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1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried out our
initial review of the electoral arrangements for the District of Rother in accordance
with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to, the Local Government Act
1972, present our proposals for the future electoral arrangements for that district.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of the 1972
Act, notice was given on 12 August 1974 that we were to undertake this review. This
was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to Rother District Council, copies
of which were circulated to East Sussex County Council, Parish Councils and Parish
Meetings in the district, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies concerned
and the headquarters of the main political parties. Copies were also sent to the
editors of the local newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government
press. Notices inserted in the local press announced the start of the review and
invited comments from members of the public and from.'; interested bodies.
3* Rother District Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of representation
for our consideration. When doing so, they were asked to observe the rules laid down
in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972,, and the guidelines which we set out in
our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the council and the proposed number of
councillors for each ward. They were also asked to take into account views expressed
to them following their consultation with local interests. We therefore asked that
they should publish details of their provisional proposals about a month before they
submitted their draft scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.
4. The District Council have passed a resolution under section 7 (4)(a) of the Local
Government Act 1972 requesting a system of whole council elections.
5. Rother District Council submitted their draft scheme of representation on
4 April 1975- The scheme provided for 26 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 members to
form a council of 45 •
6. We considered the District Council's draft scheme together with the comments which
had been made on it. We noted that the standard of representation could be improved by
some re-grouping of parish and district wards in the rural areas, involving a reduction
of one in the numbers of councillors and wards and by increasing representation in the
Bexhill area by one councillor. Subject to these modifications and a minor ward
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boundary adjustment, we decided to adopt the scheme as the basis of our draft
proposals*
7* On 2 August 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's draft
scheme. The District Council were asked to make the draft proposals, and the
accompanying maps, which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for inspection
at their main offices. Representations on our draft proposals were invited from
those to whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from members of the public
and interested bodies. We asked for comments to reach us by 27 September 1977.
8. Rother District Council accepted our draft proposals in general but suggested
some amendments to the ward boundaries* Two political associations agreed with
a number of these amendments. Objections were received from parish councils
suggesting a lack of regard for local ties. A community association argued that a
review of parish boundaries should precede a review of district wards. A Parish Council
expressed concern at the superiority of representation of the rural areas over urban
parishes* A citizens association objected to boundaries being drawn to follow the
middle of roads. Other comments were received objecting to certain proposed ward
boundaries.
9- In view of these comments, we felt we needed more information to enable us to
reach a conclusion. Therefore, in accordance with Section 65(2) of the Local
Government Act 1972, and at our request, Mr T ?oord was appointed an Assistant
Commissioner.. He was asked to hold a local meeting and report to us. Copies
of the comments were sent to Rother District Council to be available for public
inspection. Kotice of the meeting was sent to all who had received our draft
proposals or had commented on them,; and was published locally.
10. The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting at Bexhill-on-Sea on 22 November
1978 and before and after the meeting visited areas of the district, A copy of
his report to us is at Schedule 1 to this report.
11. In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his visits to various parts
of the district, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft proposals
should be confirmed subject to the amendments proposed by Rother District Council
and the re-naming of Icklesham ward as Winchelsea ward.

12. We reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments which we had
received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report. We concluded that the
alterations recommended by the Assistant Commissioner should be adopted and decided
to formulate our final proposals accordingly.
13. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this report
and on the attached maps. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number
of councillors to be returned by each. A detailed description of the proposed ward
boundaries as defined on the maps,; is set out in Schedule 3.
PUBLICATION
14. In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972 a copy of
this report and a copy of the maps are being sent to Rother District Council and
will be available for public inspection at the Council's main offices. Copies of this
report (without maps) are being sent to those who received the consultation letter
and to those who made comments.
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Your ref:

LGBC/D/14/2

L.B. Grimshaw Esq.,
Secretary,
Local Government Boundary
Commission for England,
20 Albert Embankment,
London, SE1 7TJ.

Dear Sir,
REVIEW. OF- ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
ROTHER DISTRICT COUNCIL
1.
I have to report on the local meeting held at the
De La Warr Pavilion, Bexhill, on Wednesday 22nd November
1978 in connection with the review of the electoral
arrangements for the Rother District Council, following
the representations which had been made on the draft
proposals for the district published by the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England.
A list is
attached showing the persons who attended the meeting,
with their addresses and the interests they represented.
2.
At present the District is divided into 25 wards,
returning from one to four members, with a total council
of 45 members.
The three four-member wards are in
Bexhill.
3.
The District Council's draft scheme largely preserved
the existing arrangements.
In Bexhill the four member
wards were abolished and the number of wards was increased
from six to eight, returning from two to three members per
ward.
The total number of members returned to the council
from the Bexhill area remained at 21.
In the rural area
the only parishes affected by the draft scheme were Brede,
Icklesham and Udimore, reducing the number of wards from
19 to 18.
The draft scheme therefore provides for 26
wards returning 45 members.
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Comments were made to the Commission on the District
Council's draft scheme by Etchingham Parish Council, Hurst
Green Parish Council and Pett Parish Council.
All three
requested that an even balance of representation should be
maintained between the rural and the urban areas.
Rye and
Bexhill Conservative Association submitted an alternative
scheme, under which the Rother District was divided into
eight 4 member wards, with a total council of 32.
Rye Town
Council submitted that its representation should be increased
from 3 to 4 councillors.
5.
The Local Government Boundary Commission's draft
proposals provide for 25 wards for the District, with a
total council of 45.
By re-grouping some parishes and
parish wards a more even standard of representation is
obtained in the rural area than in the district council's
scheme.
The total representation for the rural area is
reduced by one member and the number of wards is reduced
by one.
The representation of the "urban** area of Bexhill is
increased by one councillor, and while the number of wards
remain the same - eight - as in the Council's scheme, the
Commission's draft proposals involve a new scheme for the
Bexhill area, including an enlarged St. Stephens Ward, to
which the additional representative issassigned.
6.
The warding and representation for the District as proposed by the Commission is as follows*
NAME OF WARD
ASHBURNHAM

NO. OF COUNCILLORS
1

BATTLE

3

BECKLEY AND PEASMARSH

1

BODIAM AND EWHURST

1

BREDE AND UDIMORE

1

BUR WASH

2

CAMBER

1

CATSFIELD AND CROWHURST

1

FAIRLIGHT

1

GUESTLING AND PETT

1

ICKLESHAM

1

NORTHIAM

1

- 3NAME OF WARD

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

SALEHURST

1

SEDLESCOMBE AND WHATLINGTON

I

TICEHURST

2

WESTFIELD

1

RYE

3

BEXHILL
CENTRAL
1

COLLINGTON

OLD TOWN
SACKVILLE
ST. MARKS
ST. MICHAELS
ST. STEPHENS
SIDLEY

7.
When the draft proposals were published a number of
representations were made to the Commission.
The
majority objected to the regrouping of parishes and parish
wards proposed by the Commission and supported the Council's
draft scheme retaining the existing wards.
A number of
amendments to the Bexhill wards were also suggested.
8.
At the local meeting it was decided to deal with the
rural areas first and then the Bexhill area.
Councillor
D. Kimber outlined the case for Rother District Council.
He said that the District Council had noted with satisfaction
that the Local Government Boundary Commission had accepted
the general pattern of Ward arrangements submitted by the
Council in 1975 and, in particular, the proposal that the
size of the Council should remain unchanged at 45 members.
Nevertheless, the Council was concerned that some of the
Boundary Commission's proposals for re-warding, both in the
rural and in the urban parts of the Rother district, were
not conducive to efficient and effective local government,
nor were they in accordance with the wishes of the local
inhabitants.
Dealing with the Boundary Commissions proposals for
the whole district he said that in drafting its proposals.

- 4the District Council had had regard to the guidelines set
down in the Local Government Act 1972.
It had been a
complex exercise as it was not always possible to reconcile
considerations which might be in conflict.
Usually one
had to make the best possible compromise of interests which
most nearly met the requirements of the Act.
9.
Where they had found a conflict between the need to
secure an even distribution of representation between wards
and the need to reflect local ties and the wishes of the
local inhabitants, they had had no hesitation in weighing
the scales on the side of local interests.
That was why,
in the rural areas, they had proposed that some wards should
remain unchanged, such as Burwash, Etchingham and Hurst Green,
and Ticehurst in the North-west, and Sedlescombe and
Whatlington and Westfield in the central part of the area,
whereas the Boundary Commission appeared to take a different
view, preferring to put comparability of size before local
interests in some cases.
Councillor Kimber said that other speakers on behalf
of the parishes would give detailed evidence as to how closely
linked the villages of Etchingham and Hurst Green were,
socially, historically, and in religious matters.
Communications were good.
In contrast no such links existed between
Hurst Green and Ticehurst.
There were a substantial number
of planning approvals outstanding in Etchingham and Hurst
Green.
Assuming these came to fruition, he submitted that
the present Etchingham and Hurst Green ward was not only
viable now but would be strengthened in the course of a few
years, and the Council felt strongly that the Ward should
not be split in order to help to correct an apparent imbalance
in the representation.
10. There was a somewhat similar situation in the Boundary
Commission's proposal to transfer the whole of the Kent Street
ward from Westfield to Sedlescombe and Whatlington.
There
again this proposals would not be consistent with maintaining
local ties.
Furthermore, it would create confusion and
disturb parish administration in ways which the Parish
Councillors concerned would demonstrate later on.
And all
that would be achieved would be some levelling out of
numbers between the two wards.
11. The third example of the tendency to ignore local
interests was in the proposal to take Rye Harbour out of
the Icklesham ward and transfer it to Rye.
Here the gain
in terms of mathematics was trivial compared to the
disruption of community affiliations which would ensue.
12. So far as the re-warding in Bexhill was concerned,
Councillor Kimber said that the District Council had been
considering local ties, convenience to the electorate and
the relative size of wards in terms of population.
Their
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detail later would, in their opinion, meet all the guidelines more effectively than those of the Boundary Commission
in that they would secure a more even spread of representation.
13. Concluding his general remarks. Councillor Kimber drew
attention to an anomaly in the procedures for dealing with
boundary reviews which placed an obstacle in the path of
securing the best possible ward arrangements.
He said that
this was demonstrated most forcibly when one considered the
position in Sedlescombe and Whatlington, and Westfield
parishes.
Local opinion was overwhelmingly in agreement
that it would make for the best possible electoral arrangements if the parish boundaries could be adjusted, a procedure
which was not possible without a parish boundary review.
He understood that they were precluded from making such a
review until the current electoral review had been completed.
It seemed to them to be a classic case of putting the cart
before the horse.
The representatives of the parishes concerned would be
speaking in more detail on this point, but the District
Council asked that careful consideration be given to this
anomaly, and if, as seemed likely, nothing could be done
about a parish boundary review adjustment at this stage, he
suggested that the likelihood of a proposal for such an
adjustment being advocated in the forthcoming parish boundaries
review should be taken into account in my report to the
Commission.
.14. Mr. John Ball, on behalf of the Rye and Bexhill
Conservative Association, said that the Association welcomed
the draft proposals, but with, certain reservations.
Firstly, they felt that Rye Harbour should remain part
of the Winchelsea District Ward and not be transferred to
the Rye Ward..
Historically Rye Harbour had always been
in the Icklesham Parish, and by transferring it to Rye, it
would in fact be dividing a parish, and affecting local ties.
Secondly, Kent Street should remain in the Westfield
Ward, and not be transferred to Sedlescombe and Whatlington
Ward.
This too would involve splitting a parish and
creating discontent between parishioners.
The villagers
of Westfield were united for all purposes and according to
local information the splitting of this unity for Local
Election purposes would not be welcomed "by the electors of
the Ward.
Thirdly, the Hurst Green/Etchingham Ward should
remain in being and not be eliminated.
There were great
historical and cultural ties between these two villages, as
well as religious ties, and these local ties should be
respected.
Finally, Stonegate should remain part of the
Ticehurst Ward, and not be transferred to Burwash Ward.

- 6Summarising, Mr. Ball said that his Association were
asking
that all the rural wards in the Rother District
should remain as they are at the present time.
15. Councillor A.S.J. Stevens, representing Rother District
Labour Party, said that he was the Chairman of the Party
and had followed the progress of the re-warding of the
District for some four years.
They agreed the allocation
of the additional seat to Bexhill, with the reduction of
one seat to the old Battle rural area.
His Party favoured
the Boundary Commission proposals, with the amendments
proposed by the Rother District Council.
There was merit
in the Commission's proposals, but they agreed in full with
the District Council's amendments,
16. Mr. E.J. Gibson, Chairman of Etchingham Parish Council,
said that they were against the Commission's proposals for
this area.
When Hurst Green was formed as a separate Parish
in the early 50 *s, a sizeable area of Etchingham went into
the formation of the new Parish, so the two parishes were
closely geographically associated, and for many years there
had been agreeable and productive liaison between the two
Parish Councils.
Physical communication between Etchingham and Hurst
Green was good.
They were joined by main and subsidiary
roads, with residential development along the subsidiary
road falling into both parishes.
Burwash, though geographically adjoining Etchingham, had only spasmodic residential
development along the communicating road.
Etchingham main
line station served both villages and the 'bus service,
somewhat infrequent, from Hawkhurst westwards similarly
served both villages.
The Rector of Etchingham was also the Vicar of Hurst
Green.
Roman Catholics from Etchingham attend church in
Hurst Green.
The Etchingham Primary School was situated fairly close
to the boundary with Hurst Green, and attracted some Hurst
Green children.
School leavers from Etchingham and Hurst
Green Primary Schools, in the normal way, proceeded to the
Comprehensive School at Robertsbridge.
Mr. Gibson said that there was a degree of interchange
in shopping facilities and social activities in the area
are supported by both parishes.
Since 1976 and by early 1979, Etchingham would have
increased residentially by just over 30 units.
This
expansion, with still greater development at Hurst Green,
meant that by 1979 the total electorate of the two villages
would be in the region of 1,500, putting the ward numerically
in the upper league.
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Finally, Mr. Gibson said that the four parishes
involved, Etchingham, Hurst Green, Burwash and Ticehurst,
are as one in desiring the continuation of the present ward
representation, leaving Etchingham and Hurst Green with
joint ward representation at the District level.
17. Mr. W.R.G. Weaver said that he was Vice-Chairman of
Hurst Green Parish Council and had been instructed to speak
on their behalf against the Boundary Commission proposals
to segregate the District Council Ward of Hurst Green and
Etchingham by the attachment of Hurst Green to Ticehurst
and Etchingham to Burwash.
He was also the present Member
for Hurst Green and Etchingham on the Rother District Council.
The Chairman of Etchingham Parish Council had already put
his objections to the proposed attachment of his Parish to
Burwash coupled with the objections of the latter Parish to
the Boundary Commission proposals.
Mr. Weaver said that one of the criteria laid down
by the Boundary Commission was that "local ties must be
respected", and he referred to the local ties between Hurst
Green and Etchingham, as followst
(a) Historically the two villages were part of the same
Manor;
(b) There had been much, inter-marriage and there vere
many close family links;
(c) Quite a number of Hurst Green children attended
Etchingham School and the school catchment area
for Hurst Green and Etchingham primary school
children is Robertsbridge;
(d)

Organisations such as Guides, Brownies and Cubs
drew on both Parishes for their members;

(e)

Many other social activities were supported by the
two communities;

(f) The religious side of the communities was linked in
that the Vicar of Hurst Green was also Rector of
Etchingham,
The Roman Catholic Church in Hurst Green
catered also for Etchingham.
(g) The distance between the centre of Hurst Green and
the centre of Etchingham was 1.2 miles, and the two
villages were virtually joined and were linked by
a 'bus service.
Etchingham was the rail station
for Hurst Green.
18. Referring to the Commission's proposals to which his
Council was opposed, Mr. Weaver pointed out that there were
no social, cultural or other links between Hurst Green and
Ticehurst.
The distance by road from the centre of Hurst
Green to the centre of Ticehurst was over 4 miles, and there

- 8was no road or rail services connecting the two villages.
Over the past eighteen months he had taken the opportunity
at social and other functions, of discussing the Boundary
Commission proposals with electors in his Ward of Hurst
Green and Etchingham, and not one of the electors he had
spoken to had been in favour of the proposals.
He pointed
out that until 1952/53 Hurst Green and Etchingham had had
a Parish Councillor in common.
19. Councillor Weaver said that it appeared that one of
the Boundary Commission's prime objectives was to achieve
some measure of equalisation of members over the various
wards in the District.
Speaking as the Rother District
Councillor for the Ward of Hurst Green and Etchingham he
said that the current electoral roll (October 1977) gave
Etchingham 491 and Hurst Green 713, a total of 1,204.
There were 171 planning approvals outstanding in the two
villages, as quoted by the District Council Secretary/
Administrator in his Review issued on llth October 1978.
Hurst Green was designated in the County Structure Plan
as an area in which a limited amount of new development
might be promoted in addition to existing planning approvals.
The County Council definition of "limited1* or "modest11 would
apparently be equivalent to a further 97 approvals.
In
addition, it was likely that a certain amount of infilling
would take place in both villages.
Of the 171 outstanding
planning approvals, 143 were already built and occupied, or
in the course of building, and as far as the balance of 28
was concerned, they were likely to be completed before the
end of 1979.
On the basis of two electors per unit, which
seems a reasonable assumption, an addition of 342 electors
might be anticipated by the end of 1979, which would give a
grand total of 1,550, plus possibly another 200 if remaining
planning applications are implemented.
20. He submitted, therefore, that even an electorate of
1,550 in what, for a rural area was a fairly tightly knit
community, could be reasonably described as a typical ward.
Indeed, on perusing the other ward proposals for the
District, the Etchingham/Hurst Green Ward fell into the top
bracket.
The Boundary Commission had been quite emphatic
that the area of a ward was not one of the criteria to be
taken into account, but, nevertheless, in his opinion, it
was a factor which should be taken into account.
The
Commission's proposals, envisaging the attachment of Hurst
Green to Ticehurst and Etchingham to Burwash, with two
Councillors each and both units of a very considerable area,
would involve the candidates in a considerable canvassing
task.
More important, however, it would involve the
elected, members in great difficulties in adequately servicing
the needs of their electors.
He, therefore, fully
supported the objections made by the Parish Councils of
Burwash, Etchingham, Hurst Green and Ticehurst against the
proposals made by the Boundary Commission.
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21. Mr. Norman Chamberlain, on behalf of Ticehurst Parish
Council, said that his Council was very strongly of the
view that there should be no changes to the Ticehurst Parish
boundaries, and he gave the following reasons:
(1) Ticehurst Parish Council, as at present constituted,
represented the closely knit communities of the four
adjacent villages or hamlets of Ticehurst, Stonegate,
Flirowell and Wallcrouch.
Until 1839 Stonegate
formed part of the ecclesiastical Parish of Ticehurst
and it only became a separate ecclesiastical Parish
in 1848.
Administratively from the 12th Century A.D.
to the Dissolution in 1539 all of Stonegate (with the
exception of the Manor of Hammerden) and much of
Ticehurst, Flimwell and Wallcrouch belonged either to
the Abbey of Robertsbridge or to the Priory of Hastings,
From 1539 most of the land in these villages had been
incorporated into the Manors of Robertsbridge and
Hammerden respectively.
Over the centuries, there had always been strong
ecclesiastical and administrative ties between the
four villages in this Parish and it was considered
by the Parish Council that the preservation and
maintenance of these ties was of very great importance.
No such affinities existed between the parishes
of Hurst Green and Ticehurst, which were four miles
apart by road and were not linked directly by any
..public transport, nor had they ever been united either
ecclesiastically or administratively.
Historically
no ecclesiastical or administrative ties existed
between Stonegate and the Parish of Burwash which were
in times past, and, in a sense, still were, cut off
from each other by the River Rother.
(2) The very close community ties to which reference had
been made were typified by the following*
a.

Ticehurst was the principal shopping centre for
all four villages.
Neither Hurst Green nor
Burwash were used by the inhabitants of these
villages for this purpose.

b.

The Ticehurst Village Club in the centre of the
area was the focal point for the social and
recreational activities of all four villages.

c.

The close liaison which existed between the two
Primary Schools in the Parish of Ticehurst and
Stonegate respectively, both of which Schools
are in the Uplands Community catchment area.

d.

The local charities administered by the Parish
Council benefited the inhabitants of all four
villages.
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e.

All four villages enjoyed the facilities provided
. by the Tunbridge Wells Hospitals, which were more
conveniently situated to them than were the
Hastings Hospitals, which the inhabitants of
Stonegate would have to use if the Stonegate Ward
were transferred to the Burwash Parish Council
under the Boundary Commission's proposals.

(3) The following Councillor/Elector ratios, based on the
1976 Electors' Register, showed that the present
inequality between these ratios in many of the rural
District Wards would not be substantially improved
under the Boundary Commission's proposals:
Rural District Ward
Average, all rural wards
Ticehurst
Burwash
Ashburnham
Bodiam
Catsfield
Guestling
Westfield

Present ratio

Proposed ratio

1/1498
1/1152
1/1835
1/1140
I/ 906
1/1253
1/1624
1/1875

1/1381
1/1346
1/1327
1/1140
I/ 906
1/1253
1/1624
1/1667

Mr. Chamberlain said that Schedule 11, paragraph 3(2)(a)
of the 1972 Act provided that "the ratio of the number of
local Government Electors to the number of Councillors to be
elected shall be, as nearly as may be, the same in every
Ward of the District".
In his Parish Council's view these
figures clearly showed that the Boundary Commission's
proposals did not satisfy paragraph 3(2)(a) of Schedule 11.
22. Ticehurst Parish Council considered that, for all these
reasons, no alteration should be made to the boundaries of
the Parish and the Council was supported by the unanimous
opposition of the inhabitants of all four villages in the
Parish to any alterations.
In the circumstances, any
proposal for the alteration of the Parish boundaries would
be strenuously resisted by the Parish Council.
23. Councillor G.M. Davidson, representing Burwash Parish
Council, said he supported everything the representatives
of both Etchingham and Hurst Green Parish Councils had said.
He took no exception to them not wishing to join with
Burwash.
On the contrary he felt that it was in the
interests of the parishes to remain as they were.
24. Mr. H.E. Tansley said that he was an elected Councillor
for the Winchelsea Beach Ward, and Chairman of the Icklesham
Parish Council, which embraced the village of Icklesham, the
ancient town of Winchelsea, the bungalow settlement Winchelsea
Beach, and the coastal village Rye Harbour.
The Vice-Chairman

- 11 of the Parish Council was a Ward member for Rye Harbour.
Mr. Tansley said that the coastal village of Rye Harbour,
together with the bungalow settlement of Winchelsea Beach,
had historic connections mainly due to geography, interdependence, a common approach to disaster by the ravage of
the seas, common animal/agricultural interests, land
drainage systems, sea defence works, and fishing interests.
He also referred to the existence and implementation of the
1952 authorised Rye Harbour/Winchelsea Beach mineral workings
plan for sand/ballast extraction.
There was a continued increase in the number of
licensed Holiday Caravans in the area, used for 32 weeks
each year, - at present one thousand, five hundred caravans,
plus trailer caravans, and tenting sites.
The present
ratio was four caravans to each domestic dwelling; Rye
Harbour 100 dwellings to 400 or more caravans and Winchelsea
Beach 240 dwellings to 1,000 or more caravans.
25. On the domestic side, it could be shown that the Church
Burial ground of the Rye Harbour Village Church was the last
resting place of many former residents of Winchelsea Beach.
Rye Harbour Village Institute Hall was the venue of Rye
Harbour-Winchelsea Beach combined public meetings for the
residents.
The existence of many public footpaths, an
agricultural roadway and a tarmac/concrete roadway permitted
intercommunications without the added distance of travel
via the A.259, etc.
26. Mr. Tansley said that the removal of 215 electors to
Rye Town electoral area, as proposed by the Boundary
Commission, was insufficient to alter the Rye Town local
interests, or the effective balance of elected councillors
at any level, but the removal would destroy true representation of the interests of the electorate of Rye Harbour,
as enjoyed by their present inclusion with the ancient town
of Winchelsea, and the cooperative association with
IcKlesham.
The electors of Rye Harbour felt very strongly that in
any election where they had 215 votes and the electors of
Rye had 3,621, they would be virtually disenfranchised and
hardly able to influence the poll, even if they gave
concerted support to a candidate whom they particularly
favoured.
On the other hand under the alternative proposals
where the parish would be represented by two councillors,
the Rye Harbour vote, although it could never secure the
election of a particular candidate, could, if used
concertedly, have a marked effect,
27. The Town of Rye and the village of Rye Harbour had no
history of unity or co-operation whatsoever, and their-,
attitude to the river, which is their one linking feature,
and their cultural and commercial atmosphere were completely
different.
On the one hand there had been constant
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Rother District Council and East Sussex County Council,
between Rye Harbour and Winchelsea Beach whose problems,
of holiday development and gravel extraction were the same
and were in no way shared by the Borough of Rye.
In these circumstances Mr. Tansley said that it was
felt that not only would the Rye Harbour Ward be unable to
influence the vote but it would not be adequately represented
by three councillors, none of whom would be specifically
responsible for Rye Harbour matters.
It was true that
neither of the two Icklesham Ward councillors would be
specifically responsible for Rye Harbour either, but there
was a long standing tradition of liaison between the
Icklesham Parish Council and its district councillors which
had always ensured that the small Rye Harbour Ward had the
additional backing of the full Council in pressing its case.
Under the Boundary Commission's proposals there could be no
equivalent to this.
It was genuinely feared that these
proposals, which appeared to the Parish Council as a piece
of number juggling, without any thought for tradition,
geography or the feelings of the electors, would lead to
Rye Harbour Ward being neglected at District level.
28. Mr. Tansley said that the electors of Rye Harbour had
been so concerned that a deputation had waited on him with
a petition signed by 191 out of the 215 electors stating
that they objected to the electoral ward of Rye Harbour
being transferred from Icklesham Parish Council, as proposed
by the Boundary Commission.
29. The petition, which is enclosed, was handed in at the
meeting by Mrs. Sylvia Emuss, who had written to the
Boundary Commission immediately prior to the local meeting.
In addition to supporting the submission of Mr. Tansley
Mrs. Emuss made the following points:
(1)

Icklesham Council consisted of a number of small
communities and so understands the problems of Rye
Harbour.

(2) Recently, when it was proposed that 'bus services
would be cut down, the IckAesham Council persuaded
the Maidstone 'bus company not only to keep the
existing 'bus services, but now there is a service from
the Harbour direct to Hastings.
Rye had no need for
'bus services and might not have been interested.
(3)

Rye Harbour would become the dumping ground for any
unwanted Rye industry.

30. Prior to the local meeting I also received a copy of a
letter sent to the Commission by Mr. Michael Alford, a
member of Icklesham Parish Council, who, writing in a private
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capacity, supported and emphasised the points made by
Mr. Tansley.
31. Councillor F.D. Cheese, District Councillor for
Icklesham, also objected to the Boundary Commission's
proposals to add Rye Harbour Ward to Rye.
He said that
Rye Harbour was within the Winchelsea area and should not
be separated from Ickelsham Parish.
He further objected
to the proposed reduction of the Icklesham representation
from two to one member.
He said that the number of
electors given for the ward was not strictly true.
No
forms had been sent to ratepayers (prior to 1978)^of the
caravan sites, some of whom were individual ratepayers
living on the sites for eight months in the year.
Further
there was the influx of at least 3,000 visitors, based on an
estimate of two per caravan (changing at least fortnightly)
between the months of March to October inclusive, any one
of whom could call on services of District representative.
Also the area of Ickdesham could be compared with Bexhill
area in size, and only one member was suggested for
Icklesham as against 21 members for Bexhill.
32. Councillor Captain H. Lovegrove emphasised that Rye
Harbour was individual and not part of Rye and until recent
years it was within the ecclesiastical parish of Winchelsea.
It had always been on the "other side of the river" from
Rye.
It did not wish to come with Rye and he entirely
supported the Parish Council's views.
33. Mr. Humphrey Lestocq of Rye Harbour, said that the
Harbour, historically and physically, belonged with
Ickiesham and Winchelsea Beach and would very much like
to stay as it was - rather than be a small fish in a large
pond - to be a large one in a small pondl
He supported
everything that had been said.
34. Mr. John Cain, a Parish Councillor for the Kent Street
Ward, speaking on behalf of Westfield Parish Council, said
that the Parish Council based its strong objections to the
proposal on the following four premises:
(a)

It did not consider that the proposed transfer of the
Kent Street Ward of Westfield to the 'Sedlescombe District
Ward' lay within the guidelines set out by the Commission.

(b)

It believed that democracy in local government was of
the utmost importance and that parishioners' views
should be given the most careful scrutiny before any
decisions that might affect their future lives were
taken.
The Circular from the Department of the
Environment (121/77), paragraphs 7 and 8, states
"The wishes of local inhabitants should be a prime
consideration" and "Administrative convenience is not
the only, and sometimes not the most important consideration1
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out by Westfield Parish Council in September 1977 was
overwhelmingly against the Commission's proposal.
It was their impression that the only reason put
forward for the removal of the Kent Street Ward from
the Westfield District Ward was to balance the number
of electors between District Councillors.
This would
be achieved to some degree by implementation of the
proposals, but this did not seem to apply to all parts
of Rother District, for example, the electorate of the
Bodiam and Ewhurst Ward would still remain well below
the average number for the District.
(c) The Westfield Parish Council had always had the
closest relationship with its District Councillor,
and with its County Councillor, and had always expected
its District Councillors to attend all Parish Council
meetings.
It would be ludicrous to have two District
Councillors present at all Parish Council meetings, to
take notice of affairs in different wards of the Parish.
The Commission's proposal was, in this respect, disruptive
to Parish administration and was bound to cause confusion •
for example, when neighbours living within the Parish of
Westfield found that they were represented by different
District, and possibly County, Councillors.
(d) The Westfield Parish Council was considering its
present parish arrangements, in view of the forthcoming
parish boundaries review.
Providing its constituents
agreed it had in mind the probability of redrawing its
boundaries in two areas.
Firstly, further to the north
at the Ridge, Hastings, and, secondly, further to the
south in Kent Street, Sedlescombe,
A poll of the Ridge
area had been conducted and this showed that the
residents had voted overwhelmingly to remain within
Westfield Parish, but equally a poll in the northern
part of the Kent Street area showed a desire to be
amalgamated to Sedlescombe.
35. Mr. L. Barter, on behalf of the Sedlescombe Parish
Council, said that although the implementation of the
proposal would not immediately affect the residents or the
Parish Council of Sedlescombe, the Sedlescombe Parish
Council wholeheartedly supported Westfield Parish Council's
objections because of the difficulties it could see arising
from attempts to solve the problems described by Mr. Cain.
The solution that Sedlescombe Parish Council feared
was that in the forthcoming Parish Boundaries' Review an
adjustment would be made to bring the whole of the Kent
Street Ward into the Parish of Sedlescombe in order to
eliminate the difficulties.
Sedlescombe Parish Council
would object to receiving the whole of the Kent Street Ward
for the following reasons:
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The majority of
residents in Kent Street had stronger links with Sedlescombe
than with Westfield.
The people living in the Ebdens Hill
part of the ward (postal address St. Leonards) would probably
use St. Leonards/Hastings for shops/entertainment rather than
either village.
A revised Sedlescombe parish such as this
would not be a unit with a community feeling.
(b) Westfield Parish Council carried out a further poll
in January 1978 in the Ward to ascertain the wishes of the
people with regard to the parish boundary and those in ithe*.
Moat Lane area were overwhelmingly against being included
in Sedlescombe Parish.
36. Mr. M. Drury, the Chairman of Sedlescombe Parish Council,
said that the two parishes had met on four occasions to find
a joint solution acceptable to both villages and the
residents of the area concerned.
They felt that to re-draw
the parish boundary at the same time as the District Ward
boundary would surely be a logical and practical solution.
The existing parish boundary presented the sort of demonstrable anomaly referred to in Paragraph 28 of the Department
of the Environment's Circular 121/77. .The suggested
amendment of the parish boundary was to include that part
of the Kent Street Ward north of Irelands Farm, plus five
properties in the Westfields Ward in the Parish of
Sedlescombe.
The precise area was indicated on the map
which they had sent to the Commission.
This would be
acceptable to the inhabitants, both Parish Councils, both
District Councillors and Rother District Council.
Written
and door-to-door enquiries had shown that the great majority
of residents in this area would welcome a transfer to
Sedlescombe.
A referendum conducted by Westfield Parish
Council in January 1978 resulted in a majority of 62% of
those who replied in favour.
This percentage increased
following the announcement of the two Parish Councils'
agreement, as was shown by Sedlescombe Parish Council's
canvas of the people a few days later.
Certain residents
had initially felt reluctant to vote for a transfer to
Sedlescombe lest they should be unfair to those members of
Westfield Parish Council who had served them well in the
past, even though they thought of themselves as part of
Sedlescombe.
The reasons for their preference for this counter
proposal were as follows:
(a) The people at the northern end of Kent Street and
those in Harts Green Road were geographically closer
to Sedlescombe and look to Sedlescombe as their village.
(b) Public transport (six 'buses each way on weekdays)
connected Sedlescombe but not Westfield with this part
of the ward.
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(c)

Properties in this area had a Sedlescorabe postal
address, and some Sedlescombe telephone numbers,
and residents found it confusing to be in the
Parish of Westfield.

(d) All residents in this area who had young children
had chosen Sedlescombe Primary School for their
education.
(e)

Most used Sedlescombe1s doctor and surgery.

(f) They had their newspapers delivered from Sedlescombe.
(g) They visited Sedlescombe Sub-Post Office for pensions,
allowances, and other post office business.
(h) Many looked upon Sedlescombe Church as their Church,
(i)

Many belonged to Sedlescombe societies and
organisations.

These factors were not, however, true of those
living in the Moat Lane/Ebdens Hill area of the Ward.
If the Parish boundary could be adjusted first the new
District Ward would naturally consist of the increased
Sedlescombe Parish, plus Whatlington Parish, and none of
the difficulties mentioned above would arise.
The effect of the counter proposal would be to add
106 electors to the register of electors of the Sedlescombe/
Whatlington Ward and reduce the Westfield Ward to 1,750
electors.
37. In response to an enquiry from me Mr. Mead, the
Secretary and Administrator of Rother District Council,
said that he felt that the District Council would be
sympathetic to the idea of making an Order on these lines.
38. Councillor N.C. Norris said that as the District
Councillor for Westfield he wanted to support the views
of both Parish Councils.
It was his opinion that at
least 90% of the electorate affected had been consulted
and supported the proposals of the parish councils.
The reason for local government was to look after local
interests, and in this case they could see the need for
change and had suggested a change which those concerned
thought would be an improvement on the present situation;
it met most of the requirements of the Boundary Commission
in their desire to have everything tidy and numerically
equal.
Councillor Norris went on to say that everyone had
seen complaints in the press that Government at all levels
was falling into disrepute.
The reason was usually that
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In this case of boundary review it would appear to the man
in the street or the village that a Boundary review should
start at the bottom and work up.
How one.j.could get a
sensible answer, in all cases, when starting in the middle,
was beyond their comprehension.
In this case they had
provided a sensible answer, but had fears that it might
not be followed on the stupid grounds that the decision
about District Ward boundaries must be promulgated before
those of Parish boundaries.
If this did occur, it would
not be unreasonable to insist that the individual responsible
for causing such a nonsense should come and explain his
actions to the people involved.
He suggested that if the
views of the two parishes of Sedlescombe and Westfield were
not acted upon; then, there would be a good case to take
to the appropriate Ombudsman, the grounds being that a
demonstrable nonsense had been caused by maladministration
in not conducting the Parish Review before the District
Review.
39. Councillor Mrs. Ann Moore said that she was fully in
support of the Westfield/Sedlescombe submissions, but she
also represented Whatlington, which was very much smaller
than Sedlescombe, and whose view was somewhat different.
In thinking of the needs of her two villages, and as a former
County Councillor she realised that it was no good offering
solutions at a purely parochial level without trying to
relate them to the whole Rother scheme, and that in turn
led her to realise that any suggestion-one might have for
Rother wards must also be building blocks for the subsequent
re-organisation of the County divisions.
She appreciated
that a discussion of County seats as such was outside the
remit, but it must be borne in mind.
It was in that
context that she had also been asked to represent the Rye
Constituency Liberal Association.
They also supported
the Westfield/Sedlescombe submission, but felt no need to
add to the representations already being made.
They did,
however, feel great concern that the proposal to reduce
the present six County seats to four would - under the
Boundary Commission's proposals - result in four permanent
Conservative seats.
That would be the result of losing
all the truly rural seats, like the present Winchelsea
and Salehurst, which had been Liberal until May 1977, and
having them redistributed among seats based on small towns
with a large immigrant retired suburban population.
40. Councillor Mrs, Moore said that the main points of
her submission weret
(1) That the Boundary Commission apparently based its
proposals on existing electorates, and not on any
projection for, say, ten years hence, nor on the
County Structure Plan's ideas as to which villages
should grow and which should not. She had endeavoured
kQ~H9r£«°££ approximate figures for a.1991
electorate,
based on the East Sussex County Councilrs Planning
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Her
method had been to find out what percentage of the
1977 population was on the electoral roll for each
polling district, and to work out a similar percentage
of the 1991 population forecast figures.
Hurst Green,
for example, showed a large increase, whereas the
entire Bodiam-Ewhurst Ward remained static at roughly
940.
(2) That there were serious anomalies invthe Commission's
proposals as to approximate equality of electorates.
(3) That little regard had been paid to geographical,
social and other such considerations in some instances,
including her own villages.
(4) That it was quite impossible to achieve any sort of
solution in advance of Parish boundary changes, or if
it was impossible to re-draw existing polling districts •
or wards within parishes.
In their own case, a
satisfactory solution could be found if the existing
Westfield Lane Ward and the Kent Street Ward could be
re-drawn.
To take the wider context, a tremendous
source of difficulty in relation to the proposals
relating to the Bodiam, Hurst Green, Salehurst and
Ticehurst District Wards was the area known locally
as Junction Road.
This was in the Parish of Salehurst,
although it was some distance away, a long narrow strip
linking east to west the parishes of Hurst Green and
Bodiam,
She believed that in schools and church
membership some of the residents were involved in the
two villages.
It was, however, a separate polling
district, known on the register as Hurst Green
(Salehurst) EE, with about 57 voters who had to go
to Hurst Green to vote.
The task of helping to meet
the requirements of the people of Hurst Green and
Etchingham, and avoiding the anomaly of an excessively
small Bodiam-Ewhurst Ward, would be greatly eased if
that area could be regarded as divisible from Salehurst
Parish.
(5) That Rye was at present over-represented, at both
District and County level, and that the inclusion of
Rye Harbour to redress this would be totally wrong
on social and invironmental and other grounds.
When
I visited the area the difficulties would become very
apparent and I would see what many people fail to
appreciate, that there was absolutely no connection
between the two communities,
Mrs. Moore would prefer
to see Rye treated as the unit it had been from very
ancient times, but its representation brought into
line with the rest of the District.
41.

Councillor Mrs. Moore then made her detailed submission
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She stated that apart from her own villages she had not been
in a position to discuss the proposals with any of the
communities concerned, and anything she said must be taken
as her own ideas and not implying either consultation or
agreement with those communities.
She emphasised, however,
that she was talking about the actual human beings who
required the services of a councillor and not mere numbers
on an electoral roll.
The Boundary Commission's draft
proposals did not even have the merit of numerical consistency.
42. Councillor Mrs, Yates said that she was Town Mayor of
Rye and one of the representatives for Rye on Rother District
Council.
She repudiated Mrs. Moore's suggestion that the
Council representation of Rye should be reduced to two.
She entirely supported Rother District Council in its
deliberations, and agreed that Rye Harbour should not be
added to the town.
All in Rye had great concern for Rye
Harbour, but considered that historically, as well as for
business reasons, it should remain connected to Winchelsea
Beach, particularly regarding sea defences, and in many
other respects.
They liked to feel they were on their
own in Council matters and they were a tightly knit
community.
Rye itself was a special case.
It was the centre of
the eastern end of Rother district.
It had a great many
visitors in the summer, with all the problems that entailed, because it was an historical town, known worldwide.
Councillors had to attend meetings at Bexhill, which meant
considerable hours travelling.
There was no likelihood
of holding Council or Committee meetings in Rye.
Mrs. Yates
considered it was essential that the area had three representatives on the District Council, particularly in view of the
wide range of inhabitants in the town, not only the elderly
and the young but also the visitors, artists, etc. She had
been a member of Rother District Council since its inception
and felt that the welfare of Rye required three members.
43. Mrs. Stiles, Parish Councillor from Dallington, referred
to a problem of 13 houses in Redpale at Dallington, which
were considered to be in Warbleton, which was in Wealden
District.
Of these 13, 12 wished to be transferred from
Warbleton to Dallington.
If the centre of the Parish was
presumed to be the Church, Wableton Church was 5 miles from
the area concerned, while Dallington was 1% miles.
All
their affiliations were with Dallington.
The children
went to Dallington School.
Everyone went to the Church,
shops and Post Office in Dallington.
There was no possible
public transport between Dallington and Warbleton.
The
people had to go to Warbleton to vote, whereas Dallington
Hall was very easily assessible.
i explained that this
was outside the scope of the present meeting and involved
changing the District boundary as well as the Parish.
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Rye had never asked for Rye Harbour to go in with Rye.
It was entirely the idea of the Local Government Boundary
Commission.
It was known that Rye Harbour was a law
unto itself - it was one of the most family owned places
in England - one in which people marry and inter-marry.
It had just celebrated the 50th anniversary of the death
of its Lifeboat crew - half the male population of Rye
Harbour had been lost in that terrible disaster.
Councillor Everest said that Bexhill thought that they
should have one extra member on the Rother District Council,
but they had already got 21.
Population was not the only
thing, and one should take into consideration other factors
when deciding boundaries.
He mentioned the number of
visitors to Rye, its historic buildings, and said that it
was probably the most important part of Rother District.
Being at the extreme end of the District it took a great
effort for people of Rye to get over to Rother District
Council meetings, especially with transport as it was.
Many people would like to be concerned with Rother affairs
and go to meetings, but because of the lateness of such
meetings would not be able to get home by public transport.
It was essential, therefore, that Rye should be represented
on the Council with three members.
There were many
Committees on Rother Council, and even with three on the
Council it would still not be enough to cover all the
Committees adequately.
He urged the Commission to back
up Rother District Council in their views that Rye should
retain its three members.
He did not agree with what
Councillor Mrs, Moore had said.
45. Prior to the local meeting I received a letter from
Mr, Michael Alford, a member of Icklesham Parish Council,
writing in a private capacity concerning points he felt
should be raised at the meeting.
He was opposed to the
proposal to join Rye Harbour with Rye, and felt that it
would be to Rye Harbour's disadvantage in every respect.
He mentioned inter alia that the Rye Harbour Nature Reserve
lies between the Harbour and Winchelsea Beach, and it would
be wrong for this important area to be divided between two
parishes.
Icklesham Parish had been among the interested
parties.who had pressed for the establishment of the
Reserve, and supported its upkeep with a yearly financial
contribution.
The other points made by Mr, Alford were
made by other speakers.
46. There were no further representations made about the
area outside Bexhill, and the meeting then discussed the
Bexhill proposals,
Mr. John Ball, in his submission
made earlier in the meeting (paragraph 14 above),, said
that the Rye and Bexhill Conservative Association agreed
on the formation of additional wards in Bexhill, but
proposed that the amendments to the Boundary Commission's
proposals suggested by Rother District Council should be
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His Association entirely agreed with the
District Council on these amendments.
47. For the District Council, Councillor Kimber said
the District Council supported the Boundary Commission's
proposals for warding in Bexhill in general, subject to
three adjustments, which were suggested in the interests
of preserving local ties which would otherwise be severed
if the Boundary Commission's proposals were confirmed.
48. The first adjustment was described as Amendment No. 3
in the statement of the District Council's views, forwarded
to the Boundary Commission on the 6th October 1977.
The effect of this adjustment would be to restore to
St. Mark's Ward part of the area formerly comprised in
that Ward which the Boundary Commission proposed to
transfer to the new Collington Ward.
The Council believed
that the 370 or so electors in this sector had a clear
affiliation to Little Common.
The Council recognised this
in their 1975 proposals to the Boundary Commission, when
they advocated the extension of the Egerton Park Ward
westwards, but only so far as concerned electors living
south of the railway.
49. The second adjustment was a minor one, but,
important to the electors involved.
The people
mainly along Whydown Road near the North-western
of the District, somewhat isolated from the main
communities.

nonetheless,
lived
boundary
urban

In 1975 the Council had proposed that this small
community should be absorbed into Sidley Ward from St.
Mark's Ward.
The Boundary Commission accepted this
proposal in part, but they defined a new boundary along
the middle of the road, thus leaving part of the community
in St. Mark's Ward.
The Council now believed that the
interests of the community would be best served by leaving
things as they are at present, maintaining the principal
link with Little Common rather than with Sidley.
50. Councillor Kimber said that the third adjustment the
Council would recommend was in two parts, the first part
being a very minor one relating to one property (Glovers
Farm), which reflected its natural link with the Sidley
Ward; the second was more fundamental.
It related to the
Boundary Commission's proposal to transfer that part of the
Old Town Ward north of Wrestwood Road to the new St. Michael's
Ward formed by splitting Sackville Ward to the east.
Here
again community of interest was paramount-in the Council's
view and the Old Town Ward comprised a distinct community
which should not be severed.
Wrestwood Road did not form
a community barrier and there was only a tenuous link
between people living north of Wrestwood Road and the
Pebsham community.
The Council acknowledged that such a
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the present eastern boundary of. Old Town Ward and north
of Wrestwood Road, and that there was a good case for
recognising this by joining those people to the rest of
the Pebsham community in St. Michael's Ward.
The Council
urged that the remainder of the people (approximately 413)
affected by the Boundary Commission's proposals should be
left where they naturally belong - in the Old Town Ward.
51. Finally, Councillor Kimber drew attention to the table
which was appended to the statement of the Council's views
forwarded to the Boundary Commission on 6th October 1977.
He said that the table showed how the District wards in
Bexhill, in respect of which the Council's views were at
variance with the Boundary Commission, would compare in
relation to the number of electors under the Boundary
Commission's draft proposals and under those proposals
as amended by the Council's recommendations.
He pointed
out that there would be much less disparity in size of
wards if the Boundary Commission adopted the Council's
recommendations, and there would be a better reflection of
local ties.
52. Mr. R. Hazzledine, Vice-chairman of the Association
of Bexhill Citizens, said his Association was generally
in support of Rother District Council's proposals.
They
were concerned that in certain cases the ward boundaries
were shown down the middle of roads.
This did not appear
to be a satisfactory practice as houses on either side of
a particular road would be represented by different
Councillors, whereas the problems of the householders in
a particular road would invariably be the same, .In their
view it would be common sense for them to have the same
representative on the Council to present their collective
views.
His Association felt that this was particularly
desirable when so much representation on Councils was along
Party lines, and there was a danger that people with the
same problems in a particular road would have two different
idealogical views put forward, whereas their problems
would be identical.
53. Mr. C.S. Russell said that he had been a ratepayer
for many years, but he did not appear on behalf of the
ratepayers, or indeed any other body or organisation.
He had the temerity as an individual to put forward his
proposals for certain boundary adjustments because sometimes
the onlooker saw most of the game.
His amendments were to
the Boundary Commission's proposals as they affected St.
Mark's Ward, and his main purpose was to avoid the narrow
limb of residential property running in a north-south
direction to the west of Cooden Sea Road constituting a
leg of St. Mark's Ward.
At the same time he had regard
to the need to obtain a closer equality of electorate in
the wards within natural boundaries and allowing for existing,
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current and future development.
He did not agree with
Councillor Kimber's remarks regarding the properties in
Cooden Sea Road belonging to Little Common.
54. Mr. Russell suggested three boundary adjustments.
Firstly, to continue the northern boundary of the proposed
Collington Ward westwards from the western end of Collington
Lane West along Birk Dale, across Cooden Sea Road, along
Kennel Lane, separating Meads Road from Maple Walk, and
continuing westward across open fields to the western
boundary of the District,
This would have the effect of taking some 498 electors
from St. Mark's Ward and adding them-to Collington Ward.
55. The second adjustment was to transfer the western
boundary of St. Stephen's Ward southward from Turkey Road
to the east of Ellerslie Lane, Primrose Hill and Summer
Hill, crossing Broad Oak Lane and continuing southward on
a line east of Knebworth Road and across Little Common Road
to the elbow in Collington Lane East.
Continue along the
centre of Collington Lane East to junction with Collington
Rise then across to eastern end of Collington Lane West,
as proposed by the Commission.
56. The third adjustment proposed by Mr. Russell was to
continue the northern boundary of the proposed Collington
Ward (southern boundary of St. Stephen's Ward) from southern
end of Collington Lane East eastward along the middle of
Collington Avenue to link with the western boundary of
Central Ward at the eastern end of Terminus Avenue.
This
would have the effect of taking some 922 electors from
Collington Ward and adding them to St. Stephen's Ward.
57. Mr. Russell said that the total result of these three
adjustments would be that St. Mark's Ward would contain
some 3,793 electors, St. Stephen's Ward 4,191 and Collington
Ward 3,577.
Subsequent to the meeting I received a letter
from Mr. Russell referring to his statement at the meeting,
that he could not accept the Council's reason for transferring
the western boundary of the proposed "Collington" ward namely that Kewhurst Avenue was closer associated with Little
Common than with Collington Lane.
He wanted to add that if
this was a valid reason it would apply also to Gillham Wood
Road, Withyham Avenue, the western end of Cooden Drive, part
of the southside of Collington Lane West, much of what had
become known as the Roger Malcolm estate, and the whole of
the Seafield site, now being prepared for permitted development.
In any case, such a reason only served to tie Ward
boundaries to a name, rather than a name to a Ward after the
boundaries had been determined.
He suggested that no
matter what the boundaries finally decided in this area and Cooden Sea Road seemed a more natural boundary than
does Kewhurst Avenue - the Ward might more aptly be named
"West Ward" rather than "Collington".
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Councillor Kimber said that the District Council's amendments to the draft proposals were preferable to the other
suggestions which had been made.
There were disparities
in Mr. Russell's figures and his proposals were not as
acceptable.
With regard to Mr. Hazzledine's observations,
Councillor Kimber pointed out that the centre line of roads
had been used as boundaries in Bexhill.
59. I made a general inspection of the area prior to the
local meeting.
During the meeting I was requested by a
number of speakers to view and consider particular boundaries
and areas in detail.
I was able to spend an hour or so
immediately after the meeting viewing the Sedlescombe area.
I completed the inspection as arranged at the meeting on
Friday, 1st December, when, inter alia, I looked at the
Hurst Green, Burwash, Etchingham and Ticehurst areas, and
also Rye, Rye Harbour and Icklesham.
I was accompanied
on these inspections by Mr. Mead, the Secretary and
Administrator of Rother District Council, and met on site
Councillor Norris, Councillor Weaver, Mr. Gibson,Chairman
of Etchingham Parish Council, and Mr. Chamberlain of
Ticehurst Parish Council.
60. Before making my recommendations I would like to
express my thanks to all those who in the interests of
Rother District have given so much of their time and effort
to present their views on the future electoral arrangements
for the area.
I am particularly grateful to the council
members and others who attended the local meeting, and to
Mr. Mead for his invaluable assistance and courtesy throughout the proceedings.
61. The submissions of Councillor Mrs. Moore (paragraphs
39-41 above and Appendix H A M ) and Mr. C.S. Russell
(paragraphs 53-57) were made largely as individuals and
received no support at the meeting.
While I cannot
recommend acceptance of either of these schemes as against
the draft proposals of the Commission or the District
Council's scheme, I feel that I cannot let the opportunity
pass of commending them-both for producing such thoughtful
proposals.
For individuals to propound electoral arrangements like these, with ward boundary details, electoral
calculations and a reasoned criticism of the alternative
proposals, is by any standards a notable exercise in civic
concern,
62. It will be appreciated that the Local Government
Boundary Commission's proposals for the Rother District
have proved broadly acceptable.
The objections which have
arisen outside the Bexhill area have been due to the
Commission having re-grouped a number of parishes and
parish wards to obtain a more even standard of representation.
This has caused the difficulties in the Rye and
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and Icklesham wards, the Burwash and Ticehurst wards, and
the Westfield and Sedlescombe and Whatlington wards.
63. It is unnecessary for me to repeat the arguments in
every case, as they are set out extensively in the preceding
paragraphs of this report.
Clearly, however, what appeared
to be a logical exercise on paper has proved unacceptable
and relatively impracticable on the ground.
To take an
example, it is only when one visits the area that one
realises just how divorced Rye Harbour is•from the town of
Rye, both topographically and in character and interests.
One can fully understand the feeling of the electors of
Rye Harbour that under the draft proposals they are
virtually being disenfranchised.
It cannot be right, nor
can it lead to effective local government to split and
re-group communities for the sake of a marginal improvement
in the arithmetical balance of representation.
64. The District Council's proposed amendments to the
Commission's draft proposals have received virtually
unanimous support and I agree with them.
While agreeing
that Rye Harbour should remain with Icklesham, the parish
is clearly only entitled to one representative, and I so
recommend.
No objection was raised at the meeting to the
proposal to re-name the ward Winchelsea.
65. In the Bexhill area the District Council generally
supported the Commission's draft proposals, but suggested
the three adjustments set out in paragraphs 48-50 above.
These were put forward with a view to preserving local
ties, which would otherwise be severed.
The Council's
suggested amendments were supported at the meeting, and
I recommend that the draft proposals be amended
accordingly.
66. Finally, my attention was drawn to the correspondence
between the Council and the Commission with regard to the
proposed parish boundary revieinin relation to the review
of the electoral arrangements for the district, and this
was referred to several times during the meeting.
I have
been informed that any change in parish boundaries must, of
course, await the review of parish boundaries, which cannot
precede the completion of the electoral review.
There is,
however, strong feeling that improved electoral arrangements
for the District could be made if even a partial review of
parish boundaries was carried out in the areas where they
are non-controversial.
Yours sincerely.
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MR. T. FOORD

ATTENDANCE

ADDRESS

E. WHATLING Miss

2 Roseraarsh Cottages, Etchingham

A. REDMAN

78, Barnhorn Rd, Little Common.

Mrs.

REPRESENTING

J. DUDLEY

Observer Buildings, 41 Cambridge
Road, Hastings

Sussex Express

G. E. MARSH

Sackville Rd, Bexhill On Sea

Bexhill Observer

M.D.

POOLE

East Sx.County Council

W.J.

TOWLER

Pelham House, St. Andrew's Lane,
Lewes
.. t|

MR. & MRS. R.C. EDWARDS

7 Glassenbury Drive, Bexhill

MRS. H. NELSON-BARRETT

5 North Salts, Rye

M. J. EVEREST

97 Winchelsea Road, Rye

MR. G.R. SHACKLETON

43 UDIMORE Road, Rye

MRS. J.G. YATES

68 New Winchelsea, Rye

Rye Town Mayor

MR. J.A. BAKER

Moors Wood, Beckley,

Rye Town Clerk

MR. L.P. GUILMANT

26 Co11ington Ave, Bechill

Chairman - R.D.C.

G.M. DAVIDSON

Martindale, Burwash

ERIC J. BURMAN

Southlands Court, Bexhill

W.A. HILL

13O Cooden Drive, Bexhill

N. HODGES

'Bramlea', Sedlescombe

Rye Town Council
it
ii

/
Asscn. of Bex.Citizens

MRS. P.J. RAYMOND

Woodland Cottage, Chapel Hill

Clerk to Sedlescombe
Parish Council

F.D. LOVATT SMITH

Sprass Wood, Dallington,Heathfield

B. E. STILES

Herrings, Dallington, Heathfield

Clerk to Dallington. P.C

N.C. NORRIS

Crowham, Manor Farm, Westfield,
Hastings

Westfield Parish

L.J. WELLS

Garden Cottage, St. John's Rd,Bex:

Rother District Council

NOEL L.D. HICKMAN

15 Alford Way, Bexhill

H. LESTOCQ

Rye Harbour

Rye Harbour
ii

Sylvia M. EMUSS

Rye Harbour

H. LOVEGROVE

Nesbit, Winchelsea

Old Town Ward

ADDRESS

NAME

REPRESENTING

C.S. RUSSELL

7 Ravens Close, Cooden, Bexhill

D.D. CHEESE (Cllr)

Sideways, Northiam Rd, Staplecross

H.E. TANSLEY (R.Cllr)

1

Wai sham ', Sea Rd, Winchelsea Beach

Self
Icklesham Area
Icklesham

R. HAZZLEDINE (ViceChairman, A. B.C.

8 Eh dwell Road, Bexhill

Asscn. of Bexhill
Citizens

H. RUMLEY-DAVSON
Rother D. Cllr.

Oakhurst, Battle

Battle Town Council I
Rother Dis:Assn. of
Parish Councils

ANITA WILSON (ViceChairman R.D.C)

Hamsey, Battle

Salehurst P.C.

R.D. MATTEN (Conservative Agent)

6a, Amherst Road, Bexhill

Conservative Asscn.

J. A. BALL (Conservative Assn. )
N;D. CHAMBERLAIN

10/12, Parkhurst Rd, Bexhill
Old Merriams, Ticehurst

Ticehurst P.C.

B. J. BUGDEN

Delaford Cottage, Etchingham

Clerk.,-. Etchingham
P.C.

E.J. GIBSON

Ruf f ets , Etchingham

Chairman - "

W.R.G. WEAVER (Cllr)

18 Station Road, Hurst

L.A.H. BARTER

Woodman's Cottage, Sedlescombe

M*J. DRURY

The Rand, Sedlescombe

J.E. CAIN

Ireland's Farm, Kent St. Sedlescombe

Vestfield

ALLAN S.J. STEVENS
(R.D. Cllr. E.Sx.CC)

14 Beaconsfield Rd, Bexhill On Sea

R.D. Labour Party

ANN MOORE (R.D. Cllr)

Han cox, Battle, Sussex

Rye Const. Liberal
Assn.

E.T. JOHNSON

Barnhome Hill Farm, Bexhill

E. HAYNES

la, Ashdown Road, Bexhill

D.A. KLMBER (Cllr.)

Town Hall, Bexhill

R.H. MEAD (Secretary/
Administrator)

Town Hall, Bexhill

A.W.J. LEE

Town Hall, Bexhill

P.C.

Green
Sedlescombe P.C.
II

Rother D.C,

tl

P.C.

SCHEDULE 2

DISTRICT OP ROTHER: ,
NAMES OP PROPOSED TODS AND NUMBER OP COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

NO." OF COUNCILLORS

Ashburnham

1

Battle

3
1

Beckley and Peasmarsh
Bexhill Central
Bexhill Collington
Beachill Old Town
Bexhill Sackville
Bexhill St Marks
Bexhill St Michaels
Bexhill St Stephens
Bexhill Sidley
Bodiam and Ewhurst
Brede and Udimore
Burwaah
Camber
Catsfield and Crowhurst
Etchingham and Hurst Green
Fairlight
Guestling and Fett
Korthiam
Rye
Salehurst
Sedlescombe and Whatllngton
Ticehurst
Westfield
Winehelsea

3

:3
2
2
3
3

'3
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
2

r
.1

SCHEDULE 3

DISTRICT OF BOTHER - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

Note:

Where a boundary is described as following a road, railway, river,
canal or similar feature it should be deemed to follow the centre
line of the feature unless otherwise stated.

SIDLEY WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the District meets the
southern boundary of Catsfield CP, thence generally northeastwards along
said southern boundary to and generally southeastwards along the southwestern
boundary of Crowhurst CP to the dismantled railway, thence southwestwards
along said dismantled railway to a point opposite the northern boundary of
Parcel no 6233 (Glover's Farm) as shown on OS 1:2500 Plan TQ ?*K)9 Editionof 1955* thence southeastwards to and along said boundary to the eastern
boundary of the parcel, thence southeastwards along said eastern boundary
and crossing Glovers Lane in a straight line to the northeastern corner of
Parcel no 6526, thence southeastwards and westwards along the eastern and
southern boundaries of said parcel to,the southern boundary of Parcel no
6126, thence northwestwards and generally northwards along the southern and
western boundaries of said parcel to Glovers Lane, thence northwestwards
along said lane to the dismantled railway, thence generally southwestwards
along said dismantled railway to a point opposite the stream that forms the
eastern Boundary of No 93 Buxton Drive, thence westwards to 'and northwestwards
along said stream to the northeastern boundary of No 91 Buxton Drive, thence
continuing northwestwards along said"boundary and crossing Buxton Drive in
a straight line to the northeastern boundary of No 102 Buxton Drive, thence
northwestwards along said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 2 to 12
Grange Court Drive to the western boundary of the last mentioned property,
thence southwards along said boundary to the rear boundary of No 14 Grange
Court Drive, thence northwestwards along said boundary and the rear boundaries
of Nos 16 to 26 and No 121 Grange Court Drive to the western boundary of the
last mentioned property, thence southwestwards along said boundary to the rear

boundary of No 119 Grange Court Drive, thence northwestwards along said boundary
and the rear boundaries of Nos 11? to 97 Grange Court Drive, crossing the
path and continuing generally westwards along the rear boundaries of
Nos 95 to 89 Grange Court Drive to the rear boundary of No *tQ Windmill Drive,
thence generally northwards along said boundary, the rear boundaries of
Nos ^2 to 50 Windmill Drive and the eastern boundary of No *K) Deans-Drive,
thence northwestwards in a straight line across the end of Deans Drive to
the eastern boundary of No J1 Deans Drive, thence northeastwards along said
boundary and in prolongation thereof to the rear boundary of No *fO Dalehurst
Road, thence south-eastwards along said boundary to the rear boundary of
No k2 Dalehurst Road, thence generally northeastwards along said boundary and
the rear boundaries of Nos Mf to 52 Dalehurst Road, thence northeastwards in
a straight line, crossing St Lawrence Road to the rear boundary of No 56
Dalehurst Road, thence northeastwards along said boundary and the rear
boundaries of Nos 58 to 68 Dalehurst Road to the rear boundary of No 79
Pembury Grove, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said boundary
and the rear boundaries of Nos 77 and 75 Pembury Grove, thence generally
southwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 75 and 73 Pembury Grove to
the western boundary of the last mentioned property, thence southwards along
said boundary to the rear boundary of No 71 Pembury Grove, thence westwards
along said boundary and the rear boundary of No 69 Pembury Grove to the
eastern boundary of No 67 Pembury Grove, thence northwards along said
boundary-to the rear boundary of said property, thence southwestwards along
said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 65 to 53 Pembury Grove to the
rear boundary of No 10 Whitehouse Avenue, thence northeastwards along said
boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 8 to 2 Whitehouse Avenue to the
northern boundary of the last mentioned property, thence westwards along
said boundary to the rear boundary of No 2a Whitehouse Avenue, thence
northwards and westwards along the rear and northern boundaries of said
property to Whitehouse Avenue, thence northwards along said avenue to

Turkey Road, thence generally westwards along said road to and southwestwards
along Ellerslie Lane to a point opposite the northern boundary of Highwood
Golf Course, thence westwards' to and generally southwestwards along said
boundary to the western boundary of No 189 Turkey Road, thence northeastwards
along said boundary to Turkey Road, thence generally westwards along said
road to Peartree Lane, thence generally northeastwards along said lane to the
western boundary of the District, thence northeastwards, south-eastwards and
northeastwards along said western boundary to the point of commencement.

ST MARKS WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the District meets the
western boundary of Sidley Ward, thence generally southwestwards along said
western boundary and eastwards along the southern boundary of Sidley Ward
to the southeastern corner of No 171 Turkey Road, thence southeastwards in
a straight line to the northeastern corner of Parcel No ^500 as shown on
Ordnance Survey 1:2500 Plan TQ 72-7309 Edition of 1961, thence generally
southwards along the eastern boundary of said parcel and the eastern
boundaries of Parcels Nos ^997i ^089 and ^568 as shown on Ordnance Survey
1:2500 Plan TQ 7208 Edition of 1955 to the southern boundary of the last
mentioned parcel, thence southwestwards and westwards along said boundary
and westwards along the southern boundary of Parcel No 3377 to the eastern
boundary of Parcel No 285^, thence southeastwards and generally southwestwards along the eastern and southern boundaries of said parcel and
continuing southwestwards along the southern boundary of parcel No 1154 to the
unnamed road that leads to Broadoak Lane, thence southeastwards and
northeastwards along said unnamed road to a point due north of the northwestern corner of the property known as Sunny-Corner, thence due south to .
said corner and southwestwards along the rear boundary of said property and
continuing southwestwards along the rear boundaries of Maytree Cottage and
Whitehill Cottage to the southwestern boundary of the last mentioned property,

thence southeastwards along said boundary to the rear boundary of the property
known as Corrie, thence southwestwards along said boundary and the rear
boundary of the property known as Hacienda to the rear boundary of the
property known as Conifers, thence westwards and southeastwards along the
rear and southwestern boundaries of said property to Little Common Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to the path known as Collington Rise,
thence southeastwards along said path to the path known as Collington Rise,
thence southeastwards along said path and continuing along the road known as
Collington Rise to and eastwards along the road known as Birk Dale to
Pages Lane, thence southwards and southeastwards along said lane to the
y

northern boundary of No k^> Pages Lane, thence southwestwards along said

X northern boundary to the southwestern boundary of said property, thence
southeastwards along said southwestern boundary and in prolongation thereof
to the Bexhill to Pevensey railway line, thence southwestwards along said
railway to Cooden Sea Road, thence southwestwards along said road to its
junction with Cooden Drive, thence due south to the southern boundary of
the District, thence generally southwestwards along the said southern
boundary to and generally northwestwards and northeastwards along the
western boundary of the District to the point of commencement.

i
ST STEPHENS WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of St Marks Ward meets
the southern boundary of Sidley Ward, thence generally eastwards and
southeastwards along said southern boundary to the dismantled railway,
thence southwestwards along said dismantled railway to Little Common
Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Eastwood Road, thence
southwestwards along said road to Cranston Avenue, thence northwestwards and
southwestwards along said avenue to Collington Lane East, thence southwestwards along said lane to the eastern boundary of St Marks Ward, thence

generally northwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

OLD TOWN WARD.
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of St Stephens Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Sidley Ward, thence generally northeastwards
along said southeastern boundary to the footpath that runs southwards
to Little Worsham Farm, thence generally southwards along said footpath
to Worsham Lane, thence southwestwards and generally southeastwards along
said lane to and southwestwards along Pebsham Lane to a point opposite
the northeastern boundary of No 51 Pebsham Lane, thence northwestwards to
and along said boundary to the rear boundary of said property, thence
southwestwards along the said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of
No 49 to 19 Pebsham Lane to the rear boundary of No 15 Alford Way, thence
northwestwards along said rear boundary and northwestwards and southwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 14 to 1 Alford Way to the path
running northwestwards from Alford Way parallel to the southwestern boundary
of the last mentioned property, thence northwestwards along said path to the
path running from Worsham Lane to Wrestwood Road, thence southwestwards along
said path to and crossing Wrestwood Road in a straight line to the path
at the rear of No 5^ ^ne Glades, thence southwestwards along said path to
-i

Church Street, thence southwards along said street to High Street, thence
northwestwards along said street to the road known as Belle Hill, thence
generally westwards along said road and Little Common Road to the eastern
boundary of St Stephens Ward, thence northeastwards along said eastern boundary
to the point of commencement.

ST MICHAELS WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Old Town Ward meets.the
southeastern boundary of Sidley Ward, thence northeastwards along said
southeastern boundary to the southern boundary of Crowhurst CP, thence

southeastwards along said boundary to and generally southwards and southwestwards along the southern boundary of the District to Hastings Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to De La Warr Road, thence westwards
along said road to the eastern boundary of Old Town Ward, thence
generally northeastwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

SACKVILLE WARD
Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of St Michaels Ward
meets the southern boundary of the District, thence generally southwestwards along said District Boundary to a point due south of the southern
end of Sea Road, thence due north to and northeastwards along Sea Road
and Upper Sea Road to the eastern boundary of Old Town Ward, thence
northeastwards along said boundary to the southern boundary of St Michaels
Ward, thence generally eastwards along said boundary to the point of
commencement.

CENTRAL WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Sackville Ward meets
the southern boundary of the District, thence generally southwestwards
along said District boundary to a point due south of the southern end of
BrockLey Road, thence due north to and northwestwards along said road to
a point opposite the southern boundary of the property known as-Calver,
thence southwestwards to and along said boundary and northwestwards and
northeastwards along the western and northern boundaries of said property
to the western boundary of the property known as Crowhurst Court, thence
generally northwards along said boundary to Cooden Drive, thence northeastwards along said drive and Wickham Avenue to a point opposite the western
boundary of No 98 Wickham 'Avenue, thence northwestwards to and along said

boundary and in prolongation thereof to the Polegate to Hastings railway,

thence northeastwards along said railway to the path that leads from
Wickham Avenue to Terminus Road, thence northeastwards along said path to
Terminus Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Seeching Road, thence
northeastwards along said road to London Road, thence northwestwards along
said road to the southern boundary of Old Town Ward, thence generally
eastwards along said boundary to the western boundary of Sackville Ward,
thence southwestwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

COLLINGTON WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Central Ward meets
the southern boundary of the District, thence generally southwestwards
along said District boundary to the eastern boundary of St Marks Ward, thence

generally northeastwards and northwestwards along said boundary to the southern
boundary of St Stephens Ward, thence generally northeastwards along said
boundary to the southern boundary of Old Town Ward, thence eastwards along
said boundary to the western boundary of Central Ward, thence generally
southwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

ASHBURNHAM WARD
The parishes of Ashbumham
Brightling
Dallington
Mountfield
Penhurst

BATTLE WARD
The parish of Battle

BECKLEY AND PEASMARSH WARD
The parishes of Beckley
Peasmarsh

BQDIAM AND EWHUBST WABD
The parishes of Bodiam
Ewhurst

BREDE AND UDIMQRE WAED
The parishes of Brede
Udimore

BUBWASH WAED
The parish of Burwash

CAMBEE WAED

The parishes of Camber
East Guldeford

I den

Playden
Eye Foreign

CATSFIELD AND CBOWHUBST WAED
The parishes of Catsfield
Crowhurst

ETCHINGHAM AND HURST GEEEN WAED
The parishes of Etchingham
Hurst Green

FAIELIGHT WABD
The parish of Fairlight

GUESTLING AND PETT WAED
The parishes of Gestling
Pett

NORTHIAM WARD
The parish of Northiam

RYE WARD
The parish of Rye

SAJMURST WARD
The parish of Salehurst

SEDLESCCMBE AND WHATLINGTCN WARD
The parishes of Sedlescombe
What lington

TICEHURST WARD
The parish of Ticehurst

WESTFIELD WARD
The parish of Westfield

WINCHELSEA WARD
The parish of Icklesham.

