Parish and Town Council submissions to the South Lakeland
District Council electoral review
This PDF document contains submissions from Parish and Town Councils.
Some versions of Adobe allow the viewer to move quickly between
bookmarks.
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From: Clerk Blawith & Subberthwaite Parish Council
Sent: 27 June 2016 10:09
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RESPONSE TO ELECTORAL REVIEW OF SOUTH LAKELAND

Please find attached response from Blawith & Subberthwiate
Parish Council.
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ELECTORTORAL REVIEW OF SOUTH LAKELAND DISTRICT COUNCIL: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS
Following our council meeting last week, we would like to make the following points re the above matter:
Relationship with local areas and Parishes
Our parish lies within the Coniston and Crake Valley ward. We, along with other parishes have a close
relationships with our district councillor which would be lost should we have a multi member ward which
would also cover the current Broughton and Hawkshead wards which have significantly different needs to
our largely rural parish. Once the existing councillors, who represent these distinctive wards, have retired
it is unlikely that their replacements will be able to serve the local communities as well, given that their
selection will not be governed by such local factors as the current councillors.
Voting each year
The proposed multi member wards would require electors to vote each year (including county council
elections). With PC and General elections as well this may lead to voter apathy and reduce already low
turnouts
Conclusion
Whilst being happy to move to multimember wards for centres of population such as Kendal, Ulverston
and Windermere, the council feels that rural wards should retain single members as the larger geographic
area and diverse nature of the communities included in these areas requires a more locally focussed
representation
The opportunity to organise wards to match divisions and also to be following constituency boundaries
appears to have been missed. It is better for residents to be able to see a connection between the
representatives for Wards; Divisions and Constituency. The more clarity there is for electors, the easier
it is for them to engage and in an ever confusing electoral system, this should be essential.
Regards
Blawith & Subberthwaite Parish Council

&RRSHU0DUN
)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

0 D\HUV0 LVKNDRQEHKDOIRIUHYLHZ V
-XO\
&RRSHU0 DUN
): 
(OHFWRUDO5HYLHZ 6RXWK/DNHODQG&ROWRQ3DULVK5HVSRQVHSGI

From: ColtonPC
Sent: 04 July 2016 12:30
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject:
Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find attached Colton Parish Council’s response to the consultation on the Electoral Review of South Lakeland.
We should be grateful for confirmation of receipt of this letter.
Kind regards,
Mandy Lane, Clerk, Colton Parish Council
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Colton Parish Council
Clerk: Ms Mandy Lane

Review Officer (South Lakeland)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
4th July 2016

Dear Sir/Madam,
Electoral Review of South Lakeland:
Response from Colton Parish Council, Hawkshead Ward
The Council does not support the changes proposed by the electoral review. It sees no
benefit to the alteration of the present ward boundaries and arrangements. It feels
strongly that the proposals will fulfil none of the criteria that the review seeks to improve,
neither improving electoral equality, reflecting community identity, nor providing for
effective and convenient government. Reasons are as follows:
1. The new proposals take no account of geography or community identity. We have made
this point in previous consultations. The new 'Broughton and Coniston' ward proposal
stretches over 4 distinct and different lake district valleys and from the very rural central
Lake District in the north to the urban fringes in the south. It is hard to imagine how
Councillors will fulfil their roles over such a large and demographically diverse area. It will
certainly not 'provide for effective and convenient government': the travelling alone
through this large, mainly rural area will be very time-consuming, and will inevitably result
in even less contact with our District Councillors than hitherto.
2. We are concerned about the proposal for 3-Councillor wards. It is unclear, for example,
how electors and parish councils will know who to contact about which issue and it may
result in much duplication of effort. It is hard to understand how this proposal represents
an improvement from the 3 original wards, each with their own Councillor.
3. We object strongly to the name 'Broughton and Coniston', which reflects only the west
side of this large ward. Electors in Finsthwaite, Haverthwaite or Backbarrow, for example,
will not identify in any way with this name.
Overall, we strongly disagree with your statement under para 26 of the report, that "our
draft recommendations will provide for good electoral equality while reflecting community
identities and interests". In fact we feel that the proposals will bring about a significant
decline in representation of the needs and interests of the electorate.
Yours sincerely,

Colin Barr (Chairman, Colton Parish Council)

5/31/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Sout h Lak e land Dis t ric t
P er sonal Detai l s:
N am e:

Kevin Price

E-m ail:
P ostcode:
Organ isation N am e: Crook and Winster Parish Council

Comment tex t:
Crook and Winster Parish Council wish the Electoral Wards to remain as they are at present and not
become three-member Wards, which entail annual Elections with the consequent cost to Council Tax
payers. It is far preferable to have one-member Wards as far as practicable where electors are aware
who their individual Councillor is.

U pl oaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/8131
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From: alan davies
Sent: 15 July 2016 10:16
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Response from Helsington Parish Council
Please find attached the response from Helsington Parish Council (South Lakeland area) to the local government
boundaries consultation.
Alan Davies, Chairman, Helsington Parish Council
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Review Officer
Draft recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for South
Lakeland District Council
Helsington Parish Council offer the following observations on the Boundary
Commission’s proposal to place Helsington with the parishes of Heversham,
Levens, Natland with Stonecross, in a new ward known as Levens and
Stonecross.
The Council acknowledges the statutory criteria for the commission as:
 Delivering electoral equality where each county councilor represents
roughly the same number of electors
 Representing the interests and identities of local communities
 Providing effective and convenient local government
It is the view of Helsington Parish Council that whilst the current proposals
meet the first of these, i.e. the equalisation of the electorate, the proposals fail
to meet the remaining two criteria.
Community
In a recent Parish survey our local community identified a number of
significant issues, which impact on lifestyle and make a difference to our
community profile.
The top issues include: no public transport; impact of intensive dairy farming;
lack of affordable housing; high number of second/holiday homes in the parish
and proposals for an internal drainage board for the Lyth valley. Clearly these
issues are significantly different to those of the expanding urban area of
Stonecross.
It is also noted from your projections that Stonecross in Kendal is an area
where there is significant expected growth in the population (figures state an
increase of 639 in the next 5 years) in Levens, Heversham and Helsington the
combined figure is only 131 and this could reduce further given our Parish is
soon to be in the National Park and subject to building restrictions.
Effective and convenient local government
There is a risk, given that the current proposals combine rural areas with a
expanding urban area, that our local democratic engagement will be
weakened.
It is the view of our Parish Council that the boundary proposals have been a
desk exercise based on numbers and geographical location with limited
consideration given to the profiles of the residents and the priorities of local
communities. Therefore, as the criteria set have not been fully met, we
recommend that further consideration is given to the proposals.
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From: denise challenor
Sent: 15 July 2016 16:35
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:

Subject: FTAO Mr M Cooper ‐Boundary Changes proposed

Dear Mr Cooper,
Please include Heversham Parish Council's response attached.
Yours Sincerely,
Denise Challenor
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HEVERSHAM PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk to the Council: Denise Challenor
“

E-mail:
Mark Cooper
Review Officer
reviews@lgbce.org.uk
Dear Mr Cooper,
Re: Proposed Boundary Changes
Heversham Parish Council wishes to comment on the Boundary Commission’s proposal to place
Heversham (with the parishes of Helsington, Levens and Natland and the part of Kendal parish south
of Romney Bridge alongside Milnthorpe and Natland Roads) in a new ward which it is proposed
should be called the Levens and Stonecross Ward.
The Council notes that the Commission clearly identifies three criteria that must guide their
recommendations:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
From the perspective of Heversham Council, the current proposals may address the first of these but at
the expense of the second and third.
Community identity
Heversham has been the lead parish in the development of South Lakeland’s first Neighbourhood Plan.
SLDC designated Heversham and Hincaster as the Neighbourhood Planning Area. The Plan
(submitted to SLDC in June 2016) acknowledges the distinctive character and separate identities of the
two parishes and seeks to maintain that, but within an overall approach to the development of the
Neighbourhood Planning Area as a whole. The Plan is accompanied by a series of Community
Objectives which seek to enhance the sense of place, strengthen the community and improve the
environment, doing so with reference to the Area as a whole. It would seem a seriously missed
opportunity if this coherent local approach of the community were not to be reflected in the ward
arrangements.
The main orientation of the Heversham is towards Milnthorpe, which is the local service centre
routinely used by parishioners for local shops, businesses and services. Issues of concern or action for
the Council that do not relate solely to the Parish most often relate also to Milnthorpe, recent examples
are highways and footpaths; bus services and matters relating to Dallam School, which has a split site
across Heversham and Milnthorpe.
Whilst there are some superficial commonalities between Heversham and Levens, Helsington and
Natland, the natural social, commercial and transport links are not strong. There is little to link
Heversham with the southern parts of Kendal, other than passage through them travelling into the
town. There is no natural, social connection and no particular commonality of local issue. The current

development of housing in that more urban setting will further emphasise local and issues which will
have little in common with the issues in Heversham. There is a very real risk that, by virtue of scale
and profile, the more urban issues will distort the focus of attention of councillors in the ward and
leave the parishioners of Heversham feeling disconnected.
There is nothing in proposed name with which people in Heversham will identify and it actually serves
to re-inforce the potential feeling of disconnection.
Neither the area nor the name of the proposed Levens and Stonecross ward reflect the community
identity of Heversham.
Effective and convenient local government
In the view of the Council the proposals as they stand will weaken, rather than strengthen the sense of
local democratic engagement and will undermine, rather than develop the sense of place. This arises
both from the lack of identification with the proposed Ward area and also from the proposal to have
three councillors representing the area.
The Council believes that having three councillors will do little to aid the relationship between either
the Council or individual electors with those who are intended to represent them at District level.
The Council is not aware of evidence that the current electoral cycle is seen as being inequitable or
otherwise problematic by local electorates. The cost of changing it is to introduce a level of complexity
and confusion into local relationship and processes which is inimical to effective and efficient
government. Building a constructive relationship and democratic engagement between Parish and
District, with the potential for the devolution of responsibilities, will not be aided by it being mediated
by three councillors – who may be of different parties.
On the current proposals, Heversham and Hincaster would have to work with six councillors, across
two wards as the neighbourhood Plan and local Community Objectives are implemented. This cannot
be regarded as contributing to effective and convenient local government.
Both the proposed ward arrangement and the proposal to have three councillor wards will mitigate
against effective and convenient local government.
Conclusion
The Council understand that the Commission is required to achieve a balance in the three criteria.
From the perspective of Heversham it has failed to do so. It would seem to have placed the Parish so
that it contributes to the arithmetic but without regard for the community identity or how effective and
convenient the operation of local government will be in the experience of those who live in the Parish.
It is not appropriate to place Heversham in the proposed Levens and Stonecross Ward or for
Heversham and Hincaster to be in different wards. Both should be in a ward that includes Milnthorpe
and thereby reflects the local identity.
The move to three councillor wards dilutes the relationship between the local electorate and their
councillor and it does so without any material advantage from a local perspective.
From the perspective of Heversham Parish Council, the Commission’s proposals fail to meet the
criteria to which the Commission is required to work.
Yours Sincerely,

Denise Challenor
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From: Holme Parish Council
Sent: 15 July 2016 19:28
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed Changes to South Lakeland District Council Wards

Dear Sir/Madam
Please find attached a letter reflecting the views of Holme Parish Council.
Kind regards
Allison Watts
Clerk to Holme Parish Council
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Holme Parish Council
www.holme-westmorland-pc.gov.uk

The Review Officer (South Lakeland)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP

14th July 2016

Dear Sir/Madam
Re: Proposed Changes to South Lakeland District Council Wards
I write on behalf of Holme Parish Council in response to the proposed changes to our Ward. I make
our points below;








The size and geographical area covered by the proposed new ward; the area is a scattered
area which any potential candidate would require a substantial amount of time to cover. There
is concern this would detract from normal members work and deter potential candidates at
election time.
Whereas a candidate is well known in the current Ward the proposed new Ward would mean
a candidate is working out of their local area and therefore would not be known nor seen in
the area regularly.
Under the proposed Ward a candidate will have less time to give as due to the travelling time
required that candidates time spend with constituents would be significantly reduced.
The proposed new ward would be approximately fifteen miles from the south side of Hutton
Roof to the North side of Sedgwick making community interests too diverse.
The changes would increase the number of elections. At present the current ward has an
above average turnout, however frequent elections may put off electors. Increase in elections
would also in turn create an increase in expenditure.
It is not clear why there needs to be a change in boundaries other than it is based on some
projected figures for the future electorate for each of the parishes, if it isn’t broken why fix it?

I trust you find the above acceptable, should you have any queries please contact me on the above
phone number or email:
.
Yours sincerely

Allison Watts
Clerk to Holme Parish Council

Re:Boundary Commission review- After reading and re-reading the documents regarding the
review I have to admit that I still cannot see the full reason of why this has to happen, other
than it is based on some projected figures for the future electorate for each of the parishes. I
also feel that, as this review would create a need for an election every year, this would not
only create more expense and would mean that it would mean that the electorate would be
less inclined to go out to vote every year causing a lower turn out than we have now. I still to
this day cannot understand why the county boundaries had to me move all those years ago
when Burton and Holme and others were taken out of Westmorland and placed in Cumbria my honest opinion is 'if it is not broken don't fit it.'

Mayers, Mishka
From:
Sent:
Subject:

Arthur Robinson
20 July 2016 17:36
Electoral review of South Lakeland

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Sir,
New Hutton Parish Council apologises for these comments being sent after the review deadline on the 18th July
but the Council could not meet until last night. It hopes that they will be considered.
The Council is pleased that the proposal is to place the parish with the other similar rural wards with which it is
currently grouped. The new ward would be Kendal Rural. However, it suggests that new ward boundaries
should coincide with those of Cumbria County Council to avoid confusion by the populace and to simplify
administration.
Yours sincerely
Arthur Robinson
Clerk to New Hutton Parish Council
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From: clerk
Sent: 28 June 2016 10:01
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Review of South Lakeland District Council

Dear Boundary Commission
I have attached the response from Windermere Town Council. There is also a hard copy in the post.
Best wishes
Julie Wright
Clerk to Windermere Town Council
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Review Officer (South Lakeland)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
28th June 2016
Dear Review Officer:
Electoral Review of South Lakeland District Council: Response from Windermere Town
Council to the draft recommendations
I would like to begin our response by pointing out that Windermere Town Council has no political
affiliations of any kind and all of our councillors are independent, unpaid volunteers, many of
whose families have lived in this community for generations. They have a unique understanding
of the local community and are democratically elected by them to serve on the Town Council.
The Town Council has taken a great deal of time to review the Boundary Commission proposals
and understand the basic reasoning behind them. It is clear that, with the new electoral
arrangements for SLDC, there is a need to move to 3 member wards. As a starting point, the
Town Council would have preferred to continue with the 4 member ward in Windermere &
Bowness, that currently works very well, but do recognise the reason for 3 members.
It is the proposals for the new ward boundaries which give rise for huge concern. The Town
Council is fundamentally opposed to the proposal to shift a substantial part of the north of our
town (Applethwaite & Troutbeck) into the Ambleside and Grasmere ward. It is inconceivable that
this will bring any of the benefits which the review is supposed to deliver. One of your stated
aims is that the pattern of the division should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and
identities of local communities. The proposals, in their current format, ride roughshod over the
historic basis of our community. The original name for Windermere was Birthwaite, which forms
a large part of Applethwaite ward which you propose to detach from its historic roots. The
settlement of Windermere, Bowness & Troutbeck Bridge has always had a single identity and
community. There are neighbourly links to Ambleside and Grasmere but there is no community
link between the two settlements, which have a completely different history and evolution.
Much of the vibrant heritage of Windermere is actually based in the Applethwaite ward. This
includes Elleray Woods and Orrest Head (gifted to the Town Council by a local family),
Millerground, where many of our older residents learned to swim in the lake. Applethwaite
contains our transport hub – the bus and train station. It contains one of our main parish churches
– St Mary’s. It contains large hotels, our main supermarket and businesses with the Windermere
brand and identity. It is also the site of our secondary school, the independent Windermere
School and some vital community services – St Mary’s surgery, our only Cumbria County Council
elderly person’s care home, 5 sheltered housing schemes, our town post office and sorting office.
Moving these facilities into another community’s ward area shatters our physical and
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Town Clerk, Windermere Town Council,

geographical identity and cuts the community in half. In addition, it will cut in half the town’s
conservation area.
The new boundaries you propose take most of Windermere lake out of Windermere. This is
inconceivable to local people and will seem bizarre to visitors and tourists. The lake bed of
Windermere was actually bequeathed to the Urban District Council of Windermere (the
forerunner of the Town Council) in the early part of the last century. It is only through local
government reorganisation and a specific Act of Parliament that the current situation has arisen,
whereby it is managed via a partnership of SLDC, Windermere Town Council and Lakes Parish
Council. Once again, by passing Windermere lake to Ambleside & Grasmere, your proposals
ignore a vital part of our community’s identity. The lake must remain within the Windermere &
Bowness administrative area.
Another of your stated aims is that the electoral arrangements should provide for effective and
convenient local government. Currently, the District Council ward is geographically recognisable
to the electorate, having almost coterminous boundaries with the parish area. Shifting a large
part of north Windermere to Ambleside & Grasmere will cause a huge amount of confusion.
Imagine living and working on Main Street, Windermere, which is regarded as a central location,
and receiving a ballot paper titled Ambleside & Grasmere. The proposals, as they stand, run the
risk of diminishing local democracy rather than enhancing it, as few residents living in the town
of Windermere are likely to have any interest in voting for Councillors who represent wards
which would become parts of Ambleside and Grasmere, villages which lie, respectively, 5 & 9
miles to the north of the town of Windermere.
We call upon the Boundary Commission to set aside these proposals, which make no sense
locally. Our proposal is that the Windermere & Bowness wards retain the current boundaries but
move to having 3 members elected to SLDC rather than 4. We realise that this creates some
difficulty in meeting your third stated aim of ensuring that each district has roughly the same
number of electors and that there would be a disparity of approx 1,400 between Windermere and
Ambleside & Grasmere. We believe that this disparity is perfectly defensible. Ambleside and
Grasmere is a sprawling rural area of small settlements and two small rural hubs. Windermere is
the largest urban settlement in the Lake District National Park. Therefore, it seems to us
perfectly appropriate that there is some electoral disparity. After all, these are just numbers.
The alternative is to split a community in half and create problems of identity and democratic
effectiveness for generations to come.

Yours sincerely

Mrs Julie Wright
Clerk to Windermere Town Council

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Town Clerk, Windermere Town Council,

