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Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

Cheryl Johnson

E-mail:

cheryl.johnson@bournemouth.gov.uk

Postcode:
Organisation Name: Bournemouth Borough Council

Comment text:
I fully support these proposals. I have been a Councillor with Bournemouth Council since 2008 and
I think these proposals would work very well for our town. Thank you.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/13340
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Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

Cheryl Johnson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I support this proposal. It looks very sensible to me.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/13339
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7/11/2018

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

Claire Bath

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Christchurch Borough Council

Comment text:
I like the revised proposals for the Christchurch wards. I have spent time looking at them and
believe they are an improvement on the previous County Council ward boundaries. They reflect the
communities and their cohesion and the things that give residents a commonality.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/13534
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7/18/2018

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

Ron Parker

E-mail:

r.parker@poole.gov.uk

Postcode:
Organisation Name: Borough of Poole

Comment text:
I believe the BCP proposals for Parkstone and Oakdale wards better fit the community frame work
than the commissions.Parkstone should have three councillor's.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/13696
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sandra Moore <s.moore@poole.gov.uk>
31 July 2018 11:30
reviews
LGR Proposals for the Canford Heath Ward

I am one of the ward councillors for Canford Heath East. I very much support the LGBCE proposal for Canford
Heath. Canford Heath is, and always has been, one community. It has been artificially divided into two wards for the
purposes of elections. However, Canford Heath residents are often confused as to which ward of Canford Heath
they live and these proposals will remove that confusion. Three councillors to represent the proposed Canford
Heath ward are sufficient.
The Joint Committee’s proposal to include Johnstone and Kenyon Roads into Canford Heath would serve to separate
these areas from their existing community linkage with the Oakdale ward; the Dorset Way does present a strong
ward boundary for Canford Heath and also reflects the extent of the Canford Heath community.
I am also extremely supportive of the inclusion of housing, retail and leisure facilities at Yarrow Road into the
Canford Heath Ward. As a councillor I have always worked well with the management of the leisure and retail
facilities because properties in Canford Heath are very close geographically and residents are affected by the
activities carried out. Their inclusion into the Canford Heath ward would make the relationship between ward
councillors, the Council and the management of the leisure and retail facilities into a stronger and more permanent
feature which I know would be helpful and much appreciated by everyone involved.

Sandra Moore
Cllr Sandra Moore.
Ward Councillor
Canford Heath East.

DISCLAIMER: This email and any files transmitted with it may be confidential, legally privileged and protected in law
and are intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. The copyright in all documentation is
the property of the Borough of Poole and this email and any documentation must not be copied or used other than
as strictly necessary for the purpose of this email, without prior written consent which may be subject to conditions.
Any view or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the
Borough of Poole. The Borough of Poole reserves the right to inspect incoming and outgoing emails. If you have
received this email in error please contact the sender by return and confirm that its contents have been destroyed.

1

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor David d'Orton-Gibson <David.d'Orton-Gibson@Bournemouth.gov.uk>
16 August 2018 21:19
reviews
Bournemouth Christchurch and Poole Boundary Review

I am responding to the boundary review in relation to the new warding proposals for post Local
Government Reorganisation. I am a ward councillor for Redhill and Northbourne in the North of the area. I
think the changes to my ward make sense as it links people with their natural communities and
neighbours.
Around the rest of the area, whilst considering the local authority suggests to be a strong contender I
accept there may be reasons for other ideas. The mixing of some areas across Bournemouth and Poole
does help show a single integrated community, as they are in practice, your recommendation 74 is a prime
example.
The roads around Exeter Road and Crescent are more naturally in the Town Centre than Westbourne. I am
not sure if you suggest comes from the map or a site visit but Exeter Road really is in the town centre.
With reference to recommendation 50 you might consider if Poole Road might be a more logical boundary
for the Canford Cliffs ward.

David d'Orton‐Gibson
Ward Councillor
Redhill and Northbourne (Conservative)

E‐Mail: david.dorton‐gibson@bournemouth.gov.uk

VISIT OUR WEBSITE: www.bournemouth.gov.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this e‐mail

********************************************************************** This email and any files
transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This footnote also confirms
that this email message has been checked for the presence of computer viruses.
**********************************************************************
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

17 August 2018 13:17
reviews
FTA Review Officer (Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole)

FTA: Review Officer (Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole)
Sir / Madam


Littledown and Iford, Moordown and Winton East
I agree with the recommendation 35 of retaining Winton East as suggested in the joint committee proposal.



Kinson North, Redhill and Northbourne and Wallisdown and Winton West
I agree with the recommendation 41 that Wallisdown and Winton West should be replicated in the new
council’s arrangements.
We agree with the recommendation 43 regarding the disposition of mobile home parks and Milford Drive
area into Kinson North, The Cherry Tree Nursery into Redhill and Northbourne and the Bear Cross Avenue
area together with the even‐numbered properties on Kinson South Drive, Paget Road and West Howe Close
into Kinson South.



Alderney and Bourne Valley, Newtown, Talbot and Branksome Woods
I agree with recommendations 48‐50 regarding the division of the Branksome ward, the inclusion of both
sides of Alder road with the current Alderney Road and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area with Talbot
Woods.
We however suggest that with reference to recommendation 50 that Poole Road is a more logical boundary
with Canford Cliffs ward.



Bournemouth Central, Canford Cliffs and Westbourne and Westcliff
I agree with recommendation 64 regarding Westbourne and Westcliff.
I object however to recommendation 65 as those roads around Exeter Crescent and Exeter Road are
effectively separated by a steep hill from Westbourne and clearly relate geographically and from a
community perspective with the centre of Bournemouth. Therefore they should be retained in the Central
Ward.



Bearwood and Kinson South and Broadstone and Merley
I agree with the recommendation 74 regarding the future housing potential of Bearwood being included in
the new Bearwood and Kinson South ward.

Best regards
Cllr Nick Rose
C/O Town Hall, Bournemouth
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8/21/2018

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

May Haines

E-mail:

m.haines@poole.gov.uk

Postcode:
Organisation Name: Borough of Poole

Comment text:
The BC is proposing to reduce the geographic area of Canford Cliffs ward so that some residences
in Lilliput are taken into Penn Hill ward and others in Poole Road and Lindsay Road are adopted by
Talbot & Branksome Woods ward. Of the changes proposed, we'd challenge just one of them: The
proposal to split Lindsay Road down the middle for most of its length and move to the next ward
the residences on the north side of Lindsay Rd, starting from the apartments at St Aldhelm's Place
(25 Lindsay Rd) and ending at the "The Lindsay" (47a Lindsay Rd). Our view is that Lindsay Rd
should remain intact in the current ward. The local district is Branksome Park which lies entirely in
the current Canford Cliffs ward. An historic wall defines the northern boundary of the Branksome
Park Estate and it encompasses those residences on the north side. The wall is of a height and
solidity that those residences don't interact with Poole Road to the north. Indeed they are not
accessed from Poole Road and can barely be seen from the north side. In contrast, the residences'
orientation, frontage and access - and their entire presence in the community - is south-facing to
the Lindsay Road. Residents in this area are proud to identify themselves with Branksome Park, and
some have lived here for a considerable number of years. The residents' association for Branksome
Park and Canford Cliffs has been in existence since 1948 and is headquartered in one of those
residences on the north side. A split of the territory would jeopardise this organisation and split the
community, moving over 400 residents into a ward they don't identify with. In summary, we believe
the proposal for Lindsay Road is against the Boundary Commission's own principles to preserve
identified communities and to respect historic boundaries. Finally, on a separate point, we note that
Canford Cliffs Ward is forecast for 'minus 1%' in electorate by 2023 whereas Talbot & Branksome
Woods is forecast for 'plus 4%'. As such, our challenge will help the electoral equality between the
wards. For the reasons above, we ask that the residences and the territory on the north side of
Lindsay Rd remain in the ward of Canford Cliffs. Councillor May Haines Representing Canford Cliffs
Ward Borough of Poole

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/14487

1/1

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor John Beesley <John.Beesley@Bournemouth.gov.uk>
24 August 2018 08:24
reviews
Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole Boundary Commission Review

Review Officer (Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
1st Floor, Windsor House
50 Victoria Street
London SW1H 0TL
Dear Sir,
Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole Boundary Commission Review
I am writing in my capacity as the Leader of the Conservative Group on Bournemouth Council. I am also the Leader
of Bournemouth Council and a Member of the Joint Committee which previously submitted its proposals for the
Boundary Review.
My responses are therefore based on the wider area of the Boundary Review, although I am also writing with regard
to the specific Ward that I represent of Westbourne & West Cliff.
I would comment as follows:‐


Littledown and Iford, Moordown and Winton East
I agree with the recommendation 35 of retaining Winton East as suggested in the Joint Committee proposal.



Kinson North, Redhill and Northbourne and Wallisdown and Winton West
I agree with the recommendation 41 that Wallisdown and Winton West should be replicated in the new
council’s arrangements.
I also agree with the recommendation 43 regarding the disposition of mobile home parks and Milford Drive
area into Kinson North, The Cherry Tree Nursery into Redhill and Northbourne and the Bear Cross Avenue
area together with the even‐numbered properties on Kinson South Drive, Paget Road and West Howe Close
into Kinson South.



Alderney and Bourne Valley, Newtown, Talbot and Branksome Woods
I agree with recommendations 48‐50 regarding the division of the Branksome Ward, the inclusion of both
sides of Alder Road with the current Alderney Road and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area with Talbot
Woods.
However, I suggest that with reference to recommendation 50 that Poole Road is a more logical boundary
with Canford Cliffs ward.



Bournemouth Central, Canford Cliffs and Westbourne and Westcliff
I agree with recommendation 64 regarding Westbourne and Westcliff.
However, I object to recommendation 65 as those roads around Exeter Crescent and Exeter Road are
effectively separated by a steep hill from Westbourne and clearly relate geographically and from a
community perspective with the centre of Bournemouth. Therefore I believe that they should be retained in
the Central Ward.



Bearwood and Kinson South and Broadstone and Merley
1

I agree with the recommendation 74 regarding the future housing potential of Bearwood being included in
the new Bearwood and Kinson South Ward.

Yours faithfully,
John Beesley
Cllr John Beesley FIH
Leader of the Conservative Group
Bournemouth Council
Mobile – 07860 391219
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Judy Butt
24 August 2018 18:19
reviews
l.burden@poole.gov.uk; j. rampton@poole. gov. uk gov. uk
Boundary review 2018 for BCP regarding the Creekmoor Ward Poole

Dear Sir
Re Boundary changes Creekmoor Ward Poole.
We write to you today as the Ward Councillors for the Creekmoor Ward of Poole, incorporating Hillbourne and
Waterloo.
Having taken time to carefully read and understand your most recent proposals, made in the light of our Borough of
Poole Joint Committee submission we are happy in general terms with the substantive of your proposals.
However we do have some concerns regarding the Creekmoor Ward which we outline in detail as follows.
The three reasons for the boundary review as stated by yourselves iterates:‐
Number ‐ The aim of the electoral review is to recommend ward boundaries that mean each councillor represents
approximately the same number of voters.
To ensure that the ward boundaries reflect the interests and identities of local communities.
Promoting effective local government.

1. Your proposals in terms of numbers –
There is no requirement to remove Pine Springs, Lytham Road and Edwina Drive from Broadstone into Creekmoor
regarding any number balance, as this actually further weights the ratio higher to Broadstone and Merley where
there is a requirement to lessen that ratio in comparision to the required calculated Creekmoor residents number in
2023, being 8% in Creekmoor in comparision to 3% in the newly proposed Broadstone and Merely Ward, clearly
there is no requirement to increases resident numbers in Creekmoor.
It is also very well documented in previous boundary reviews that these specific areas have been points of great
contention with Broadstone residents, they being very clear that they did not feel that they had/have direct natural
or community links with Creekmoor per se but did have a proven natural/community affinity with Broadstone and
were clear that they wished to stay in that Ward.
Having discussed this particular point with Broadstone Ward Councillors it is clear that the residents of the roads
proposed to be moved into the Ward of Creekmoor have made it absolutely clear that they do not wish to be
moved. We are certain that you will be receiving the strongest of objections from Broadstone Ward Councillors and
the residents themselves potentially affected by your recent proposal, as it is strongly felt that it would adversely
affect the interests and identities of those living in the stated roads.
2. To ensure that the ward boundaries reflect the interests and identities of local communities.
Continuing in this vein, we raise the somewhat arbitrary removal of Upton Country Park from Creekmoor;
It is felt in the strongest of terms by ourselves and the residents of Creekmoor, who will be making their own
personal representations in their own right regarding this proposal, that Upton Country Park should remain within
the ward boundary of Creekmoor and not be transferred to Oakdale.
We do understand that, due to time constraints, you were unable to complete your customary ‘ familiarisation drive
around the Ward’ and this is somewhat manifest in the suggestion
as proposed to alienate UCP from Creekmoor.
1

We look to rationale behind any such proposal.
There is no one resident. In UCP so the numbers requirement is not relevant.
a. the Park is used for a number of large public events, including music festivals, fairs, weddings, seminars, etc and
the resulting increase in noise, traffic and overflow parking directly affect residents in Creekmoor, which is the
closest community to Upton House and the events field. It is therefore crucial that the local Creekmoor Councillors
are kept informed as ward members of developments at the Park and are in a position to influence decisions about
the use of the Park.
b. The only direct access, either on foot, cycle or car is through Creekmoor. UCP is well signposted in Creekmoor,
there is no such signage regarding Oakdale in any proximity to UCP. The nearest property in Oakdale being a 30/40
minute walk and well over an hour at its furthest.
c. UCP is within 2 minute walking distance from the nearest property in Creekmoor 15/20 minutes at its furthest, it
has a safe designated cycle route and is incredibly popular amongst the residents of Creekmoor, for everyday access.
d. by contrast, Oakdale is separated from the UCP by the entire width of Holes Bay Water, some 5km in length, a
sizable industrial estate at Willis Way in Oakdale itself and the main Holes Bay Road to its western boundary.
e. the Ward of Oakdale has no direct access by car, needing to drive through Creemoor to access UCP. There is no
continuous safe access by cycle or foot, Oakdale being some 30/40 minutes walk away at its nearest point to the
park entrance.
f. the impact of events held at UCP is insignificant on Oakdale residents so the concern and influence of their
Oakdale Councillors would risk be similarly reduced and poorly informed.

g. anecdotally Rightmove advertise in general terms regarding purchasing a property in Creekmoor ergo.
h. ‘A well presented three bedroom terraced house is situated in the popular area of Creekmoor and within close
proximity of the Upton Country Park’, as do .
Carter Shaw Estate Agents and Wrights Estate Agents,the same approach taken by local estate agents selling
properety in Creekmoor.
‘A Two Bedroom Cluster House in a Quiet Cul‐de‐sac Location of Creekmoor...located adjacent to the Creekmoor
Trailway leading to Upton Country Park’
i. ergo, businesses in the area, clearly closely associating our beautiful facility in the sale of homes to families in the
area.
j. therefore regarding this point in terms of boundaries; the Holes Bay Relief Road A350 should remain the strong
western boundary for Oakdale, while Creekmoor should continue to be defined by the southern boundary of the
railway line and the existing boundary with Upton.
3. Promoting effective local government.
Creekmoor Cllrs have a very long proven history of close consultation and negotiation with their Creekmoor
residents, regarding all park events/management and all present/emerging issues, having ascertained a sound
understanding over decades of the needs and potential for UCP.
It is the residents of Creekmoor who are directly affected by what happens in the park and they should therefore be
represented by Councillors who also live and work in the ward and in very close proximity to UCP regarding it’s
detriments, as we understand entirely the needs and concerns of our residents in this regards.
2

We have also worked closely with the Friends of Upton Country Park, a very long standing charity formed in the
1970’s to save the house and park from falling into disrepair and ruin, they are very unhappy at the proposals to
remove UCP from the Creekmoor Ward. Representatives will doubtless be making their own representation
separately.
We as Creekmoor Ward Cllrs fully understand that LGR is pivotal in ensuring that our boundaries are future‐proofed
and attain proper robust ward representation in numbers for the new Single Unitary Authority,
We do understand the many complications that are needing to be resolved.
However in summary ‐ increased resident numbers are not required to balance 2023 figures for Creekmoor, there is
a unique, long term proven local affinity with UCP, it being an area which directly reflects the interest and identity of
Creekmoor residents, for the reasons as stated above.
We therefore respectfully request that the JC submission for the Ward of Creekmoor and the BC proposals for
Creekmoor not be actioned but that the status quo remain as at the last BC review decision in 2014 and that the
Creekmoor boundary remains at it presently is now.
Many thanks for your kind attention to the above
Yours faithfully
Cllr Judes butt
On behalf of Ward Councillors
Cllrs Leslie Burden, John Rampton and Judy Butt
Creekmoor Ward Borough of Poole
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:



Nigel Hedges
25 August 2018 07:20
reviews
BOURNEMOUTH : Wallisdown and Winton West Ward

Kinson North, Redhill and Northbourne and Wallisdown and Winton West
The Recommendation 41 : I agree that the Ward of Wallisdown and Winton West should remain the same in
the arrangements for the new
Unitary Council , Bournemouth , Christchurch and Poole Council.
The Recommendation 43 : Talking to other Councillors , we all agree regarding the disposition of mobile
home parks and Milford Drive area into Kinson North, The Cherry Tree Nursery into Redhill and Northbourne
and the Bear Cross Avenue area together with the even-numbered properties on Kinson South Drive, Paget
Road and West Howe Close into Kinson South.

Councillor Nigel P. Hedges
Bournemouth Council
Wallisdown and Winton West Ward
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Drew Mellor <D.Mellor@poole.gov.uk>
25 August 2018 09:00
reviews
Dorset BC proposals

Sir / Madam
In response to the Boundary Reviews for the new authority of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole, here is my
position:
I believe as the ward councillor for the current Branksome East ward that the joint committee approach better
addresses the need to rebalance wards, is less disruptive to my community and more easily understandable to my
ward residents.
Having said that my comments on the Boundary Commission proposals for the ward I represent and area I am
resident and an employer in is as follows:‐



Alderney and Bourne Valley, Newtown, Talbot and Branksome Woods
I agree with recommendations 48‐50 regarding the division of the Branksome ward, the inclusion of both
sides of Alder road with the current Alderney Road and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area with Talbot
Woods.
We however suggest that with reference to recommendation 50 that Poole Road is a more logical boundary
with Canford Cliffs ward.

Many thanks for your consideration.

Regards,
Drew Mellor

DISCLAIMER: This email and any files transmitted with it may be confidential, legally privileged and protected in law
and are intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. The copyright in all documentation is
the property of the Borough of Poole and this email and any documentation must not be copied or used other than
as strictly necessary for the purpose of this email, without prior written consent which may be subject to conditions.
Any view or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the
Borough of Poole. The Borough of Poole reserves the right to inspect incoming and outgoing emails. If you have
received this email in error please contact the sender by return and confirm that its contents have been destroyed.
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor Mark Battistini <Mark.Battistini@Bournemouth.gov.uk>
25 August 2018 09:23
reviews
Boundary Review for Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole LGR

FTA: Review Officer (for Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole LGR)
FROM: Cllr Mark Battistini Bournemouth Borough Council

Sir / Madam

In response to the Boundary Reviews for the new authority of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole,
here is my position:

I believe as the ward councillor for Kinson North that the joint committee approach better addresses
the need to rebalance wards, is less disruptive to my community and more easily understandable to
my ward residents.

Having said that my comments on the Boundary Commission proposals are as follows:-



Littledown and Iford, Moordown and Winton East
I agree with the recommendation 35 of retaining Winton East as suggested in the joint
committee proposal.



Kinson North, Redhill and Northbourne and Wallisdown and Winton West
I agree with the recommendation 41 that Wallisdown and Winton West should be replicated
in the new council’s arrangements.
We agree with the recommendation 43 regarding the disposition of mobile home parks and
Milford Drive area into Kinson North, The Cherry Tree Nursery into Redhill and Northbourne
and the Bear Cross Avenue area together with the even-numbered properties on Kinson
South Drive, Paget Road and West Howe Close into Kinson South.



1
Alderney and Bourne Valley, Newtown, Talbot
and Branksome Woods

I agree with recommendations 48-50 regarding the division of the Branksome ward, the
inclusion of both sides of Alder road with the current Alderney Road and the inclusion of the
Talbot Heath area with Talbot Woods.
I however suggest that with reference to recommendation 50 that Poole Road is a more
logical boundary with Canford Cliffs ward.



Bournemouth Central, Canford Cliffs and Westbourne and Westcliff
I agree with recommendation 64 regarding Westbourne and Westcliff.
I object however to recommendation 65 as those roads around Exeter Crescent and Exeter
Road are effectively separated by a steep hill from Westbourne and clearly relate
geographically and from a community perspective with the centre of Bournemouth. Therefore
they should be retained in the Central Ward.



Bearwood and Kinson South and Broadstone and Merley
I agree with the recommendation 74 regarding the future housing potential of Bearwood
being included in the new Bearwood and Kinson South ward.

Please submit my comments to the review process.

Kind regards

Cllr Mark Battistini

********************************************************************** This email and any files
transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This footnote also confirms
that this email message has been checked for the presence of computer viruses.
*
*****************************************************************
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor Lawrence Williams <Lawrence.Williams@Bournemouth.gov.uk>
25 August 2018 09:26
reviews
The Boundary Reviews for the new authority of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole

Sir / Madam
In response to the Boundary Reviews for the new authority of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole, here is my
position:
I believe as the ward councillor for Littledown and Iford that the joint committee approach better
addresses the need to rebalance wards, is less disruptive to my community and more easily
understandable to my ward residents.
Having said that my comments on the Boundary Commission proposals are as follows:Littledown and Iford, Moordown and Winton East
I agree with the recommendation 35 of retaining Winton East as suggested in the joint committee proposal.
Kinson North, Redhill and Northbourne and Wallisdown and Winton West
I agree with the recommendation 41 that Wallisdown and Winton West should be replicated in the new council’s
arrangements.
We agree with the recommendation 43 regarding the disposition of mobile home parks and Milford Drive area into
Kinson North, The Cherry Tree Nursery into Redhill and Northbourne and the Bear Cross Avenue area together with
the even‐numbered properties on Kinson South Drive, Paget Road and West Howe Close into Kinson South.
Alderney and Bourne Valley, Newtown, Talbot and Branksome Woods
I agree with recommendations 48‐50 regarding the division of the Branksome ward, the inclusion of both sides of
Alder road with the current Alderney Road and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area with Talbot Woods.
I however suggest that with reference to recommendation 50 that Poole Road is a more logical boundary with
Canford Cliffs ward.
Bournemouth Central, Canford Cliffs and Westbourne and Westcliff
I agree with recommendation 64 regarding Westbourne and Westcliff.
I object however to recommendation 65 as those roads around Exeter Crescent and Exeter Road are effectively
separated by a steep hill from Westbourne and clearly relate geographically and from a community perspective with
the centre of Bournemouth. Therefore they should be retained in the Central Ward.
Bearwood and Kinson South and Broadstone and Merley
I agree with the recommendation 74 regarding the future housing potential of Bearwood being included in the new
Bearwood and Kinson South ward.
Please submit my comments to the review process.
Kind regards

Cllr Lawrence Williams
Deputy Mayor of Bournemouth
Ward Councillor for Littledown & Iford
********************************************************************** This email and any files
transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the
1 use of the individual or entity to whom they are

addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This footnote also confirms
that this email message has been checked for the presence of computer viruses.
********************************************************************
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor John Perkins <John.Perkins@bournemouth.gov.uk>
25 August 2018 10:46
reviews
Bournemouth, Poole and Christchurch

To whom it may concern,
Having looked at the proposals regarding the various changes to the local ward boundaries, I believe the
the joint committe' s approach best serves the general area, and also having spoken to my residence we
agree that this is the best approach for North Kinson.
I hope you will take mine and my residence views into serious consideration.
Kind regards
Cllr John Perkins
Kinson North
********************************************************************** This email and any files
transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This footnote also confirms
that this email message has been checked for the presence of computer viruses.
********************************************************************
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Councillor Patrick Oakley <Patrick.Oakley@Bournemouth.gov.uk>
26 August 2018 18:28
reviews
Bournemouth Lower Gardens

Dear Sir, as a member of the Bournemouth Lower Gardens Trust Board, I am writing to appeal to you to
change Paragraph 65 of the Local Government Boundary Commission for England proposal.
The trust was set up some years ago to protect and preserve the quality and character of a unique
Edwardian Garden right in the centre of Bournemouth. Many would describe these gardens as
Bournemouth’s jewel in the crown. Currently para 65 includes a proposal that will endanger the smooth
running and management of this facility. The current proposal to split the Lower Gardens between the
wards of Bournemouth Central and Westbourne and West Cliff, using the Bourne Stream that runs through
the centre of the gardens, on its way to the sea, as the boundary. Quite frankly this proposal is just plain
daft.
At the moment all the Lower Gardens reside in Central Ward, which is the logical place for it and means
the Trust need only to deal with one set of ward councillors. Keeping the Gardens within Bournemouth
central Ward enables the Trust to reflect and responds to the issues of the Lower Gardens within its natural
town centre location. Any compromise to this, by sharing the gardens with more than one ward, will make
our job in protecting and preserving the quality and character of this unique facility more difficult.
I therefore appeal to you to reconsider splitting the Gardens into two wards and allow it to remain in the
Bournemouth Central Centre ward where it naturally resides

Kind Regards,
Pat
Councillor Patrick Oakley.
Winton East Ward
Cabinet Member for Tourism, Leisure & The Arts.
www.bournemouth.gov.uk

1

Bournemouth Arts by the Sea Festival: 14th – 21st October 2017

www.artsbournemouth.org.uk @artsbournemouth

********************************************************************** This email and any files
transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This footnote also confirms
that this email message has been checked for the presence of computer viruses.
**********************************************************************
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor Patrick Oakley <Patrick.Oakley@Bournemouth.gov.uk>
25 August 2018 19:58
reviews
Response to the Boundary Commission

Dear Sir / Madam,
In response to the Boundary Reviews for the new authority of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole:
I believe, as one of the ward councillors for Winton East, that the joint committee approach better addresses the need
to rebalance wards, is less disruptive to my community and more importantly, easily understandable to my ward
residents.
My general comments on the Boundary Commission proposals are as follows:


Littledown and Iford, Moordown and Winton East
As one of the Councillors representing Winton East for the last 5 years I agree with the recommendation 35 of
retaining Winton East as suggested in the joint committee proposal.



Kinson North, Redhill and Northbourne and Wallisdown and Winton West
I agree with the recommendation 41 that Wallisdown and Winton West should be replicated in the new
council’s arrangements.
We agree with the recommendation 43 regarding the disposition of mobile home parks and Milford Drive area
into Kinson North, The Cherry Tree Nursery into Redhill and Northbourne and the Bear Cross Avenue area
together with the even-numbered properties on Kinson South Drive, Paget Road and West Howe Close into
Kinson South.



Alderney and Bourne Valley, Newtown, Talbot and Branksome Woods
I agree with recommendations 48-50 regarding the division of the Branksome ward, the inclusion of both
sides of Alder road with the current Alderney Road and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area with Talbot
Woods.
I however suggest that with reference to recommendation 50 that Poole Road is a more logical boundary with
Canford Cliffs ward.



Bournemouth Central, Canford Cliffs and Westbourne and Westcliff
I agree with recommendation 64 regarding Westbourne and Westcliff.
I object however to recommendation 65 as those roads around Exeter Crescent and Exeter Road are
effectively separated by a steep hill from Westbourne and clearly relate geographically and from a community
perspective with the centre of Bournemouth. Therefore they should be retained in the Central Ward.



Bearwood and Kinson South and Broadstone and Merley
I agree with the recommendation 74 regarding the future housing potential of Bearwood being included in the
new Bearwood and Kinson South ward.

Please submit my comments to the review process.

1

Kind Regards,
Pat
Councillor Patrick Oakley.
Winton East Ward
Cabinet Member for Tourism, Leisure & The Arts.
www.bournemouth.gov.uk

Bournemouth Arts by the Sea Festival: 14th – 21st October 2017

www.artsbournemouth.org.uk @artsbournemouth
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicola Greene
26 August 2018 10:41
reviews
Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Boundary proposals

To the Boundary Commission - local government warding for Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole.
In both the BCP Joint Committee submission and the LGBCE response no change is anticipated for
Wallisdown and Winton West and I endorse this option.
I represent the Ward of Wallisdown and Winton West and have done so for the past eleven years. The
boundaries of the Ward are logical: main (and busy) roads outline the Ward to the north and south; as
does Turbary Common to the north and west. To the east, there is a clear community which look to the
Universities - both resident and student population - which faces onto Talbot Road and Wallisdown Road.
The proposals both meet the LGBCE requirements for proper numerical representation and provide
minimal disruption for residents.
More broadly, I support the proposals from the LGBCE regarding other north BCP wards (including Bear
Cross and Kinson South expanding to take account of housing potential).
Councillor Nicola Greene
Wallisdown and Winton West

Sent from Nicola's iPad
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Roger Marley
26 August 2018 16:23
reviews
Boundary Commission

For the attention of the Review Officer (Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole).
From Cllr Roger Marley, Bournemouth Borough Council.
Dear Sir/Madam
In response to the Boundary Reviews for the new authority of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole here is my
position:
I believe as the ward councillor for Kinson South that the joint committee approach addresses the need to rebalance
wards, is less disruptive to my community and more easily understandable to my ward residents.
My comments are: I agree the recommendation 74 regarding the future housing potential of Bearwood being
included in the new Bearwood and Kinson South Ward.
However, the boundary at this moment in time is rather incongruous and thus inappropriate between Bearcross
and Bearwood. It is not a definitive boundary. For many years Bearcross has been rather named ‘God’s forgotten
acre’ of Bournemouth Borough Council, due to the dividing dual carriageway along Ringwood Road. Extending the
boundary to cover Bearwood would engage both the residents of Bearcross and Bearwood. There are not any
community venues in Bearcross and the residents, would I am sure by being ‘a part of’ appreciate the facilities that
Bearwood residents enjoy.
I trust you will find my remarks helpful.
Yours faithfully

Cllr Roger Marley
Kinson South Ward.
Champion for the Arts, Heritage and Culture Bournemouth Borough Council.
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Susan Phillips
27 August 2018 00:09
reviews
Review Officer (Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole)

To the Boundary Commission ‐ local government warding for Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole.

In both the BCP Joint Committee submission and the LGBCE response no change is anticipated for Wallisdown and
Winton West and I am happy with this decision.

I represent the Ward of Wallisdown and Winton West and have done so for the past seven years. The boundaries of
the Ward are logical: main (and busy) roads outline the Ward to the north and south; as does Turbary Common to
the north and west. To the east, there is a clear community which look to the Universities ‐ both resident and
student population ‐ which faces onto Talbot Road and Wallisdown Road. The proposals both meet the LGBCE
requirements for proper numerical representation and provide minimal disruption for residents.

I support the proposals from the LGBCE regarding other north BCP wards (including Bear Cross and Kinson South
expanding to take account of housing potential).

I hope my support is helpful.

Yours Sincerely

Councillor Susan Phillips
Wallisdown and Winton West

Sent from my iPhone
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NOTICE OF MOTION
Council, considering the “Future Dorset” scheme and the Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007,
A. Notes that:1. There is no statutory legislative authority for the application made by some Dorset Councils
to the Government in February 2017 for single tier local government in Dorset and that
both the application and the Government’s decision to approve it are ultra vires and
therefore unlawful
2. On 29th March 2018 the Government laid before Parliament a draft Statutory Instrument
The Dorset (Structural Changes) (Modification of the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007) Regulations 2018 (“the Regulations”) which is designed to give
retrospective statutory authority to the application made by Dorset Councils in February
2017 and to the Government’s decision of 26th February 2018 to approve it.
3. Council notes that these Regulations are also ultra vires for the reasons set out the the
attached memorandum Information Relating to the Actions of the Secretary of State in the matter
of the County of Dorset, the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 and the
Cities and Devolution Act 2016.
B. Believes that:1. “The Regulations” before Parliament have the effect of unjustly denying the Council the
opportunity of making representations to the Government against the proposed
reorganisation of local government in Dorset and also bringing forward alternative
proposals.
2. It would be a constitutional outrage for the UK Parliament to approve secondary legislation
which amends the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 with
retrospective effect, thereby enabling Christchurch Borough Council to be abolished
against its will and that of its residents.
C. Resolves:1. To call the attention of the Parliamentary Authorities to the Memorandum attached;
2. To call on the Government to withdraw “the Regulations”;
3. To actively lobby its Member of Parliament, other MPs and Peers from all parties to vote
against ‘the Regulations’ in Parliament;

INFORMATION RELATING TO THE ACTIONS OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE IN THE
MATTER OF THE COUNTY OF DORSET, THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC
HEALTH ACT AND THE CITIES AND DEVOLUTION ACT 2016

Christchurch Borough Council draws to the attention of the Parliamentary Authorities the
following:1. That 84% of the people of Christchurch voted on a 54% turnout in a local referendum in
December 2017 against Christchurch Borough Council being forced into a new single tier
authority with Bournemouth and Poole. On 2nd January 2018 Christchurch Borough Council
also voted against such a forced amalgamation with not a single councillor voting to the
contrary;
2. That in December 2015 during the Third Reading debate on the Cities and Local Government
Devolution Bill the then Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government assured the
House that the powers in what is now Section 15(5) of that Act would not be used to force
councils to be abolished against their will but only to encourage councils to enter into
conversations about possible restructuring.
3. That in a written statement to Parliament on 7th November 2017 the Secretary of State said
that the Government will not force district councils to merge without their consent.
4. That in contravention to assurances given to Parliament the powers in Section 15(5) are now
being used in ‘the Regulations’ laid to give legal authority for the purpose of abolishing
Christchurch Borough Council without its consent or that of its residents.
5. That because the Secretary of State did not use his powers under Section 2 of the 2007 Act to
invite proposals, Christchurch Borough Council has not been able to make use of the power in
Section 3(6) of that Act to bring forward its own proposal either alone or with other
authorities.
6. That by not inviting proposals under Section 2 of the 2007 Act, the Secretary of State has been
able to avoid the requirements in Section 7(3) of that Act for consultation. Regulation 3(c)(ii)
perpetuates that situation by providing for the retrospective avoidance of any need for
consultation.
7. That if the Secretary of State had used his powers under Section 2 of the 2007 Act to invite
proposals for a single tier of local government in Dorset, the local authorities would have had
to have had regard to any guidance from the Secretary of State as to what a proposal should
seek to achieve and the matters that should be taken into account in formulating a proposal.
The consequence of retrospection is to have prevented any guidance being issued or taken into
account before any proposals are formulated. The reference at paragraph 2.2 of the
Explanatory Report produced by the Government in support of ‘the Regulations’ disingenuously
refers to criteria set out on 28th February 2017 in response to a Parliamentary question from
[Sir] Christopher Chope MP (PQN 65271) without making clear that those criteria were only

established after the date on which the proposal for local government reorganisation had been
submitted to the Secretary of State and were not put forward pursuant to Section 2.
8. That the Explanatory Report to Parliament in support of ‘the Regulations’ neither explains
clearly the effect of ‘the Regulations’ nor the reasons that the Secretary of State considers
appropriate for making such Regulations. In particular, there is no explanation as to why the
Secretary of State did not use his statutory power under Section 2 of the 2007 Act to invite
proposals for local government restructuring in Dorset. Nor is any explanation given as to why
‘the Regulations’ have been issued retrospectively more than a year after the original application
which is ultra vires was submitted in February 2017.
9. That no opportunity has been given to Christchurch Borough Council to make representations
in advance of the draft Regulations being made because there has been no specific consultation
on ‘the Regulations’. In a letter to Dorset MPs and Dorset Council Leaders dated 27th March
2018 the Minister for Local Government asserted that the draft Regulations had been
‘developed and worked up with all nine councils and their Joint Committees’. This is incorrect
certainly in so far as Christchurch Borough Council is concerned whose Leader did not receive
such a letter. Neither he nor this Council have been engaged with the preparation or
development of the Dorset (Structural Changes) (Modification of the Local Government and
Public Involvement in Health Act 2007) Regulations 2018. They have, however, been involved
with the regulations being considered in the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole (Structural
Changes) Order 2018. By denying Christchurch Borough Council the opportunity to make
representations in advance of the draft Regulations being laid, the Secretary of State is in breach
of his obligations under Section 15(13) of the 2016 Act.
10. That ‘the Regulations’ have been issued without a full regulatory impact assessment being
prepared. The absence of such an assessment is justified by the Secretary of State on the basis
that ‘the Regulations’ ‘will have no impact on the costs of business and the voluntary sector’.
There is no evidence produced for this assertion. It is well known that many voluntary
organisations in and across Dorset may be adversely affected by the abolition of the local
authorities which currently provide grant funding to them or with which they have contractual
arrangements. Businesses will also be impacted as is recognised in paragraph 4.4 of the
Explanatory Report on ‘the Regulations’ which refers to significant support from local
businesses, some of which believe that the impact will be positive.
11. That in paragraph 3.1 of the Explanatory Report in support of ‘the Regulations’ the Secretary of
State prays in aid a manifesto commitment made by the Government in the 2017 General
Election. That commitment conflates ‘combined’ authorities in which individual councils retain
their identity with restructured councils in which constituent councils are abolished.
Furthermore, the commitment to which he refers was made long after the application by
Dorset councils. Ironically all nine Dorset local authorities, with the support of the Local
Enterprise Partnership, submitted unanimously in July 2016 an application to the Government to
create a Dorset Combined Authority. That application which was fully aligned with the
manifesto commitment quoted by the Secretary of State has still not been decided despite
earlier promises made by the Secretary of State that it would be.

12. That on a close examination of ‘the Regulations’ they amount to a hybrid instrument specifically
affecting Christchurch Borough Council. Although such a hybrid instrument under Section
15(14) of the 2016 Act is to be treated as if it was not hybrid it affects the reasonableness of
regulations which are retrospective in their effect.

MAPS
Relating to the Comments of the
Borough and County Councillors
on the Boundary Commission’s
proposals for the east of the present
Borough of Christchurch
by the County Councillor for the
Burton Grange Division and the
Borough Councillors for the Grange
and West Highcliffe Wards
The Fourteenth Sunday afterTrinity, 2014

THE BOUNDARY REVIEW – CHRISTCHURCH
The County Councillors for the various Christchurch Divisions have considered the need for new
Divisional boundaries to meet the requirements of the Boundary Commission.
A. The Officers’ Proposals.
1. The Councillors believe these to be unsatisfactory for the following reasons
2. There is no community between Burton and Hurn. Apart from the common links southwards to
Christchurch, Burton looks eastwards to Bransgore and Hampshire: Hurn westwards to Parley and
Dorset.
3. There is very low connectivity between Hurn and Burton. Without a detour through Christchurch
centre, the only link between the two is a narrow, single-carriageway bridge from Hurn into Sopley
Parish in Hampshire. While there is through traffic along this route there is very little traffic where
the journey starts in Burton and ends in Hurn, or vice-versa.
4. The two parishes are separated by a wide river and a depopulated flood plain, so the apparent
proximity of the villages is in fact illusory.
5. For these reasons therefore the County Councillors for Christchurch cannot support the Officers’
proposal.
B. Proposals for a two-Member Division in the West of Christchurch
We now believe these also to be unsatisfactory and they are therefore withdrawn.
C. Further Suggestions
The Councillors have considered the options available and believe that a non unreasonable
modification of the present structure will fulfil all the criteria. This is as indicated on the map
attached and on the table below.
We believe that this structure would
•
•
•
•

Achieve electoral equality
Preserve community identity
Benefit from high connectivity within each division
Be familiar to most voters and therefore will maintain voter interest,

We therefore believe that this structure should be the basis for the submission for public
consultation and eventual approval by the County Council.
D C Jones
On behalf of the County Councillors for the Borough of Christchurch
24 September 2014

PROPOSAL
Executive Summary

Highcliffe North and Walkford

No change

Mudeford and Highcliffe Coastal

Gains Purewell (SP B) from Central: loses “Admirals’
Reach” (Rodney Drive area) to Burton Grange

Burton Grange

Gains as above: no other change

Central

Loses SP B (Purewell) to Mudeford and Highcliffe and PO
– B (eastern, smaller, half of Portfield) to Commons. Gains
PO – A (larger part of Portfield) from Commons.

Commons

Exchanges PO – A for PO – B. No other change.

Burton Grange
BW
Putative
MFC
GR- A
GR- B

3710
730
2500
1300
8240

Mudeford and Highcliffe
PS - B
1200 Totals
MF - A
1970
Less to “MFC”
730
MF - B
2470
HC - A
1230
HC - B
2100
8240

Commons
SC - B
SC - C
SCA (Hurn)
PO – B
JU - A
JU -B

1300
1450
450
1420
1860
1530

Highcliffe and
Walkford
NH A
NH B
WH A
WH B
8010

Central
PS A
PO A
TC A
TC B

2500
2260
2410
1380
8550

970
2130
2160
2930
8190

8/16/2932/OUT LAND AT ROESHOT HILL,
CHRISTCHURCH

SITE LOCATION PLAN

WARD BOUNDARIES

AERIAL SITE PLAN

VIEW FROM SOUTH

VIEW FROM NORTH

VIEW FROM EAST

VIEW FROM NORTH EAST

CORE STRATEGY ALLOCATION SITE
Christchurch & East Dorset Local Plan Part 1 - Core Strategy (Adopted 2014)

ILLUSTRATIVE MASTER PLAN

Not to be
developed/retained
as Paddock area
only

ADOPTED CORE STRATEGY ALLOCATION SITE AND
PROPOSED ILLUSTRATIVE MASTER PLAN

SITE CONTEXT EASTERN ACCESS

LYNDHURST ROAD (LOCATION A)

A
B

LYNDHURST ROAD (LOCATION B)

EAST SIDE OF DEVELOPMENT

Yellow up to 2.5, Red 3/4 stories
(illustrative)

ARTIST IMPRESSION OF
EASTERN GATEWAY/
ROUNDABOUT

PROPOSED EASTERN
ROUNDABOUT

SITE CONTEXT WESTERN ACCESS

STAPLE CROSS FROM FOOTBRIDGE (LOCATION C)

STAPLE CROSS (LOCATION D)
One way exit access from
western side of site onto A35
Green landscaping area including
attenuation pond
Ambury Lane closed to vehicular traffic

D
C

Existing cycle path to be closed

WEST SIDE OF DEVELOPMENT

Artist impression of west
entrance

SITE CONTEXT CENTRE OF SITE

SAINSBURY’S ACCESS (LOCATION E)

E

ROESHOT PARK CENTRAL AMENITY SPACE AREA

F

H

G

G

F
PLAY AREA
COMMUNITY BUILDING
CAR PARKING

PLAYING PITCHES

H

RECREATION FACILITIES

CHILDRENS
PLAY AREA

ILLUSTRATION OF TWO STOREY DEVELOPMENT FRONTING
AMBURY LANE

EASTERN VIEW FROM
AMBURY LANE (I)

I
INDICATIVE BUILDING
HEIGHTS

GREEN CORRIDOR/SPINE ROUTE
ARTIST IMPRESSION OF
GREEN CORRIDOR

INDICATIVE SPINE ROUTE

TRANSPORT MEASURES PLAN

STONY LANE ROUNDABOUT
IMPROVEMENTS

J

J

STONY LANE ROUNDABOUT WITHOUT/WITH PROPOSED
MITIGATION – AM PEAK

STONY LANE ROUNDABOUT WITHOUT/WITH PROPOSED
MITIGATION – PM PEAK

CYCLE ROUTES: ENHANCED
NETWORK

COVERED CYCLE
PARKING AREA FOR
28 CYLES

WALKING ROUTES: ENHANCED NETWORK

BUS ROUTING

PLAN INDICATING EXTENT OF SUITABLE
ALTERNATIVE GREEN SPACE (SANG)

SUITABLE ALTERNATIVE
NATURAL GREENSPACE

M

K

N

M

L

L

N

K

SITE CONTEXT

NFNPA

NFDC

CBC

CBC

SITE CONTEXT

AMBURY LANE (LOCATION P)

STAPLE CROSS (LOCATION O)

Q

P
O

WATERY LANE (LOCATION Q)

SITE CONTEXT FROM ST CATHERINES HILL

ST CATHERINES HILL (LOCATION R)

R

T228 TRANSPORT MEASURES PLAN

T288/10 A35 LYNDHURST ROAD PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT

T288/57 SITE ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS HAWTHORN ROAD

T288/43 STAPLE CROSS ACCESS JUNCTION

T288/59 ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY BUS ONLY ACCESS

4085_PLAN_001 ILLUSTRATIVE MASTER PLAN

T288/92 ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY PROPOSED GROUND
RAISING TO SUIT SURFACE WATER STRATEGY

4085_PA 002 ILLUSTRATIVE MASTERPLAN LAND USE
PARAMETER PLAN

4085_PA 003 ILLUSTRATIVE BUILDING HEIGHTS
PARAMETER PLAN

4085_PA 004 ILLUSTRATIVE LANDSCAPE ASSETS PLAN

4085_PA005 ILLUSTRATIVE LANDSCAPE AND FACILITIES
PLAN

SKETCH QUIET RESIDENTIAL COURTS

Response to Boundary Commission Review for Bournemouth, Christchurch and
Poole.

Regarding the LGBCE proposal for the Merley and Bearwood ward in Poole.

Current Merley and Bearwood ward
Merley and Bearwood ward has been a defined ward of the Borough of Poole since it
became a unitary authority in 1997, having previously been called Canford Magna Ward as it
is largely the same as the Canford Magna Parish boundary.
Although the Merley area and Bearwood area can be seen as two communities in several
respects, they are still inked by the fact that they are joined within the Canford Magna
Parish. The three churches in the ward being St Barnabas in Bearwood, the Lantern in
Merley and Canford Parish Church at Canford Magna which form the Canford Magna Team
Ministry within the Diocese of Salisbury.
While this shows the community link as currently defined in the ward, I accept that in other
senses the parts of the ward are different. Merley has links with Wimborne and with
Broadstone in terms of education and transport links for example. While Bearwood also has
links with neighbouring Bournemouth wards in terms of school structures and transport links,
and its postal address is Bournemouth.

Proposed Broadstone and Merley ward.
Should it be felt that these represent stronger community links and that the current Merley
and Bearwood ward should be split, the proposed Broadstone and Merley connection would
seem sensible and the proposed numbers would fit for a 3-member ward. Broadstone and
Merley have road links between them, they are linked by common bus routes, have school
links and in many respects are demographically comparable communities.

Proposed Bearwood and Kinson South ward.
However, the proposal to link the Bearwood area with that of Kinson South, incorporating the
West Howe estate, has little in the way of natural community links to support it and appears
to be more contrived to make the numbers fit for a new 3-member ward rather than being a
definable community. Having lived in Bearwood for over 20 years, represented it as a
Councillor for over 11 years and also being Vice Chair of Bearwood Community Centre
Association, in my opinion the more modern Bearwood estate on the current Poole side of
the boundary does have links with the residential areas to the west of the Ringwood Road as
the streets are interlinked, bus routes run through them, they share schools, many of the
residents currently on the Bournemouth Borough Council side of the boundary use the
facilities within the Bearwood local centre such as the Doctors Surgery and Community

Centre, and they are demographically similar residential areas. They have similar residential
types with mostly detached, semi-detached and terraced housing, with limited numbers of
flats.
The communities to the east of the Ringwood Road and within the West Howe area have
their own local shopping centres and different bus route connections. Residents there are far
less likely to cross the dual carriageway to access services in Bearwood. Demographically
they are also different, and the housing types are different to those on the west with more in
the way of terraced housing and many more flats, as well as significant retail and industrial
parks.
In my opinion and with my long association in Bearwood, I would suggest that the more
natural community boundary is the A348 Ringwood Road dual carriageway. The proposed
revised ward boundaries should reflect this and a new Bearwood ward covering the existing
Bearwood area (polling districts PD and PE), along with all of the current Bournemouth
polling districts to the west of Ringwood Road, from both Kinson South and Kinson North
wards (KS1, KS5 and part of KN1), would make a suitable 2-member ward. This could be
titled either Bearwood, or Bearwood and Bear Cross.
I have been unable to calculate the precise sizes of this proposed ward as the electorate
proforma spreadsheet on your website does not appear to show correct figures for polling
districts KS4 / KS5, some figures are missing.
If the number of electors for this area is slightly below the number required, extending it to
incorporate some of the residential streets to the north west of the current Kinson North ward
(east of the Bear Cross roundabout) would be appropriate as these properties are close to
the Bear Cross roundabout and are of a similar age and nature to those on the west of the
roundabout, and would more naturally access services within Bearwood.
However, while the published numbers take in to account anticipated developments and
increases in population up to 2023, a new Bearwood ward as suggested above may
currently be slightly on the low side in terms of numbers, but there are plans for significant
development in the current green belt around Bearwood. The 324 new homes south of
Magna Road have planning permission and I believe are taken in to account. The Draft
Poole Local Plan anticipates a further 800 new homes on land north of Magna Road and
landowners are already holding public exhibitions about this and anticipate submitting a
planning application around October 2018. Therefore, in terms of voter numbers, a slightly
smaller Bearwood ward at the moment would be more robust in the longer term in coping
with the anticipated development and growth of the area over the coming 10 years or so.
This could avoid a further boundary review becoming necessary in either 4 years or 8 years
time.
This would then leave the areas in the currently proposed Kinson North ward and the rest of
the existing Kinson South ward to the east of the Ringwood Road of the right size to
represent a reunited Kinson 3-member ward. This could be titled either Kinson, or Kinson
and West Howe and in my opinion would again represent a much stronger and more
cohesive community identity for the entirety of Kinson.
I believe that this view for a future 2-member Bearwood ward and a future 3-member Kinson
ward has wider support among other local community representatives and I would join with
their view that this would give a much stronger community identity.

Personal view and potential impact on community representation.
From a personal point of view, having first being elected to represent the Merley and
Bearwood ward in 2007 and continued for 11 years, if the current proposal to remove the
Merley and Bearwood ward and split it in two goes ahead as in the draft proposal this will be
detrimental to the continuity of representation and would make any opportunity for the
current serving representatives of the Merley and Bearwood ward to continue to serve their
community very difficult.
Under the current draft proposal, having served the Merley and Bearwood ward for 12 years
by the time of the next election in 2019, I would be left in the unenviable position of choosing
to go one way or the other. I could campaign for election in the proposed Broadstone and
Merley ward, with around 4,000 electors in Merley who I have represented, who know me
and know what I have done for the community, but around 8,000 new electors in Broadstone
who would have little knowledge of my work.
Similarly, in the proposed Bearwood and Kinson South ward I would have to campaign
among around 4,000 electors who I have represented, who know me and know what I have
done for the community, but around 8,000 new electors in Kinson South who would have
little knowledge of my work over many years.
While I do not mind fighting an election campaign on my record of achievement, to decide
such a significant change to this long-established ward only 6 months before the next
election is grossly unfair to the current representatives of this ward. If it was 18 months
notice then this would allow time to communicate and meet with voters to effectively seek
their support. 6 months is insufficient to communicate with the thousands of new electors
and this significant change would therefore skew the electoral chances against the current
Merley and Bearwood representatives and in favour of the representatives of Kinson South
and of Broadstone. This would therefore make it more likely that the current communities of
Merley and Bearwood would no longer be represented by people living and working within
their communities but instead by representatives from outside of their community. This would
be detrimental to effective community representation and leave a democratic void for the
communities of Merley and Bearwood.
I hope that you will consider the points I have raised and look favourably on the suggested
revisions.
Kind regards

Cllr David Brown
Merley and Bearwood ward
Group Leader, Liberal Democrat Group, Borough of Poole
2B Viscount Walk, Bearwood, Bournemouth, BH11 9TB.

I am also Vice-Chair and a Trustee of Bearwood Community Centre Association (Reg.
Charity No. 1118753) and Chairman and a Trustee of Kinson Community Centre (Reg.
Charity No. 215169)

Dear Sir or Madam,

I am aware you have taken into consideration our local boundaries in the light of local government reorganisation,
however I must say this proposal is only about political boundaries for electoral purposes, not our communities.
I would like to express a preference for the original proposal, as it better rebalances ward, I and my residences
find it is less disruptive to our communities and more understandable to our residents of Talbot Woods.

We agree with recommendations 48‐50 with regards to Branksome Ward, the inclusion of both sides of Alderney
Road and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area with Talbot Woods. and would like to thank you for that.
We however suggest that with reference to 50 that Poole Road is a more logical boundary with Canford Cliffs
ward, I hope you will take this into consideration when you make your final decision.
People want consistency and at a very local level they get to know their councillors , this then improves democracy
which I feel we all need to support.
Even at a local level we all need to see someone we know, that is why we do not want 50 ,as boundary road we
feel is more a local boundary with Canford Cliffs would you reconsider this one.

Cllr Lynda Price
Talbot & Branksome Woods
Bournemouth

2

8/29/2018

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

Andy Jones

E-mail:

andy.jones@bournemouth.gov.uk

Postcode:
Organisation Name: Bournemouth Borough Council

Comment text:
Dear Sir/Madam I write to support the proposal by the LGBC for Boscombe East ward. The only
change that I would like to see is in the name of the ward itself which I believe should be
Boscombe East & Pokesdown. This is supported by local community groups such as the Pokesdown
Community Forum and Pokesdown Entrepreneurs & Traders Association. In addition we also now
have the Boscombe & Pokesdown Neighbourhood Plan after 3 years of hard work. Pokesdown is a
clearly defined area and a separate district from Boscombe with a history dating back over 100
years to when Pokesdown District Council was in existence. (Pokesdown Community Forum have
done a lot of research on this!). For the reasons given I would like to see this small, yet significant
change to the status quo. Andy Jones
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Sean Gabriel
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Postcode:
Organisation Name: Poole Borough Council

Comment text:
I have concentrated on Poole north for my comments as I have more local knowledge in these
areas. I agree with proposals for the Canford Heath ward, this makes sense as it is one community
and the addition of the retail and leisure facilities on Yarrow Road also recognises the strong links
to Canford Heath with many residents access ping these facilities on foot via the footbridges.
Creekmoor should include Upton House as this naturally rests with this community and has no
natural links to Oakdale. Edwina Drive, Twin Oaks Close and and Lythham Rd should remain in the
Broadstone ward as residents here are much more disposed to access facilities in Broadstone rather
than Creekmoor. There is also a natural net work of paths to these roads linking them to the
Broadstone ward. I am in favour of linking Broadstone and the Merley wards as I feel they do have
a natural link - many Merely residents use the Broadstone facilities taking advantage of the roads,
cycle and footpath links even though there is reasonable distance between. It's hard to describe but
both wards have a similar "feel" and demographic.
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Comment text:
I have represented Bournemouth Central ward's predecessor (Central Ward) since 2011 as one of its
elected councillors. While content with most of the LGBCE proposals, I object strongly to the
suggestion in Paragraph 65 that a "bite-shaped" chunk of the existing ward to the East of Exeter
Road should be included instead with Westbourne & West Cliff in a different ward to the rest of the
Town Centre. The properties in this area are not in any recognisable way "orientated towards
Westbourne & West Cliff" as Paragraph 65 suggests. Rather, they have strong identity with the Town
Centre. Most (possibly all) of the Exeter Park Road properties have entrances to the Lower Gardens,
which are used by residents more than the street entrances as they give access to Westover Road
and the Town Centre amenities they use. Indeed, residents of Exeter Crescent, Exeter Park Road
and Exeter Road would look to the Town Centre rather than Westbourne for their shopping, dining,
leisure, religious and all other local amenities and would consider themselves very much "Town
Centre Residents". Exeter Road itself forms the boundary of what would be considered "East Cliff"
and what would be considered "West Cliff" so it would be somewhat bizarre to see these properties
within a ward named "West Cliff". It would be strange too to see the small Lower Gardens split
across two wards. They are very much part of the Town Centre and are looked after by The Lower
Central Gardens Trust. The Trust works with its councillors and it would not be convenient for it to
have to look to two different wards for its representatives. Exeter Road forms a much more distinct
boundary than the Bourne Stream, which itself continues through Bournemouth Central Ward up
through Central Gardens. Nowhere else is it considered a suitable ward boundary. Taking all these
matters into consideration, I very much hope the LGBCE will see the sense of including these
Central Bournemouth properties in Bournemouth Central ward.
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Comment text:
I welcome the vast majority of the proposals set out here as they largely reflect as closely as
possible communities and local identity. They also reduce considerably the number of ward
boundaries along the centre of roads which create artificial borders in roads which in reality are
links rather than barriers. I particularly welcome the proposals concerning the current Newtown and
Branksome West and East wards. As a resident of and elected member for Branksome West I
recognise that there is a community of interest for residents living north of Ashley Road and that to
run a ward boundary along the centre of Churchill Road is an artificial separation of a cohesive
community. People in this area use the same facilities; shops, transport links, banks and post office,
library and places of worship. The joining of the western part of the current Branksome West ward
to the major part of Newtown ward clearly reflects the nature of the area. I also welcome the
recognition that the housing around Bartlett Way south of Herbert Avenue is a natural part of
Newtown, rather than as at present, Alderney. Similarly the housing round the Universities has
much in common with Wallisdown and fits well in that ward. Likewise the Coy Pond and Surrey
Road areas sit well with Branksome woods. I also agree with the joining of the whole of Bourne
Valley to Alderney. Ideally I would have liked the ward boundary to run the whole length of Herbert
Avenue and along Alder Road to join Ashley Road, however I accept that the numbers do not allow
this. One small change which I feel is possible and would better reflect the local community is to
include the whole of Library Road in the new Newtown ward rather than run the boundary down the
centre of the road from Gwynne Road to Recreation Road. On current figures this would involve
approx. 30 people being transferred from Alderney and Bourne Valley into Newtown. Finally, the
name of the new Newtown ward: I am in strong agreement with the suggestion made by a resident
that the name should be Newtown and Heatherlands. The name of Heatherlands is a historic name
for much of the part of Branksome West to be included in the new ward. The name still exists in
the school in Library Road, in Heatherlands Rise, the former site of the school off Cromwell Road
and is reflected in the full name of the Church on the corner of Ashley Road and Churchill Road: St.
John Heatherlands, which links the two parts of the new ward. The addition of a second part to the
ward name will also indicate clearly that the old and new wards are different, and help to preserve
the identity of both parts. An added benefit of ceasing to use the word Branksome in ward names
will be to end the confusion of residents of Branksome Park assuming they are in one of the current
Branksome wards, which they are not..
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Comment text:
I would like to agree with the proposals for Throop, Muscliff and Strounden, Townsend, This would
give a balance to the commercial and residential usage in this area It also comes very close to the
residential households your figures you are looking The area is also clearly defind by the boarders
on the River Stour taking in Throop, Townsend, 7 Muscliff, plus Queens Park recreation area
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Organisation Name: Bournemouth Borough Council

Comment text:
Westbourne & West Cliff The present boundaries are good. The proposed boundary as per #65 is
not taking into consideration the topography of the position of Exeter Road, which runs along the
bottom of a steep hill going up from the town centre ( Central Ward ) to the edge of West Cliff.
This hill forms a natural boundary between the 2 wards and the boundary should stay where it is.
The boundary between Talbot Woods and Westbourne is naturally divided by the dual carriageway,
Wessex Way, and putting Queen's Road, Norwich Road West, Bourne Close in Talbot Woods is
making access from Talbot Wooods extremely difficult and unnecessary.
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Comment text:
Merley and bearwood Ward should be kept together . Historically and geographically they have
Moreno in common than separated and joined to Broadstone and KInson South . Merley and
bearwood share the same community- particularly one parish of Canford with churches in Sopwith
Crescent , Canford Magna , both in Merley and King John Avenue bEarwood . QUeen Anne Drive/
Magna Road provides the link between the two . New proposed housing would mean the schools in
Merley and Bearwood may expand . If more voters needed in this ward , the ward should be
extended to south of Bearwood currently maybe with Paddington Grove as boundary and across the
east side of A348 ONLY thus the A348 is the boundary
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Comment text:
I am writing regards the proposals to 'move' a traditional and long standing part of Central Ward to
Westcliffe Ward. The Exeter Gardens area and Central gardens are an integral part of the town
centre 'comminity' and the residents who live there (and I perwsoanally know many) have always
felt very much part of it. Many step out of their back Gardens straight into the Gardens which could
not be more of a part of the town centre. Exeter Road forms a natural 'barrier' between the Central
and West Cliff parts of the town and has been for many decades. The steep rising hills going away
from Exeter Rd to the West is clearly the natural boundary and I believe should stay that way. To
divide a 'community' JUST to make the maths and numbers work is the wrong thing to do so would
encourage the decision makers NOT to make this proposed change.
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Comment text:
I am writing as a resident of Broadstone Ward, as its Ward Councillor and as Parliamentary
Candidate since 2013 for Mid Dorset and North Poole within which the existing ward of Broadstone and the proposed ward of Broadstone and Merley sit. I wish to strongly object to the moving of two
areas (to be called PineSprings and York Road area throughout this document) from the ward of
Broadstone and putting them into the unrelated ward of Creekmoor. Broadstone is a vibrant
community with strong links between residents and the huge number of community organisations. It
is considered locally as a ‘village’ or a town in its own right, despite being part of Borough of Poole
and has a distinct character apart from the neighbouring areas of Creekmoor and Canford Heath.
Residents from all parts of Broadstone engage fully in their community - being their base for
schools from pre-schools and nurseries right through to secondary school, doctors, physics, dentists
and other medical professionals, religious and community groups, youth groups, youth club, leisure
centre, sporting clubs, social clubs and political organisations, eating, drinking, banking and
shopping. Broadstone residents have a much higher than average satisfaction with their local area,
a far higher engagement in local democracy - turnout in local and General elections is always way
above average, and an exceptional membership of community groups like Neighbourhood Watch
which has 70% of eligibe homes as members. In a recent referendum to approve the
Neighbourhood Plan (whose area is the same as the current ward boundaries) turnout was 31%
which is very high for a local referendum where no other elections took place at the same time)
and 95% of residents supported the plan. Since the public became aware of the plans to transfer
these two areas to the ward of Creekmoor I have been inundated with phone calls, emails, letters
and visits to my surgery from residents upset at this proposal. This is the third time that one or
both of these areas have been considered for transfer and on each occasion the residents have
expressed their feelings of anger and dismay, and on each previous occasion the LGBC have
concluded that the need for a ward to represent a community is greater than altering the electoral
numbers - which would remain within the tolerances if left unchanged. There is no new information
that would suggest these area are now closer in any way to the community of Creekmoor and we
have heard many comments that residents feel they have no connection to Creekmoor - not
engaging with any activities there, or sharing any issues with those residents or having any link
with the elected representatives. The issues that they feel strongly about according to our
communications are those which would fall within the boundary of Broadstone ward - parking and
shopping issues around Broadstone Centre, issues around the youth club, youth shelter and
activities for young people - including Broadstone Football Club, Cricket Club, Golf Club and the
Junction Leisure Centre, the protection of Springdale and Broadstone Recreation Grounds, Pocket
and Charborough parks and open spaces within Broadstone, areas of Uptonand Dunyeats Heaths,
Delph Woods and Broadstone Nature Reserve which sit within the ward, community activities
including the Summer Fun Day, Christmas Parade and Fireworks Night, the schools and childcare
facilities, speeding cycling bus routes and potholes in roads including Dunyeats, Lower Blandford,
Springdale and Clarendon Roads all of which serve these homes but would be part of a different
ward. Broadstone and Creekmoor are clearly separated by the Castleman Trailway and Beechbank
Avenue at the junction with Broadstone Way, and residents who live in PineSprings are directly
linked to the homes and roads going North to Broadstone. They have no reason to engage with
Creekmoor as a ward, turning left out of their development and onto the Broadstone Way to access
Poole. Homes in York Road area cannot access Creekmoor unless they go up and through
Broadstone before heading back down the bypass and with the exception of Hillbourne School have
no other community link with Creekmoor. these issues were all found to be the case in previous
consultations and I see no reason why the Commission should feel any differently this year. We
have had strong representations from residents that they would be far less likely to engage with
democracy and vote in local elections if they were transferred to Creekmoor ward - both in terms of
wanting to attend polling stations in Creekmoor and also in feeling that they would want to vote at
all for councillors whose area they feel no link with. From my point of view as Parliamentary
Candidate, this would also cause considerable issues with the boundaries of Broadstone being
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/14675
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different for the local election and General Election - since Creekmoor sits within Poole constituency
and not the current Mid Dorset and North Poole Consituency (or indeed the new Mid Dorset seat if
the new boundaries are approved in October 2018) The proposal made by the Joint Committee for
Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole only made significant changes to wards that were held by
members of opposition parties and amounts to no more than gerrymandering. One or other of the
two areas currently proposed for change have been previously submitted by Conservative plans in
the last two consultations, and on both occasions they were thrown out. There was only one nonconservative councillor on the committee and he did not agree with these proposals. Furthermore,
these proposals were presented to councillors who were not on the committee with just 48 hours
for our comments, which were flatly ignored, as was the call for this to come before Full Council for
a debate and formal approval. In the original submission the Conservative Councillor for Broadstone
stated that he thought the changes to PineSprings area was ‘an excellent idea’ and claimed it would
have absolutely no impact on residents, other than where they vote. However, now that the
commission has suggested both PineSprings and York Road areas the Conservative councillors are
changing their tune and no longer support the plans. This amounts to no more than hypocrisy. In
the 7 years that I have been a representative of Broadstone in one or both capacities, I have
worked tirelessly with residents in both PineSprings and York Road areas on a number of local and
wider issues and consider them both to be integral parts of our community. Broadstone would be
poorer without them and I do not feel the residents would be best served by councillors whose
focus is quite rightly in a totally different community, with a separate community centre and totally
different issues. With regard to the joining of Broadstone and Merley as a single ward, I think this
is a good idea, as residents of merley share many features - including doctors surgeries, school
catchments, bus routes and shopping area as well as open spaces like the Castleman Trailway and
Delph Woods. The suggestion of a three-councillor ward to include both communities is sensible and
I would be very happy to represent both areas, and would hope that these three elected members
would include someone from each of the communities. Whilst retaining the homes in PineSprings
and York Road area would put the ward at the higher end of electoral numbers, it would be no
further away from the ideal elector number than the current proposal would impact on Creekmoor which takes them to 11% over. Furthermore, there is little scope for further development of housing
within the boundaries of Broadstone and Merley whilst there is considerable potential in Creekmoor
with the development land on Sopers Lane, around Hillbourne School and potentially close to
Fleetsbridge. This means that further changes would probably need to be made to ward boundaries
again, whereas retaining the existing boundaries and linking Broadstone and Merley with a three
councillor seat would provide more stability into the long term. I can only stress that the strength
of feeling over the current proposal has been overwhelming, and this should be taken into account
and given greater weighting than pure numbers. I hope that the Commision will side with the
residents and with the two ward councillors that know the residents and needs of the community
first hand.
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Boundary Review Submission to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England:
objections to the proposed ward boundary changes – Broadstone/Creekmoor
I am making this representation as a Broadstone ward councillor in support of the Broadstone
community’s opposition to the proposed changes to the Broadstone/Creekmoor ward boundary.
Broadstone is a thriving close-knit community that benefits from a wide variety of services including
independent retailers, several churches, two First Schools, one Middle School and a Secondary
School. There is a Community Centre and a number of halls providing opportunities for a variety of
indoor social and well-being activities. In addition, the Football, Cricket and Bowls Clubs cater for all
generations, as does the Leisure Centre, which also has a swimming pool. Organisations such as
Cubs, Brownies Guides and Scouts are thriving, while Broadstone Players, Community Choir,
Pantomime, the annual Family Fun Day, Christmas Parade and Lights, plus Neighbourhood Watch all
testify to the strong community spirit that exists. In the recent Shaping Poole Survey (Nov 2017)
Broadstone recorded the highest level of satisfaction as a place to live (94%) across the whole
Borough. This sense of belonging to a community is further illustrated in the recent Neighbourhood
Plan referendum (7th June 2018) in which the turn out, at 31%, was notably high for such an event
while support for the plan reached 95%. The Neighbourhood Area coincides exactly with Broadstone
Ward.
Broadstone residents do not want to see parts of their community split or re-allocated (LGBCE Final
Report 2015) to other wards simply for electoral expediency, especially since there appears to be no
justifiable reason for doing so.
In 2015, with three councillors, Broadstone’s 2019 projected councillor/electorate ratio’s variance
was 3%, well within the 10% margin that the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
regarded as acceptable. For Creekmoor, the variance was -11%, and although outside the accepted
limit, the Commission in its Final Report for Poole stated: “On balance, we consider that the
evidence provided in relation to the Twin Oaks Close and Edwina Drive areas is sufficient to justify a
Creekmoor ward with 11% fewer electors than the borough average. We are therefore
recommending that the existing three-member Broadstone and Creekmoor wards are retained”.
With the proposed reduction in total number of councillors for the new authority to 76, both
Broadstone and Creekmoor would each have 2 councillors, and with an overall average of 3,961
electorate per councillor the variance for 2017 becomes 8.3% and -6.3% respectively (Table 1).
Table 1. Electorate and Variance for Broadstone and Creekmoor Wards
Variance

Electorate

Variance

Electorate

2019

2017

2017

2023

Variance

Variance

2023 A

2023 B

Broadstone

3%

8,576

8.3%

8,735

7.1%

3%

Creekmoor

-11%

7,421

-6.3%

7,397

-9.3%

8%

A= BPC base data 2 Cllrs/ward. B = LGBCE proposal 3 Cllrs Broadstone, 2 Cllrs Creekmoor.
The projected change in the conurbation’s total electorate from 301,003 (2017) to 309,791 (2023)
gives rise to a new average (4,076) and new variances for both Broadstone and Creekmoor, as
shown in Table 1 above. The variance for both wards remains within accepted limits. On this basis
there is no need to adjust the boundary between Broadstone ward and Creekmoor ward.

The draft proposals submitted in May2018 by the Conservative dominated Joint Committee (14 Con,
1 Lib Dem. Only the Lib Dem member did not support the proposals) contained some valid
recommendations relating to those wards bordering the Poole/Bournemouth boundary. It was very
evident, however, that the proposals overall represented political gerrymandering. It took little or no
account of communities, as for example, the reworked Branksome Ward, and the re-allocation of
Pinesprings from Broadstone Ward to Creekmoor Ward. The resultant change in variance for
Broadstone was somewhat cosmetic. It also took no account of the strong community connection
the electorate here has with Broadstone. There is a history of the Conservatives proposing that
Pinesprings become part of Creekmoor Ward, and the current review was yet another opportunity.
The 2002 review of Poole’s ward boundaries resulted in no change to the Broadstone/Creekmoor
boundary following representations by Annette Brooke, the then Member of Parliament for Mid
Dorset and North Poole, to the Electoral Commission, which made the final recommendations to
Government. In 2014, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England concluded the
review by also retaining the existing ward boundary (see earlier reference).
It is noted in the current consultation report that the LGBCE acknowledges that the Joint
Committee’s proposals “did not provide for the best balance between our statutory criteria and so
we have identified alternative boundaries”. It is therefore rather surprising in view of this, the
previous review history and Broadstone’s extremely strong sense of community that two integral
sectors of that community, namely Pinesprings and the Twin Oaks area, are targeted for reallocation to Creekmoor ward.
Since being made aware of the review I have been contacted by a significant proportion of residents
from Pinesprings and the Twin Oaks area very concerned about the proposals. They tell me that, as
residents of Broadstone whose lives focus on Broadstone – schools, doctors, shopping, leisure and
social activities, they would feel disenfranchised if they had to vote in Creekmoor for a Creekmoor
councillor whose focus would be Creekmoor, not Broadstone. The proposal would therefore seem to
be contrary to the LGBCE’s aims to “ensure that the ward boundaries reflect the interests and
identities of local communities, as well as promoting effective local government”. Considering the
number of representations submitted during the last review it is likely a similar or even greater
number of objections from both Pinesprings and the Twin Oaks area will have been submitted, each
stressing involvement in the Broadstone community and concerns of councillor representation if
part of Creekmoor ward.
The current boundary between Broadstone and Creekmoor has remained unchanged since before
2002 despite several attempts to manipulate it. Following the Trailway and Pinesprings open space
through to the Roman Road boundary with East Dorset District Council (to become Dorset Unitary) it
represents a clear and distinct natural separation between Broadstone and Creekmoor, compared
with the proposed boundary which is totally contrived to balance the electoral numbers at the cost
of community cohesion. This is most clearly seen where the boundary line is drawn between the
southern end of Lytchett Drive – Tadden Walk and the north- eastern end of Sorrell Gardens. It is
also notable that the proposed boundary, which cuts across York Road just north of Beech Close has
been drawn in this position solely based upon numbers of electorate. Housing along the eastern side
of the York Road is continuous with no distinctive break (all side roads are cul-de-sacs) until
Hillbourne Road is encountered. It is noted in the Draft Report para 77, page21 that LGBCE considers
“the Lytham Road and Edwina Drive areas” (ie Twin Oaks area) “to be part of the local road network
of Creekmoor rather than of Broadstone.” However, all the electorate who will be affected, should
the proposal go ahead, are Broadstone residents and regard themselves members of the Broadstone
community. It is the people who make a community, not road patterns.

The Joint Committee’s original proposals for the Broadstone and Creekmoor wards were supported
by local Conservative councillors, for example, the Broadstone Conservative councillor stated:
“Excellent. I fully support the proposals.” However, it would now appear that there has been a Uturn with the Mid Dorset and North Poole Conservatives opposing the Broadstone/Creekmoor
boundary changes as proposed by LGBCE. Such a change in stance is welcomed as it reflects a
response to the local Broadstone electorate and a recognition of the importance of Broadstone as a
community. As a consequence, there is now united cross-party support for retaining the current
Broadstone/Ceekmoor boundary unchanged.
In conclusion, as a Broadstone ward councillor, I strongly object to the proposed changes to
Broadstone ward and fully support the electorate I represent in their opposition to the proposed
Broadstone/Creekmoor boundary changes on the following grounds:
1. they do not best reflect the interests and identities of the Broadstone community
2. they do not promote effective local government
3. the proposed boundary is not sufficiently distinct when compared with the current boundary,
and is, in places contrived
4. the variance in the councillor/electorate ratio for both wards is not justified
5. historically, similar proposals have always been rejected.

Michael F Brooke
Ward councillor for Broadstone
Borough of Poole
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Comment text:
I write as a current Councillor for the Talbot and Branksome Woods Ward in Bournemouth, along
with being a Member of the Shadow Executive of the Shadow Authority of Bournemouth,
Christchurch & Poole, a Member of the Joint Committee which formulated the Shadow Authority’s
formal proposal for the boundary submissions for the new Council and finally as the Cabinet
Member for Local Government Reorganisation for Bournemouth Borough Council. I have been
involved as a Lead Executive Member in our Local Government Reorganisation proposal since its
very early days, and as the Cabinet Member for LGR and as a Joint Committee and Shadow
Executive Member have been extremely involved in the detailed workings around the boundary
changes. Firstly, can I say how very grateful I was for the generous amount of time from various
representatives from the Boundary Commission at the recent LGA Conference, which of course came
just as the Boundary Commission released its proposal for consultation. I found these meetings to
be extremely useful both in understanding the reasoning and perspective for some of the changes
which the commission has made from the Joint Committee’s proposals, and indeed in being able to
give some immediate feedback to the representatives. Although having been involved closely in the
process I of course have views on most of the changes made, I will limit my feedback and
representations to the area that I represent, Talbot and Branksome Woods, and leave others to
comment on their own areas. Firstly, and this will come as no surprise considering our
conversations at the LGA Conference, whilst I fully appreciate the intentions of the changes from
the Joint Committees proposals, I strongly disagree with the changes which have been proposed for
my ward of Talbot and Branksome Woods. I will break down my reasons into three key areas: 1)
Communities. The Joint Committee’s proposals, in my view, much better represented the firm
Communities present in these areas. In particular, the proposal was to maintain the well-defined
Talbot and Branksome Woods Ward with minimal changes, and it is worth noting the strong sense of
community and definition this area has, with – for instance – one of the oldest and most
established and active Residents Associations in the area. Furthermore, the effective abolition of
Branksome, an area which has been separate and defined for hundreds of years, would be felt
extremely keenly by residents. Although there is some argument from a demographic point of view
that Talbot Village would fit into the new suggested enlargened Ward, this is to the detriment of the
Branksome area which would seize to exist. It is exactly this reason that the Joint Committee’s
proposals recommended a Branksome Ward combining the current Branksome East and West. 2)
Size and Fairness. There has been much work done “behind the scenes” to explain to residents
that, although the result of Local Government Reorganisation would be a reduction in the number of
Councillors, this however would not undermine democracy as the reduction would be spread
relatively evenly across the conurbation and, indeed, there would be a degree of harmonisation as
to the ward sizes and representation. Accordingly, with notable and necessary exceptions, the aim
was to see most of the new Wards represented by two Councillors, to give some degree of parity
and evenness. The Boundary Commissions proposals for the “middle area” of the Conurbation
effectively create two “super wards” of three Councillors, surrounded on all sides by smaller, two
Member Wards. This does strike me as being very uneven and goes against the aim of harmonising
representation and ward sizings. 3) Natural Boundaries. Although from our discussions at the LGA
Conference I completely understand the Boundary Commission’s aim to “blur the boundaries” of our
current areas, equally we have to be mindful and aware of the current natural boundaries in place
and the effect they have on the population and residents’ perception of “place”. Talbot Heath is a
natural example, and the Heath’s existence is exactly why the wards have been traditionally divided
to either side of this natural boundary. To change this by adding Talbot Village to the current Talbot
Woods Ward not only does not take into account this natural divide (not to mention the Universities
in between) but also then forces a three Member ward which in turn and as mentioned above
abolishes the Branksome area. In summary therefore, I would strongly urge the Boundary
Commission to think carefully about this area in the middle of the new Council and reconsider the
Joint Committee’s original, carefully considered proposal which protects our communities, keeps the
historic Branksome area, avoids accusations of “super wards” by keeping the ward sizings more
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/14694

1/2

8/29/2018

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

equal, and finally better represents the diverse areas which we represent. If however the Boundary
Commission do not agree with the above analysis and are still minded to stick with creating two
larger three Member Wards in the middle of the new Council area, I would make a few
representations to these areas. Whilst the commission’s recommendations 48-50 of the division of
the Branksome Ward make some sense, having both sides of Alder Road into the current Alderney
Ward, and the inclusion of the Talbot Heath area within the Talbot Woods ward, I would suggest
that with reference to recommendation 50 that a more logical boundary with the Canford Cliffs ward
would be Poole Road. I do hope I have provided a reasonable response to the consultation and
trust that our views will be considered. Many thanks, Councillor Philip Broadhead, Talbot and
Branksome Woods

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

John Challinor

E-mail:

j.challinor@poole.gov.uk

Postcode:
Organisation Name: Borough of Poole

Comment text:
The current proposal for Parkstone ward would result in a large part of the area moving into
Oakdale, where it has no connection. Please find below an alternative proposal - aiming to achieve
electoral equality whilst retaining community identities for both Parkstone & Oakdale: Retain the
existing Western boundary, with the addition of the following quadrant, currently proposed to be
part of Oakdale: Garland Road - to junction with Wimborne Road Wimborne Road to Junction with
Fernside Road Fernside Road to Junction with Longfleet Road Longfleet Road to Junction with
Garland Road To the east, parts of Penn Hill ward could be incorporated into Parkstone ward as they
widely recognise themselves as Parkstone. This would include the following roads; Kingsbridge Road
Highmoor Road Corfe View Road Belle Vue Road Durrant Road Marina Drive Sandbanks Road, as far
as (but not including) Crichel Mount Road and therefore incorporating roads to the South of
Sandbanks Road and including Salterns Marina. These roads and the marina sit naturally as part of
Parkstone given it’s significant harbourside and marine elements (yacht cubs, marina etc) The
Foxgloves area of Newtown being proposed to move into Oakdale should remain in it’s existing
ward. This would then result in Oakdale being a 2 member ward, Parkstone a 3 member ward and
Newtown a 3 member ward without impacting on any community identities.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council
Personal Details:
Name:

michael weinhonig

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Boundary Response Strouden Park & Muscliff Residents have commented to me of no real
understanding of this process from the web site links from the Council Residents are also confused
with LGR proposals for Bournemouth Poole and Christchurch and more confused by the forthcoming
election in 2019. Over the last two weeks I have canvassed 60 residents. All of whom have
asked/commented • What does this consultation mean? • This consultation is not clear! • Confused
with a feeling of discontent. Residents of Strouden Park also raised this list • It is questionable that
the Strouden Park boundary is being divided and then merged on the basis of voters only. Before
we include Throop & Muscliff, in Strouden Park even if we were to lose SP2 we still have • 2 major
shopping centres at Castlepoint and Mallard Rd • 3 leading Secondary Schools • 3 leading 6th
Forms • 2 leading Children Centres • 2 outstanding Primary Schools • Huge percentage of Council
and Housing Association residents. • 2 Low Super Output Areas • 2 Community Centres • Youth
Centre • Parks and Playgrounds • Crematorium • Community Library • Churches and Community
outreach Were Strouden Park and Throop & Muscliff to be merged we would require 4 full time
Councillors. It is not just about the number of residents! May I add this has not been easy for me
to respond to either, the process is confusing and may not truly reflect residents views. Cllr
Weinhonig On behalf of Strouden Park Residents

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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