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THE COUNTY OF SURREY AND ITS BOUNDARY WITH HAMPSHIRE
COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT AND PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION
1. On 2 September 1986 we wrote to Surrey County Council
announcing our intention to undertake a review of the county
under section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972. Copies
of the letter were sent to the principal local authorities and
parishes in Surrey and in the surrounding counties of
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, East Sussex, Hampshire, Kent and
West Sussex; to the National and County Associations of Local
Councils, to those Members of Parliament with constituency
interests; and to the headquarters of the main political
parties.

In addition, copies were sent to those government

departments, regional health authorities, water authorities,
electricity and gas boards which might have an interest, as
well as to British Telecom, the English Tourist Board, the
local government press, and to local television and radio
stations serving the area.
2. The County Councils were requested, in co-operation as
necessary with the other local authorities, to assist us in
publicising the start of the review by inserting a notice for
two successive weeks in local newspapers to give a wide
coverage in the areas concerned. The County Councils were
also asked to ensure that the consultation letter was drawn to
the attention of those services, such as the police and the
administration of justice, in respect of which they have a
statutory function.

3.

A period of six months from the date of the letter was

allowed for all local authorities, including those in the
surrounding counties, and any person or body interested in the
review, to send us their views in detail on whether changes to
the county boundary were desirable and, if so, what those
changes should be and how they would best serve the interests
of effective and convenient local government, the criterion
laid down in the Act.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US
4. In response to our letter we received representations from
Surrey County Council, Hampshire County Council and a number
of other local authorities, as well as from various other
interested organisations and bodies in the area. These are
listed in Schedule 1 of this report. We also received
individual representations from 47 members of the public. In
addition a further eleven representations had been made to us
prior to the formal start of the review.

One of these was

from Binsted Parish Council and it enclosed a petition signed
by 138 residents of Holt Pound and the Hampshire part of
Rowledge.
5. The submissions made to us included various suggestions
for changes to Surrey's boundary with Hampshire. Details of
these suggestions, and our conclusions regarding them, are. set
out in the paragraphs below. Suggestions for changes to
Surrey's boundaries with Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Kent,
East Sussex and West Sussex have already been considered in
the context of the reviews of Berkshire, Kent, East Sussex and
West Sussex respectively. Reports concerning the boundaries
with Berkshire and Buckinghamshire (Report No 558) and Kent
(Report No 542) have been sent to you separately. Reports in
respect of the boundaries with East Sussex and West Sussex
will be sent in due course, as will reports concerning
Surrey's boundaries with the London boroughs, which are also

being reviewed.
SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGES AND OUR INITIAL PROPOSALS

(a) Selborne Avenue. Badshot Lea
6. Surrey County Council proposed a series of minor
amendments in this area, so that the boundary would follow the
new course of the River Blackwater. The existing boundary,
which follows the old course of the river, divides properties
and is no longer identifiable on the ground. Surrey County
Council's suggestion was supported by Hampshire County Council
and Rushmoor Borough Council. We concluded it had merit and
adopted it as our draft proposal.

(b)

Ewshot

7. Surrey County Council proposed a minor amendment, where
the exsting boundary divides the house known as "Parklands"
from its garden. The County Council's suggestion provided for
the transfer of the garden from Surrey to Hampshire, and was
supported by Hampshire County Council. Hart District Council
did not object to it, and we adopted the suggestion as our
draft proposal.
(c)

Dippenhall Farm. Dippenhall

8. Surrey County Council proposed a minor amendment where the
existing boundary passes through a farmyard, and divides farm
buildings. The suggestion provided for the transfer of an
area of land, together with parts of the farm buildings, from
Surrey to Hampshire, thus uniting the farm in Hampshire. The
proposal was supported by Hampshire County Council, and Hart
District Council did not oppose it. We adopted the suggestion
as our draft proposal.

(d) Grover's Farm. Dippenhall
"*<?

9. Surrey County Council proposed a minor amendment, where
the existing boundary passes through a farm and a farm
building. The suggestion provided for the transfer of an area
of land, together with farm buildings, from Hampshire to
Surrey, thus uniting the farm in Surrey. The proposal was
supported by Hampshire County Council, and we decided to adopt
it.
(e) Woolmer Hill
10. Surrey County Council proposed a series of minor
adjustments in this area, so that the boundary would follow
the eastern side of Hammer Lane and Sandy Lane. It also
suggested a further adjustment to the east of Chase Farm.
Surrey County Council claimed that the existing boundary was
partly undefined and divided property. Its proposal involved
the transfer of three properties from Hampshire to Surrey. It
was supported by Haslemere Town Council, but opposed by
Hampshire County Council, East Hampshire District Council and
the occupiers of all three properties. Hampshire County
Council, supported by East Hampshire District Council, made an
alternative suggestion, which would retain the three houses in
Hampshire and unite a further property, "Southwood", which was
divided by the existing boundary, wholly within that county.
The owner of the latter property had requested this change.
11. We were not convinced that Surrey County Council's
proposal for the transfer of the three properties from
Hampshire to Surrey would lead to more effective and
convenient local government in the area. We decided therefore
to adopt Hampshire County Council's alternative suggestion.
This would unite all the four properties concerned within
Hampshire, in accord with the wishes of the owners. We also
decided to adopt amendments suggested by Ordnance Survey to
remove further sections of defaced boundary. These would

resolve some of the problems mentioned by Surrey County
Council in its suggestion,but not dealt with in Hampshire •
County Council's alternative scheme.
(f)

Gravshott

12. Surrey County Council proposed a minor adjustment in this
area, so that the boundary would follow the eastern side of
Boundary Road, the western side of Crossways Road and the
northern side of the Portsmouth Road. The existing boundary
divides properties.
Surrey County Council's recommendations
provided for the transfer of seven houses from Surrey to
Hampshire, and also for the transfer of part of a house,
together with a small part of some school grounds, from
Hampshire to Surrey. The suggestion was supported by
Hampshire County Council, East Hampshire District Council and
Haslemere Town Council. A private individual made an
alternative suggestion for the area. He maintained that the
county boundary should follow the Portsmouth Road and that, as
a consequence, two triangular areas of land should be
transferred from Surrey to Hampshire. His suggestion echoed
an earlier idea put forward by Grayshott Parish Council.
Haslemere Town Council suggested that the whole of Grayshott
should be brought into Surrey, but it did not elaborate on its
proposal.
13. We considered that, although the local authorities
concerned had, in the main, agreed on only minimum change to
tidy up the existing boundary at Grayshott, a slightly wider
adjustment than had been proposed was desirable. We concluded
that the roughly triangular wedge bounded by Crossways Road,
the Portsmouth Road and Pollocks Path was clearly associated
with the main area of Grayshott, and would thus be more
appropriately served from the Hampshire side of the boundary.
We accordingly adopted the transfer of this area from Surrey
to Hampshire, together with Surrey County Council's suggested
minor adjustments, as our draft proposal. We did not think,

however, that the area further to the north, including St
Edmund's School, had a similar affinity with Grayshott. In
the light of Haslemere Town Council's suggestion, we also
considered whether Grayshott as a whole was really separate
from Hindhead in Surrey, but concluded that it was.
(g)

Rowledge and Holt Pound

14. Surrey County Council proposed that the Hampshire part of
Rowledge, together with Holt Pound, should be transferred from
Hampshire to Surrey. It claimed that the existing boundary
divided the community, which, in its view, looked to Farnham
for facilities, and was effectively cut off from the rest of
Hampshire by the Alice Holt Forest. It argued that services
at district level could be more efficiently provided by the
Waverley District Council sub-offices at Farnham or Haslemere.
Surrey County Council's suggestions provided for the transfer
of some 120 houses, together with a church, a first school,
four farms, a club and a recreation green from Hampshire to
Surrey.
15. Surrey County Council's scheme provoked objections from
Hampshire County Council, East Hampshire District Council and
35 local residents . Earlier letters opposing the suggestion
had been received by the Commission, prior to the formal start
of the mandatory review, from the Hampshire Association of
Parish Councils and Binsted Parish Council. The latter had
enclosed a petition signed by 138 residents of the area who,
it claimed, represented 98% of the Hampshire electorate
affected.
16. Hampshire County Council made an alternative minor
proposal to remove two anomalies in Rowledge, where the
existing boundary divided properties. Its suggestion was
supported by East Hampshire District Council, Binsted Parish
Council and over half the local residents who wrote
individually to the Commission.

17.

We considered that, despite the local objections to

Surrey County Council's proposal, a wider change than that
proposed by Hampshire County Council would be more conducive
to effective and convenient local government. From our
assessment of the nature of the area, we concluded that the
communities of Holt Pound and Rowledge were in such geographic
proximity that it made no sense for a county boundary to
divide them. Alice Holt Forest separates the settlements from
Hampshire, and we felt that services to Holt Pound could be
more conveniently provided from Surrey. In this context we
noted that Alton, the nearest town in Hampshire, was nearly
three times as far away as Farnham in Surrey. We accordingly
decided to adopt Surrey County Council's suggestion as the
basis of our draft proposal, but to modify it to exclude from
the transfer to Surrey the land north of the railway line,
which appeared to us to be inaccessible from Rowledge.
(h)

Dockenfield

18. Surrey County Council, as a continuation of its
suggestion at Rowledge and Holt Pound, proposed that the new
boundary should follow the eastern edge of the Alice Holt
Forest southwards from Rowledge to Dockenfield. It claimed
that its suggested realignment would be an improvement on the
existing line, which splits the curtilages of several
properties. The effect of Surrey County Council's suggestion
would be to transfer seven houses from Hampshire to Surrey.
The suggestion was opposed by Hampshire County Council, East
Hampshire District Council, Binsted Parish Council and seven
local residents, and was supported by only one local resident.
19. Hampshire County Council made an alternative suggestion.
It proposed that, between Rowledge and Dockenfield, the
boundary should follow the eastern side of Boundary Road. The
effect of this recommendation would be to transfer five houses
and a farm from Surrey to Hampshire, and also to transfer

three houses from Hampshire to Surrey. Hampshire County
Council's proposal was supported by East Hampshire District
Council and four local residents.
20. We considered that some of the factors relating to
service provision which affected Rowledge and Holt Pound were
also present at Dockenfield. We thought that here, too, the
Alice Holt Forest separates the area from Hampshire, and that
services could, as a consequence, be provided more
appropriately from the Surrey side of the boundary. We noted
that Hampshire County Council's alternative suggestion would
provide only a partial solution to the problems of the area.
We accordingly decided to adopt Surrey County Council's
suggestion as our draft proposal.
(i)

Frensham Great Pond

21. Surrey County Council proposed that part of Frensham
Great Pond, together with an adjacent hotel, boatyard and four
houses, all presently in Hampshire, should be transferred to
Surrey. It stated that the main part of the pond was already
in Surrey, but that Waverley Borough Council had no direct
control over its major users. Surrey County Councl also said
that the Surrey Constabulary would find the pond much easier
to police if it was wholly within Surrey. The suggestion was
supported by Frensham Parish Council, but opposed by Hampshire
County Council, East Hampshire District Council and Headley
Parish Council.
22.

Hampshire County Council, in putting forward an

alternative alignment, suggested that the boundary should
follow the northern side of Pond Lane and Bacon Lane. It
claimed that Surrey County Council's scheme did not command
any local support on the Hampshire side of the boundary. It
said that it had therefore suggested the mimiraum change
necessary in order to avoid the boundary passing through the
waters of the pond. Hampshire County Council's alternative

proposal was supported by East Hampshire District Council.
Headley Parish Council, however, was opposed to any change,
but felt that, if one had to be made, it would reluctantly
accept Hampshire County Council's suggestion.
23.

We concluded that the whole of the land and facilities in

the immediate area related to recreation on or around the
pond.

We thought that the edge of the nearby woods marked a

natural break between the pond and the rest of Hampshire.

We

therefore decided to adopt Surrey County Council's suggestion
as our draft proposal, but to modify it, to ease highway
maintenance difficulties, so as to include the transfer to
Surrey of that length of Bacon Lane adjacent to Lake Lodge and
Frensham Pond Cottage.
INTERIM DECISIONS TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS
24.

Suggestions for changes to the boundaries of two further

areas were put forward. We took interim decisions to" make no
proposals in respect of these areas for the reasons
explained:(a)

Blackwater Valley

25. Rushmoor Borough Council proposed that the boundary in
the Blackwater Valley, between the A30 and Tongham, should be
brought into line with the existing course of the river, in
order to remove anomalies. It did not consider that a
revision of the boundary in this area should wait until the
route of the new Blackwater Valley Road had been settled.
Surrey County Council, however, felt that a review of the
boundary in this area was premature and should be deferred
until the line of the new road had been identified.

It was

supported in this view by both Hampshire County Council and
Guildford Borough Council.

We agreed with this, and

accordingly decided to propose no change to the existing
boundary.

(b)

Request by the Surrey Family Practitioners7

26.

The Surrey Family Practitioners' Committee suggested that

Committee

the whole of the West Surrey/North East Hampshire Health
Authority area should be incorporated into Surrey, so that the
health authority and local authority boundaries would then be
coterminous. This proposal would have the effect of
transferring the whole of the borough of Rushmoor, together
with certain adjoining parishes in the district of Hart, from
Hampshire to Surrey. The suggestion was opposed by both
Hampshire County Council and Rushmoor Borough Council, and not
supported by Surrey County Council. Hampshire County Council
said that it did not think that local government boundaries
should be amended simply to coincide with health authority
boundaries. Rushmoor Borough Council felt that the existing
arrangements for representation of the various councils on the
Health Authority worked satisfactorily, and it did not
consider that the suggestion would benefit the residents of
the area. Surrey County Council said that, while there might
be a case for the Committee's suggestion, this had not been
established. It thought that the proposal went well beyond
the approach which both it, and the other local authorities,
had adopted towards the review.
27. We noted that the Surrey Family Practitioners'
Committee's recommendation had not met with support locally,
and that no local authority was prepared to make out a case
for the transfer in terms of effective and convenient local
government. We considered that, while arguments could no
doubt be brought forward for a different pattern of county
boundaries in this complicated and rapidly changing area, we
had no evidence before us upon which to base a proposal for
radical change.
matter.

We accordingly decided not to pursue the
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PUBLICATION OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS AND INTERIM DECISIONS
28. Our draft proposals and interim decisions were published
on 25 March 1988 in a letter to Surrey County Council. Copies
were sent to all those who had received of copy of our letter
of 2 September 1986, and to those who had made representations
to us.

Surrey County Council was asked to arrange, in

conjunction with Hampshire County Council, for publication of
a notice giving details of our draft proposals and interim
decisions, and to post copies of it at places where public
notices are customarily displayed.

The County Councils were

also asked to place copies of our draft proposals letter on
deposit for inspection at their main offices for a period of
eight weeks. Comments were invited by 27 May 1988.
RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS AND INTERIM DECISIONS: OUR
FINAL PROPOSALS AND CONCLUSIONS
29.

We received 78 representations in response to our draft

proposals letter.

They included comments from Surrey and

Hampshire County Councils, and many of the other local
authorities concerned, together with representations from
various interested organisations•and persons representing the
area. These are listed in the attached Schedule 2. We also
received individual representations from 49 members of the
public.
30.

As required by section 60(2) of the Local Government Act

1972, we have considered the representations made to us.

Our

conclusions, in the light of the representations concerning
each area, and our final proposals, are set out in the
following paragraphs.
(a)

Selborne Avenue. Badshot Lea

31.

Rushmoor Borough Council supported our draft proposal and

no other comments on it were received.

We acordingly decided
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to confirm it as final.
(b)

Ewshot

32. Hart District Council supported our draft proposal and no
other comments on it were received. We accordingly decided to
confirm it as our final proposal.
(c)

Dippenhall Farm. Dippenhall

33. Hart District Council supported our draft proposal and no
other comments on it were received. We accordingly decided to
confirm it as final.
(d)

Grover's Farm. Dippenhall

34. Our draft proposal attracted no specific comments.
accordingly decided to confirm it as final.

We

(e) Woolmer Hill
35. East Hampshire District Council supported our draft
proposal, and no other comments on it were received. We
accordingly decided to confirm it as final.
(f)

Grayshott

36. Surrey County Council did not object to our draft
proposal, subject to the residents in the affected area being
consulted. It did/ however, request that the short length of
Crossways Road, adjacent to the proposed boundary, and shown
in Surrey under our draft proposal, should in fact be included
in Hampshire, in order to facilitate highway maintenance.
Hampshire County Council did not object to our draft proposal,
subject to the residents in the affected area being generally
in agreement. Both Waverley Borough Council and East
Hampshire District Council supported our draft proposal.
12

Grayshott Parish Council refuted the suggestion in our draft
proposals letter that it had abandoned its earlier, wider,
scheme to take more land into Hampshire from Surrey. It did
not , however, object to our draft proposal, although it
expressed similar concern to Surrey County Council that a
short length of Crossways Road would remain in Surrey. One
private individual, not resident in the area, objected to our
draft proposal.

Our Conclusion
37. No objections have been received concerning the main
thrust of our draft proposal from any local authority,
organisation or resident of the affected area, and we are
satisfied that our draft proposal was adequately publicised.
Nevertheless we agreed with the local authorities that the
whole of Crossways Road should be in Hampshire in order to
ease highway maintenance. We have accordingly decided to
adhere to the proposal, but to modify it so as to include in
Hampshire that length of Crossways Road fronting the two
properties "Sunnyside" and "Landsdowne".
(g)

Rowledge and Holt Pound

38. Surrey County Council supported our draft proposal, and
accepted our decision to exclude the land north of the railway
line from the area to be transferred to its county. It said
that it assumed that the proposed boundary shown in this area
would follow the fence on the southern side of the railway
line, and that the adjoining footpath would therefore be in
Surrey. It also requested that the proposed new boundary,
running southwards from the railway line, should follow the
western rather than the eastern side of Holt Pound Lane in
order to facilitate road maintenance. Hampshire County
Council objected to our draft proposal, and stated that it
preferred its own alternative line. It did not think that our
suggestions would produce more effective and convenient local
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government, and it was also concerned about the future
viability of Binsted parish, if the change were to take place.
It felt that Holt Pound was quite distinct from Rowledge, and
that, in any case, our draft proposal did not include all the
development in the transfer. This seems to be a reference to
Holt Pound Cottages which, as they are on Forestry Commission
land, were excluded because of their apparent association with
Alice Holt Forest. Hampshire County Council also claimed that
all the Hampshire local authorities and affected residents
were opposed to the idea. Surrey County Council, commenting
on Hampshire County Council's response, said that it had
raised no new issues.
39.

Waverley Borough Council supported our draft proposal,

while East Hampshire District Council objected to it. The
latter cited as reasons the historic connection of the area
with the Holt Pound Inclosure, and the opposition of the local
residents. It claimed that easy access to the area was
possible from Petersfield. Farnham Town Council supported the
draft proposal, and said that under our proposal the village
of Rowledge would no longer be divided. Binsted Parish
Council opposed the draft proposal, and supported Hampshire
County Council's alternative line. It said that it could see
no advantage to the change in service provision terms, and
that it stood to lose 20% of its population, together with
substantial revenue, as a consequence. It wanted the area to
remain rural, and also wished to keep the Holt Pound
Recreation Ground in its ownership. (This had, it said, been
secured for the use of the residents of its parish by the
Inclosure Award of 1857, and was also the original "Oval").
Binsted Parish Council stated that at a meeting it held on 11
May 1988 the local residents on the Hampshire side of the
boundary were still overwhelmingly against the change.
40. East Hampshire District Association of Parish Councils
opposed our draft proposal, and supported the submissions of
the Hampshire local authorities.

It said that our suggested
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line divided Binsted, and that this would not be balanced by
any advantages to Farnham or Surrey. The Hampshire
Association of Parish Councils entered a holding objection to
our draft proposal, but did not supply any further details of
its views. Mr Michael Mates, MP, forwarded to us a letter he
had received from Binsted Parish Council objecting to the
draft proposal.
41. We also received 41 representations from private
individuals concerning the draft proposal, and three from
local councillors. Of these 44 writers, 43 objected to the
draft proposal. Nineteen requested the retention of the
status quo, and five supported Hampshire County Council's
alternative line. Four objectors suggested amendments to the
proposed boundary line.
42. Many of those who wrote to us expressed a preference for
the services, the rate .levels and the planning policies of the
Hampshire councils. They said they had easier access to
Hampshire's offices than they had to those of Surrey. There
was concern for the future viability of Binsted which, though
scattered, was seen as a close-knit community, and also a
desire to keep the Holt Pound Recreation Ground in thatparish. Most considered the area to be rural in outlook, to
be separate from Rowledge and to have historic links with
Hampshire. The Alice Holt Forest was not seen as a barrier
between Holt Pound and the rest of Hampshire.
Our Conclusion
43. We have reassessed our draft proposal in the light of all
the representations we have received. We have given very
careful consideration to the objections to the changes we had
in mind. On balance, however, nothing in these objections
seems to us to outweigh the case that flows from the basic
fact of the situation, namely that continuous development now
straddles the county boundary betwen Holt Pound and Rowledge,
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in effect forming one community there.
Whatever the history
of development in the locality, about which much has been
said, we have to consider the situation as it is on the ground
today. It seems to us that, in terms of physical development,
Holt Pound and Rowledge now constitute one settlement, and
there is a quite clear break between this area and the
hinterland of East Hampshire formed by the Alice Holt Forest.
44. We have also reconsidered the claim by the residents of
the area that their pattern of community life centred more on
the parish of Binsted and Hampshire than on Rowledge and
Surrey. We have sympathy with the strong loyalty to Hampshire
and to the parish of Binsted expressed by those affected by
the proposed transfer. Similarly, we can appreciate the
desire of many local people not to see the parish split. We
believe however that over time, new loyalties would develop,
reinforced by the physical unity of the two areas. We do not
think that the remainder of Binsted parish, which would retain
the actual village as its centre, would be rendered non-viable
by our draft proposals. In connection with the future use of
Holt Pound Recreation Ground, we note that it is open to you
to make appropriate provision in an Order to protect the
rights of Binsted Parish Council and its residents.
45. We have also considered the position of Holt Pound in
relation to other urban centres. We find it difficult to
believe that for shopping, education, recreation and
employment, the majority of its residents do not look, like
those of Rowledge, at least as much to Farnham in Surrey as to
Alton or Petersfield in Hampshire, or, given the geographical
proximity of the affected areas to the relevant service
centres in Surrey, that local government and associated
services cannot be provided more effectively and conveniently
from that county, taking into account also the fact that both
Surrey County Council and Waverley Borough Council have some
local offices in Farnham.
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46. Among the arguments put forward by the individuals who
wrote to us direct were several that we cannot regard as
relevant in terms of our guidelines. Many of the objections
made to our draft proposals, for example, compared
unfavourably the policies and services of Surrey County
Council with those of Hampshire County Council, in particular
in relation to infilling, development and protection of the
Green Belt. In determining the geographical framework for
local authorities we do not take account of the current
policies and standards of service of local authorities, which
are matters for their political leadership, and which can vary
with changes in political control and personnel.
47. The suggestion was also made by a number of people that
our proposals were undemocratic in the sense that they were
not supported by a majority of the local people. We do take
careful account of local views, as well as the views of
democratically elected representatives. We cannot, however,
accept that our proposals must solely reflect the weight of
expressed local opinion. Our duty goes wider than that.
Under the provisions of the 1972 Act we have to. exercise our
judgement in relation to boundary changes, satisfying
ourselves about whether they appear desirable in the interests
of effective and convenient local government. In doing this
we have regard to the guidelines given to us in circulars
issued by your Department, and local opinion, whilst
important, is only one of a number of factors mentioned in the
guidelines.
48. There were several suggestions from individuals, as well
as from local authorities, that a local inquiry or meeting
should be held because of the strength of the opposition to
our draft proposal. We set out our attitude to local meetings
in Report No 443, published in 1983, and more recently, in
Report No 550, published in 1988. We regard local meetings as
means of gathering information that we need and cannot obtain
in any other way. We do not believe, given the length of time
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since the proposal for a boundary change was first brought to
public notice, and the intense local discussion about it, that
such a meeting would reveal new factors material to our
decision. We are satisfied in particular that we are fully
aware of the extent and nature of the opposition to our draft
proposal.
49.

In the light of all these considerations we have

therefore come to the conclusion that, in principle, the
changes we had in mind are desirable in the interests of
effective and convenient local government.
that, in order to ease highway maintenance,
desirable to amend our proposed boundary at
so as to place that road wholly in Surrey.

However, we note
it would be
Holt Pound Lane,
Subject to this

adjustment, we have decided to adhere to our draft proposal.
(h)

Dockenfield

50. Surrey County Council supported our draft proposal, and
also countered many of the points made in Hampshire County
Council's response. Hampshire County Council objected to the
draft proposal, and stated that it preferred its own
alternative line. It claimed that Batts Corner was quite
distinct from Dockenfield. Subsequently, however, following
objections, Hampshire County Council requested that an
amendment be made to its alternative line, so that three
properties would be excluded from the area to be transferred
to Surrey.
51. Waverley Borough Council supported our draft proposal,
while East Hampshire District Council did not object to it.
Binsted Parish Council objected to the draft proposal, and
said that it supported Hampshire County Council's alternative
line.
52. We also received ten representations from private
individuals objecting to the draft proposal, and no letters of
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support for it. Three of the writers requested that the
existing boundary in the area should be retained. Four were
opposed to Hampshire County Council's alternative line, while
one supported it. One writer suggested various alternative
lines which would exclude his own property, and those of two
of his neighbours, from the area to be transferred to Surrey,
either under our draft proposal or under Hampshire County
Council's alternative suggestion, should this be adopted.
Our Conclusion
53.

Many of the reasons given for objecting to our draft

proposal at Dockenfield were similar to those put forward
concerning Rowledge and Holt Pound. Most of those making
representations said that they preferred Hampshire's services,
rate levels and planning policies, and that access to the
Hampshire District and County Council offices was easier than
to those of Surrey. They also referred to their historic
links with Hampshire, and expressed a desire to keep the area
both rural and agricultural.
54.

We have reassessed our draft proposal in the light of all

the representations we have received. While we have sympathy
with those who wish to remain in Hampshire, we are still of
the view that the eastern edge of the Alice Holt Forest would
provide the clearest boundary. We think that, for the reasons
stated in paragraphs 43-49 above, our changes would lead to an
improvement in service provision and a simplification of
administration in the area generally. We noted, in
particular, that our suggestion was not opposed by East
Hampshire District Council, and that it would be consistent
with our proposal for Rowledge and Holt Pound. We also noted
that Hampshire County Council's alternative suggestion now
commanded little support, and that it had been amended
following objections. We did not consider, however, that
either of Hampshire County Council's alternative proposals
would provide a satisfactory solution to the problems of the
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area to which we have referred.
adhere to our draft proposal.

(i)

We accordingly decided to

Frensham Great Pond

55. Surrey County Council supported the draft proposal, and
also replied to points made in Hampshire County Council's
response. Hampshire County Council objected to the draft
proposal, and stated that it prefered its own alternative
line. It said that it did not think that either the hotel or
the undeveloped land should be included in the area to be
transferred to Surrey. It suggested that, if our draft
proposal were to be adopted, it should be amended to exclude
the undeveloped land.
56. Waverley Borough Council did not object to our draft
proposal. East Hampshire District Council, together with
Headley Parish Council, objected to the draft proposal, and
both said that they supported Hampshire County Council's
alternative line. The Parish Council .also said that it did
not think that there was any reason for the boundary to run
through open countryside, and claimed that there was no local
support for the suggestion. No representations were however
received by us from private individuals concerning the area.
Our Conclusion
57. We noted that the development on the southern bank of the
Pond was primarily concerned with activities related to it.
The difficulties in policing the Pond, to which Surrey County
Council has referred, seemed to us to extend to these
properties. We did not feel that Hampshire County Council's
request that, if our draft proposal were to be adopted, the
line should be drawn more tightly around the existing
development, would lead to more effective policing. We
therefore considered that, despite the objections of the
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Hampshire authorities, our draft proposal remained the best
solution to the existing boundary anomalies in the area.
would

It

bring into Surrey the small part of Frensham Great Pond

currently in Hampshire, together with all the land and
development associated with it. It would thus improve both
service provision in, and policing of, the area. We
accordingly decided to adhere to our draft proposal.
RESPONSE TO OUR INTERIM DECISIONS TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS, AND
OUR CONCLUSIONS
58.

No objections were received concerning our interim

decisions to make no proposals in respect of the two areas
referred to in paragraphs 24-27 above. We therefore
decided to adhere to them.
59. A late representation was however received from the
Highlands Road Residents' Association. It requested the .
transfer of Farnham from Surrey to Hampshire on the grounds of
its discontent with Surrey County Council's road development
policy. It stated its preference for the policy operated by
Hampshire County Council. The source of the Association's
discontent appears to be that Surrey County Council has in~ its
view consistently refused to consider building a new by-pass
for Farnham, which the Association says is needed to relieve
the traffic congestion there.
60.

We considered the Association's request but, in relation

to the scale of change proposed, felt that it was made in
support of too narrow an interest.

We therefore decided not

to adopt this proposal.
61. We are satisfied that the changes set out in the
preceding paragraphs are desirable in the interests of
effective and convenient local government, and we propose them
accordingly.

We further propose the consequential electoral

changes set out in the annex to this report.
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PUBLICATION
62.

A separate letter enclosing copies of this report is

being sent to the County Councils of Hampshire and Surrey
asking them to deposit copies of it at their main offices for
inspection over a six-month period. The County Councils are
also asked to cooperate in putting notices to this effect on
public notice boards and in the local press. The text of the
notices will explain that the Commission has fulfilled its
statutory role in the matter, and that it now falls to you to
make an Order implementing the proposals, if you think fit,
though not earlier than six weeks from the date they are
submitted to you. Copies of this report are also being sent
to those who received our consultation letters and to those
who made comments.
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Signed

G J ELLERTON

(Chairman)

J G POWELL (Deputy Chairman)

G E CHERRY

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

BRIAN SCHOLES

S T GARRISH
Secretary
28 September 1989
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SCHEDULE 1

REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED FOLLOWING OUR LETTER OF 2 SEPTEMBER
1986, ANNOUNCING THE START OF THE REVIEW:1.

Hampshire County Council

2.

Surrey County Council

3.

East Hampshire District Council

4.

Guildford Borough Council

5.

Hart District Council

6.

Rushmoor Borough Council

7.
8.

Binsted Parish Council
Grayshott Parish Council

9.

Haslemere Town Council

10.

Headley Parish Council

11.
12.

The Hampshire Association of Parish Councils
The Surrey Family Practitioners' Committee

13.

Forty-seven private individuals
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SCHEDULE 2
REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED FOLLOWING PUBLICATION OF OUR DRAFT
PROPOSALS LETTER OF 25 MARCH 1988:1.
2.
3.
4.

Hampshire County Council
Surrey County Council
East Hampshire District Council
Hart District Council

5.
6.

Rushmoor Borough Council
Waverley Borough Council

7.
8.
9.
10.

Binsted Parish Council
Farnham Town Council
Grayshott Parish Council
Headley Parish Council

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

The East Hampshire District Association of Parish Councils
The Hampshire Association of Parish Councils
Mr Michael Mates MP
Cllr R C H Pilcher
Cllr K I Mentzel
The Highlands Road Residents' Association

17. Forty-nine private individuals ' •

25

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND.
COUNTY BOUNDARY REVIEW

SURREY
AFFECTING HAMPSHIRE

FINAL

PROPOSALS

Existing County Boundary
Proposed County Boundary
Proposed CP Boundary
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CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

A
P
^
E

la

FROM
Hampshire
Borough of Rushmoor
Non Perished Area
Heron Wood Ward
Aldershot South ED

TO
Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham, Weybourne and
Badshof Lea Ward
Farnham North ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham, Weybourne and
Badshot Lea Ward
Farnham North ED

Hampshire
Borough of Rushmoor
Non Parished Area
Heron Wood Ward

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham, Weybourne and
Badshnt Lea Ward
Farnham North ED

Hampshire
Borough of Rushmoor
Non Parished Area
Heron Wood Ward
Aldershot South ED

H
11
J

Hampshire
Borough of Rushmoor
Non Parished Area
Heron Wood Ward
Aldershot South ED

Surrey
Borough of Guildford
Tongham CP
Tongham Ward
Shalford ED

c

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham Castle Ward
Farnham Central ED

Hampshire
Hart District
Crondall CP
Crondall Ward
Odiham ED

Hampshire
Hart District
Crondall CP
Crondall Ward
Odiham ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham Castte Ward
Farnham Central ED

B
F

Ib

v^

^
D

MAP
NO.

3

4
~

AREA
REF.

FROM

A

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham Castle Ward
Fornham Central ED

Hampshire
Hart District
Crondall CP
Crondall Ward
Odiham ED

A

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Bentley CP
Froyle and Bentley Ward
Medstead and Selborne ED

Surrey
Borough
Farnham
Farnham
Farnham

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Binsted CP
Binsted Ward

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Fornham CP
Farnham Rowledge and
Wrecclesham Ward
Farnham South ED

f *

Aldershot South ED

o
^a

Headley ED

5b

A

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Binsted CP
Binsted Ward
Headley ED
Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Binsted CP
Binsted Ward
Headley ED

5c

TO

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Binsted CP
Binsted Ward
Headley ED

of Waverley
CP
Castle Ward
Central ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Fornham Rowledge and
Wrecclesham Ward
Farnham South ED
Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Farnham CP
Farnham Rowledge and
Wrecclesham Ward
Farnham South ED
Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Frensham CP
Frenshom, Dockenfleld and
Tilford Ward
Waverley West ED.

>
^
£•
w

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP
NO.

AREA

B

(Hompshire
East Hampshire District
Blnsted CP
Binsted Ward
Headley ED

5d

^ f\

TO
Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Frensham CP
Frensham, Dockenfleld and
TiHord Ward
Waverley West ED

Headley ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Dockenfield CP
Frensham, Dockenfield and
Tilford Ward
Waverley West ED

A

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Heodley CP
Headley Ward
Headley ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley .
Haslemere CP
Hindhead Ward
Haslemere ED

A

Hompshire
East Hampshire District
Grayshott CP
Grayshott Ward
Headley ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Haslemere CP
Hindhead Ward
Haslemere ED

B

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Haslemere CP
Hindhead Ward
Haslemere ED

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Grayshott CP
Grayshatt Ward
Headley ED

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Bromshott and Liphook CP
Bramshott and Liphook Ward
Bramshott ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Haslemere CP
Shottermill Ward
Haslemere ED

Surrey
Borough of Waverley
Haslemere CP
Shottermill Ward
Haslemere ED

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Bramshott and Liphook CP
Bramshott and Liphook Ward
Bramshott ED

c

6

FROM

REF.

A

8
B

Hampshire
East Hampshire District
Binsted CP
Binsted Ward

