way I want that town council wards will also significantly change
but given the current proposals and the likelihood that the draft recommendations will be affirmed I
have more to say on the town council warding proposals.
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Firstly, and most importantly, it is good to see the proposals move towards town wards named after
real places within the town rather than nebulous compass directions – references to Meath Green,
Yattendon and Langshott are especially appreciated.
The proposed Benhams ward is a reasonable ward and given the proposals there are few other
options, but the name ‘Benhams’ exclusively refers to the part of this ward west of the A23. The
ward name ‘Roundabout’, in reference to the Chequers Roundabout, may be a better ward name
since the Chequers Roundabout is an identifiable landmark to both the Benhams Drive and Ladbroke
Road sides of the ward (the longer ‘Chequers Roundabout’ may even be preferred, though
‘Chequers’ alone is best avoided due to Chequers Drive not being in the ward).
My main concern about these proposals is that fact that they change the nature of the link between
parish councillors and local areas for many of Horley’s areas. Many parish councils have a tradition
of large wards with lots of councillors, but this is not the Horley tradition and I see no reason to
move in that direction. Presumably these large parish wards would still be split up into different
polling districts so the current culture of wards with 4 members or fewer could also continue.
These wards could be drawn in a number of ways. An appropriate splitting for ‘South Horley’ is
obvious. Whatever the final warding arrangements, we already have the situation where those east
of the railway line vote at St Francis Church whilst voters west of the railway line vote at the
Archway Theatre. Given that these two communities are clearly distinct from one another and
already vote in separate places, it makes sense that there continue to be 2 town council wards
covering this area. These could reasonably be named ‘Victoria’ or ‘Central and Riverside’ (west of the
railway line) and ‘South East Horley’ (east of the railway line) with 3 members each. There are
multiple possible ways to split Meath Green. My preferred option reflects my preferred option for
the ward boundaries, with Horley Row acting as a boundary between a 2 member ‘Court Lodge’
ward to the south and a 4 member ‘Meath Green’ ward to the north. Alternatively, if this divide is
not deemed the best solution the commission may wish to consider reimplementing the current
boundary of Vicarage Lane and Meath Green Lane, with 4 member ‘Meath Green West’ replacing
Horley North West and 2 member ‘Meath Green East’ replacing Horley North (assuming the draft
recommendations reflect the final recommendations).
As an additional point on naming: the claim has been made in the Reigate and Banstead response
that Meath Green is mostly the ‘the name of a road’ rather than a distinct area of the town that
people can identify. This does not correspond with my experience of living in Horley, something
which is backed up by the existence of the Meath Green Protection Society. It is unimportant to me
whether the western borough ward goes by the name ‘Horley West’ or ‘Meath Green’, though for
town wards I do think there is a strong case for including the Meath Green name in at least one of
the town wards (the existence of a Court Lodge Residents Association similarly backs my other idea
up).
Ward Names
Regarding the naming of wards there are points to be made both for the Horley wards and for the
wards located elsewhere in the borough. I start with the Horley wards and then move on to the rest
of the borough.
Firstly, I do wish to object to ‘Horley Town’ as a ward name. As the Town Council have also pointed
out, having a Horley Town ward which is not coterminous with the Town Council area is likely to be
confusing, undermining the convenience of local government. Furthermore, this may also cause
confusion since the area around Horley Town Football Club is located outside of the Horley Town
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ward (at the Horley Row end of Court Lodge Road). Should this ward persist on its current
boundaries, a better name might be ‘Victoria’ or ‘Horley Victoria’ (assuming the Meath Green and
Langshott names are kept). Alternatively, if ‘Horley’ names are preferred, I would back the ‘Horley
South and Central’ suggestion of the Town Council over the suggestion of Horley Central – the south
eastern corner of the town does not feel at all like the centre of a town (ward names in Kempston
for Bedford Council, for example, already reflect this kind of naming where it has been appropriate).
In terms of the other two wards I am indifferent between the ‘Meath Green/Langshott’, and
‘West/East’ suggestions, though I do not accept that the former naming pattern would be confusing
(as long as the third ward is named on similar principles) – everyone knows where in the town
Meath Green and Langshott are.
Furthermore, should my own proposal for Horley’s wards get a hearing on a further consultation it
may be worth considering the ward name ‘Horley Park’ for the central ward, given that all areas of
the ward would be in relatively close proximity to the A23 Recreation Ground (or alternatively
Horley Parks referring to both the A23 Recreation Ground and the Riverside Gardens Park).
In terms of the rest of the borough, I would like to write in favour of the principles that the
commission have applied to the naming of wards, supporting their naming proposals over the
borough’s naming proposals for the most part. Where a ward contains more than 3 distinct
communities, naming a ward after a piece of common land rather than as many communities as
possible appears sensible to me (e.g. Earlswood Common is a better name than Earlswood,
Whitebushes, Meadvale and St John’s).
I do not wish to express a preference regarding the warding arrangements elsewhere in the
borough, other than to note that the borough council’s proposal has likely been characterised be an
aversion to change (including name changes) and the desire of certain opposition parties to retain
their tactical voting comparative advantages (Lib Dems in Meadvale and Greens in Earlswood
respectively). Regarding the ward names, I do wish to express the view that the borough names for
these wards are inappropriate for the areas they cover. A large percentage of the borough’s
proposed ‘Earlswood and Whitebushes’ is in fact southern Redhill, and the name ‘Redhill South and
Earlswood’ would be a better fit if this ward if approved. This problem is worse with the borough’s
‘Meadvale and St John’s’, where the vast majority of their proposed ward is neither Meadvale nor St
John’s (strictly true on the old boundaries but even more so on the new ones). Although the council
have rejected using the name ‘St Mary’s’ on the grounds of unrecognizability, I personally knew
which area was meant by St Mary’s despite not living in Reigate. If this ward goes ahead, the name
‘Meadvale and St Mary’s’ would be preferable to ‘Meadvale and St John’s’. Other possible names
could include ‘East Reigate’ (copying Hendon and West Hendon wards in Barnet) or ‘Meadvale and
Ringley Park’ (which may be more recognisable than St Mary’s, given the number of roads with this
name in the area). Incidentally, ‘Ringley Park’ might be worth considering as a shorter alternative to
the current ‘St Mary’s and Redhill Common’ name proposal should this ward go ahead.
Whilst I think names such as ‘Earlswood Common’ and ‘Redhill Common’ work well, I did not
recognise ‘Coles Meads’ as an area when I saw the proposals (I had to look up where in Redhill this
was, unlike with the other landmarks). I do hence think that retaining ‘Redhill East’ and ‘Redhill
West’ as base names would be less confusing for voters.
Regarding Merstham, whilst I appreciate the desire of the commission to keep the names of wards
short, I do worry that the name ‘Merstham’ cannot reflect all the communities in this ward
(Merstham is traditionally a Redhill suburb whilst Hooley and Netherne are in the ‘Banstead part’ of
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the borough, appending more to Coulsdon than the Redhill/Reigate conurbation). At the very least I
would hence suggest lengthening the name to ‘Merstham and Hooley’; including Netherne would
also be great though it would be understandable if the commission wants to leave this out to
prevent names from being too long.
Summary
To summarise, I wish to re‐affirm support for my original proposal for Horley’s ward boundaries by
bringing in additional evidence about East Horley community facilities and Horley‐Salfords transport
links on top of other evidence that has previously been submitted (I note that it is in at least one
political group’s interests to pretend that these things do not exist). I have also made contributions
to the Horley Town Council warding arrangements debate, supporting the use of wards named after
places in the town rather than confusing nebulous compass directions and the implementation of a
warding pattern where each ward has 4 or fewer councillors. Finally, I make a few comments on the
names of wards elsewhere in the borough without expressing a preference for what the ward
boundaries elsewhere in the borough should look like.
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Comment text:
Dear Sir, With regards to the proposed boundary changes for Reigate and Banstead I should like to re state
my preferences for the proposal put forward by the Tattenham Residents Association. It seems to me that
this option conforms to your main criteria and allows Tattenhams to remain a well organised and sociable
community. The twentyfive shops and library at Tattenham Corner, the medical centre, St Marks Church and
the Tattenham Community Charity organisation provide all the types of services that create a village
atmosphere. Between them they provide food shopping, healthcare, chemist, pet supplies, petrol, recycling,
post office and a railway station. In short everything you could wish in a village. Volunteers are a sure sign
that the local residents care for and are involved in the community. Tattenhams is a good example of this
where volunteers run the library and hosts talks, events, meetings and clubs for young and old. St Marks
church holds many events including scouts, brownies, guides and other societies. Volunteers organise the
Tattenham Corner Community charity group run summer fetes and activities around Christmas time As I
mention in my original statement the Conservative option shows a total disregard for community and local
geography. It divides the Tattenhams almost straight up the middle isolating those residents at Tattenham
Corner and along Epsom Lane North from the rest of the current Ward of Tattenhams. It also moves
Tattenham Corner Library and Tattenham Medical Centre both focal points of the Tattenham Village
community from Tattenhams and places them in Nork Ward. The proposal being offered by the Tattenham
Residents Association has much stronger and more clearly defined borders (Yew Tree Bottom Road and the
Reigate Road) as well as bringing the numbers very close to what is required. The most important benefit
of the Tattenham Residents Associations proposal however, is that it will maintain the community of
Tattenhams of which I am part. Tattenham Residents Association, an independent non-political group only
considers matters relevant to the local area around the village of Tattenham and Epsom Downs. It receives
no money other than that which is collected by volunteer road stewards who distribute newsletters and
listen to the issues of the local area. Indeed the Tattenham Residents Association has been instrumental in
achieving many improvements in the area from pedestrian crossings to planting trees, improving public
areas and helping with planning applications. I resubmit these points and hope you will be persuaded that
these are fair and sensible boundaries for Tattenhams, Nork and Preston.
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Comment text:
I am quite shocked that you are thinking of splitting the village if Woodmansterne. I have lived in
Woodmansterne for 50 years. Many people stay in the area. Even if they move house, it is still
within Woodmansterne village. It is a friendly village with a village hall, church hall, scout hut etc.
Most children from Woodmansterne go to the local school. There are local shops. Residents attend
monthly meetings with local councillors. It will not be the same if we are split into two areas.
Woodmansterne has dated back many years, even in the Doomsday book from 1086. We are proud
of our village name. Please do not take our village away from us.
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Comment text:
My family has lived in Woodmansterne for over 50 years
My Parents are extremely concerned about the identity of Woodmansterne aswell as facilities
like the Village Hall, what they are most worried about is that Woodmansterne will be no more.
They are worried that Woodmansterne will effectively be dissolved and intergrated into a bigger
'Banstead', not just for the need of the Council, but in name too.
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Comment text:
I support the creation of the new ward called Tattenham Corner and Preston in which the new ward
will have 3 councillors as does Tattenhams currently. Thanking you in anticipation of a successful
outcome
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Comment text:
I support the creation of a new Tattenham corner and Preston in which the new ward will have
three Councillors as does Tattenhams currently Thanking you in anticipation of a successful outcome
to this issue.
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Comment text:
I am appalled that you are suggesting the division of one of the oldest villages in Surrey, namely
Woodmansterne, how can this possibly be justified or make any sense. Woodmansterne is
mentioned in the Doomsday Book and is a thriving village with a vibrant community. The village has
numerous clubs and societies all very well supported and unlike many areas still contains a genuine
mix of residents living in housing which ranges from million plus detached properties, social housing
and relatively affordable housing for first time buyers. The village also has thriving local businesses
and shops. It makes no sense to divide this village up for representation of the residents. WE ARE
ONE COMMUNITY and should stay as such.
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Comment text:
With regard to St Marys and Redhill Common Ward I support Reigate and Banstead Borough Council
Boundary Review Submission and ask for historic local communities not to be divided under the
original plans.
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Comment text:
I trust the judgement of the Local Boundary Commission in carrying out an unbiased electoral
review. However I sincerely hope that changing the boundaries is purely to provide a fairer
representation of votes cast by voters and is in no way aiding one particular party against another
thereby making it very difficult for some parties to be represented and some councillors finding
themselves never being able to win. I write this with Jonathan Essex in mind who is a Councillor
representing the Green Party in a very dominant Conservative area. We need to have a fair system
where each vote cast counts and that by altering boundaries we are not influencing the final
decision by dividing areas and subsequently weakening the votes cast. It is mentioned in the
literature that the boundaries will reflect the identity and interests of the local communities. This
must be kept in the forefront when looking at the new boundaries as all parties should have the
opportunity be able to be elected and serve their community. I was hoping that there would be a
map provided showing the existing wards and which party the present Councillors represent as I am
concerned that although there is an independent body carrying out the review the new boundaries
might make it easier for certain parties to dominate the results. Finally I reiterate my first sentence
- that I trust you and I hope that unlike recent scenarios that there is not a hidden agenda and
that the proposals are for the benefit of every individual able to vote in Reigate and Banstead.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/14377

1/1

8/16/2018

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Reigate and Banstead District
Personal Details:
Name:
E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am extremely concerned that by changing the boundaries one of the oldest villages in Surrey if
not the oldest it will cause our village to lose its name. Woodmansterne has been around since
before William the Conqueror and if he could not change it then I do not see why changing the
boundaries should accomplish what he couldn't. Names are an important part of our history and
heritage and changes by nameless people for political gain are totally wrong.
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Comment text:
the latest review of the re alingment of the meadvale and st johns ward makes more sense than
those previously discussed as it shows meadvale as an independent area and stops arbutus road
slitting into two different wards .
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