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1.

V.'e, the Local Government Boundary Gomnission for England, having carried

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the district of Wealden,
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 197^ that we were to undertake this
review. This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the v/ealden
District Council, copies of v.'hich were circulated to the 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 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 interested bodies.
3.

Wealden District Council were invited to. prepare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration.

In 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 Ho 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
tion with local interests.

views expressed to them following their consultaWe therefore asked that they should publish details

of their provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft
r-chn;.ie to u.-s, thus allowing an 'opportunity for local comment.

•'t.

The District Council have not passed a resolution under section 7W

Local Government Act 1972.

of the

The provisions of section 7(6) will therefore apply

and the election of all district councillors will be held simultaneously.

5. On. 23 November 19?^, Viealden District Council presented their draft scheme .
of representation.

They proposed to divide the area of the district into

33 wards each returning 1, 2 or 3 members to form a council of 57*
6. We examined the draft scheme which seemed to enjoy local support.
that the scheme contained a number of inequalities.

We noted

In an attempt to achieve

a better standard of representation, we decided to modify the draft scheme by
increasing from 2 to 5 councillors the representation of the proposed Hoathfield
ward; by amalgamating the proposed 2 member West ham and 2 member Pevensey wards
to form a single ward returning 'j> councillors; and by decreasing from 2 to 1
member the representation of the proposed Rotherfield ward.
slightly the names of two of the proposed wards*

We also modified

We noted that the parish of

Polegate in the draft scheme would be under-represented as a single ward with
only 3 councillors but that, as Polegate was an unwarded parish, we could not
create an additional ward, and we could not allocate an additional member
without breaching our guideline that no ward should return more than 3
councillors.
locally.

We also noted that the proposal for the parish was acceptable

We concluded, therefore, that we should accept the proposed 3-member

Polegate ward.

Subject to the modifications mentioned above, we adopted the

Council's draft scheme as our draft proposals.

7.

On 6 March 1975 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all

who had received our consultation letter.

The Council were asked to make the

draft proposals and the accompanying map, which defined the proposed .ward
boundaries, available for inspection at their main offices.

Representations

on our draft proposals v/ere invited from those to whom they were circulated and,
"by public notices, from other me:nbers of the public and interested bodies.
V,re acke.'l for commonts to reach us by 30 April 1975.
8. ',Ve received a letter from Y'ealden District Council objecting to the
modifications which we had made to their draft scheme. V/'e also received a number of
other objections, relating.in particular to our proposals for the Keathfield ward,
the Fevensoy and \7estham ward, the Rotherfield ward and the wards in the Hail sham
area.
9. In view of these comments, we decided that 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, I'r S Astin ;.C3S was appointed
an Assistant Commissioner to hold a local meeting and report to us.
10. Notice of the meeting was seat to all who had received our draft proposals
or had commented on them, and was published locally.
11. The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting at the Council Offices, Crowborough
on 1 March 1976 and made an extensive tour of the district on that afternoon and
the' following day. A copy of his report to us is attached at Schedule 1 to
this report.
12. In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of the
areas concerned, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft proposals
should be confirmed as our final proposals, subject to consideration being given
to dividing the parish of Folegate into wards to enable a total of four councillors
to be returned, and to dividing the parish of Kailchan into 3 v.'ards each returning
2 councillors.
13. V/e reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments which we had
received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report. "We were disposed to accept the
Assistant Commissioner's recommendations, but the formulation of our final proposals
was dependent upon the creation of new parish wards in the parishes of Hailsham
and Polegate. V.'e accordingly published the Assistant Commissioner's report and
invited V.'ealden District.Council to conduct a review of the parish warding
arrangements for these parishes in the light of the Assistant Commissioner's
reco;Tirr,<Judations, c-nd to make appropriate warding orders.

14.

Following our invitation the District Council made warding orders,

dividing the parish of Hailtsham into three parish wards, and the parish of Polegate
into two parish wards, which could form the basis for district wards each
electing two councillors.

15.

We again reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the action taken

by the District Council and decided to adopt the new parish wards as district
wards named Hailsham Central and North, Hailsham East, Hailsham South and West,
Polegate North and Polegate South.

16.

We have also considered a lettor sent to us by a parish council urging

us again, in spite of the Assistant Commissioner1s recommendation, to allocate an
additional councillor to the proposed Rothorfield ward.

Having examined the

electorate of the proposed ward, we concluded that we should confirm our draft
proposals for the Rotherfield ward as the Assistant Commissioner had
recommended.

17.

We accordingly decided to confirm our draft proposals as our final proposals,

subject to replacing our proposed Hailsham Central and North and Hailsham East
wards returning 2 members and 1 member respectively by the three new wards,
coterminous with'the new parish wards,'each returning 2 members and-dividing the
parish of Polegate into two wards, again ' coterminous with the new parish wards,
each returning 2 members, to replace our' proposed 3-member Polegate ward.
18.

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to

this report and on the attached map.

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards

and the number of councillors to be returned by each.

A detailed description

of the proposed wards, as defined on the map, it; set out in Schedule 3«

1T3LICA

Iff.

In accordance with Section 6o(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972,

a cof-y of this report and a copy of the map are being" sent to £e;ilden
District Council and vnill be available for public inspection at the Council's
main offices.

Copies of this report (without map) are bein^ sent to those

who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.

L.S.

Signed:
NICHOLAS KOmiSOt;

(Chairman)

JOICT iv' HAKKIN

(Deputy Chairman)

PHYLLIS BO'TOEN
TYIffiELL BSOCKBA1TK
D P HARRISON
R R TITORi-ITON

LE?LI3 GltE/SIIAYT (Secretary)
- January 1979
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION

SCHEDULE 1

Review of Electoral Arrangements
Wealden District of East Sussex
In accordance with the instructions contained in the
Commission's letter of the 20th January 1976, I conducted
a Local Meeting as Assistant Commissioner at the Council
Offices, Starfield, Beacon Road, Crowborough on Monday, 1st
March 1976, to hear and discuss representations relating
to: (a) whether any changes should be made to the District
Wards in the Parish of Hailsham; (b) whether the proposed
Heathfield Ward should return two or three Councillors;
(c) whether the Parish of Pevensey and the Parish of Westham
should be combined to form a single District Ward to return
three Councillors; (d) whether the Polegate Ward should be
under represented; and (e) whether the representation of the
proposed Rotherfield Ward should be two Councillors or one
Councillor, or whether it should be combined with Frant.
1.

ATTENDANCES
I attach as Appendix "A" a list showing the names and
addressed of the persons who attended the meeting and the
interests they represented.

2.

COMMISSION'S PROPOSALS
The Commission's draft proposals for the Wealden District
set out in the CommisjLon's letter to the District Council of the
6th March 1975 proposed 32 Wards returning 56 Councillors (five
Wards each returning three Councillors, 14 Wards each returning
two Councillors and 13 Wards each returning one Councillor). In
formulating the draft proposals the Commission had adopted as
the basis of such proposals the scheme submitted by the Wealden
District Council on the 29th November 1974 but with the following
modifications:-

3.

(1)

The representation of the proposed Heathfield Ward
was increased from two to three members;

(2)

The proposed Westham and Pevensey Wards were
amalgamated to form one Ward to return three
members;

(3)

The representation of the proposed Rotherfield
Ward was decreased from two members to one member;
and

(4)

The proposed Hailsham Central/North and Hailsham
South/West Wards were renamed Hailsham Central and
North Ward and Hailsham South and West Ward to
avoid the oblique stroke system of designation.

OBJECTIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS received before.Local Meeting
(a)

Warding Arrangements generally
- From the Wealden District Council opposing the
Commission's draft proposals and requesting
that their original scheme be adopted without
amendment.
- From East Sussex County Council stating that the
County Council would be making representations
at the Meeting.
- From Sussex Association of Parish Councils referring
to the problems of Rural Areas and asking that
some weighting should be given to the large

areas with dispersed populations and that
representation should not be confined to
"head counting".
(b)

The representation of the proposed Heathfield Ward (two or
three members).
- From the Wealden District Council requesting that the
representation be two members (as set out in the
Council's draft scheme).

(c)

The Commission's proposal for a combined Westham and
Pevensey Ward (-bo return three members).
- From the Wealden District Council asking that there should
be a separate Westham Ward (returning two Councillors)
and a separate Pevensey Ward (also returning two
Councillors), as provided in the Council's draft
scheme.
- From the Pevensey Parish Council asking that the Pevensey
Parish should form one separate Ward returning two
Councillors and stating that they do not \tfish to
be combined with Westham Parish to form a single
District Ward returning three Councillors.
- From Mr. L. A. Shephard, a member of the Pevensey Parish
Council, supporting the Wealden Council's draft
scheme proposing separate Wards.

(d)

The representation of the proposed Rotherfield Ward (two
members orone member).
- From the Wealden Council requesting that this Ward
should return two Councillors (as set out in the
Council's draft scheme).
- From the Rotherfield Parish Council opposing the
Commission's proposals to reduce the representation
of Rotherfield Ward from two members to one member.
- From Mr. Geoffrey Johnson-Smith M.P. supporting the
Rotherfield Parish Council's objections.
- From Mr. M, L» Lockyer supporting the Rotherfield
Parish Council's objections.

(e)

Warding arrangements in the Hailsham Area
- From the Hailsham Ratepayers Association objecting
to the Commission *s proposals for the Parish
of Hailsham and also the Wealden District Council's
Warding Order.

(f)

The Hellingly Ward
- From the Hellingly Parish Council agreeing with the
Commission's draft proposals as to this Ward.

4-

SUBMISSIONS made at the Local Meeting with ASSESSMENTS OF ARGUMENTS
After preliminary introductions I invited Mr. Kenneth Wilson,
Chief Executive of the Wealden District Council and representing
that Council, to make a short general statement as to the
relevant action taken by his Council in the procedure for the
review of electoral arrangements under the Local Government Act
1972.

Mr. Wilson said that the Wealden District Council commenced
its review of electoral arrangements of the District in the
autumn of 1974- Due notice was given of the review by press
advertisement, display by Parish Councils of notices throughout
the District and by inclusion of a paragraph in the District
Newsletter. Bee ause of the nat ure of the review and the problems
presented, the Council, after preliminary consideration, circulated
on the 18th October 1974 a draft memorandum to all Parish Councils
and Meetings in the District, and held two meetings on the 4th and
5th November 1974 at which Parish representatives were invited to
express their views and ask questions. Representations following
this consultation were invited and those received by the 15th
November were taken into consideration by the District Council in
finally adopting the scheme to be put before the Commission.
The District Councilfs draft scheme was submitted to the
Boundary Commission on the 29th November 1974 and provided for
33 Wards each returning one, two or three Councillors to make
a Council of 57 (one more than the existing arrangements for
the District). Fortunately, in preparing the scheme there had
been no difficulties as to names of Wards. He also pointed out
that the Council had not exercised the option to have elections by
thirds. This did not mean that the Council necessarily favoured
full Council elections. Many members would in fact have preferred
elections by thirds but it was felt that the pattern of elections
(District and Parish) which would ensue would be too confusing
to the public.
He pointed out that the Council received no representations
against their draft scheme of the 29th November 1974The Boundary Commission, having considered the draft scheme
and other comments put to them, subsequently prepared draft
proposals and these were published and notified to the District
Council on the 6th March 1975 and placed on deposit. He then
described the amendments made by the Boundary Commission in
their draft proposals from the proposals of the District Council
in their draft scheme (these amendments are set out earlier in
this report at paragraph 2).
Finally, he said the Council had given formal consideration
to the Commission's draft proposals and in letters of the 2nd
April and 29th April 1975 the Council had asked the Commission to
adopt the Council's draft scheme as originally submitted and to
put forward final proposals in line with that scheme without
amendment.
(1) Warding Arrangements Generally
Although the amendment proposals made by the Boundary
Commission and the various comments and representations
now received presented problems affecting individual Wards
which called for separate consideration at this Local Meeting,
I felt that it was first necessary to receive from the Wealden
District Council their submissions as to their general plan
and the various considerations which had prompted their
thinking in formulating the draft scheme submitted to the
Boundary Commission.
I therefore invited Mr. Wilson first to deal with this
aspect of the matter.
Mr. Wilson then referred to the problems presented
to his Council in the formulation of a draft scheme of
electoral arrangements for, as the Wealden District was
comprised wholly of Parishes (49 Parishes in number),
considerable difficulty was presented in reconciling the
different rules required to be observed by the Local

Government Act 1972, Section 78(2) and Schedule 11. He
particularly quoted sub-paragraph (2) of paragraph 3 of
Schedule 11 of the Act which states:"(2)

Having regard to any changes in the number
or distribution of the Local Government
electors of the District likely to take
place within the period of five years
immediately following the consideration:(a)

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;

(b)

every Ward of a Parish having a
Parish Council (whether separate
or common) shall lie wholly
within a single Ward of the
District;

(c)

every Parish which is not divided
into Parish Wards shall lie wholly
within a single Ward of the
District.".

He said that it. was obvioxis that in the Wealden District
the application of rule 3(2)(c) presented many difficulties
in also applying rule 3(2)(a). He went on to say, however,
that his Council were very much in sympathy with rule 3(2)(c)
(Parishes to lie wholly within single District Wards) and
they would very much regret and oppose any divorcing of
District representation from the Parish pattern, taking the
view that such action would not be in the interest of the
necessary strong "sense of community" at the present time.
Furthermore, his Council expressed the view that a
review of the Parish pattern throughout the District was
required and when this could take place a new structure
could be formulated which would more closely approach the
statutory aim of uniformity in representation, and indeed
his Council had already taken, by resolution, practical
preparative steps for the future review of the Parish pattern
(the preparation for the Register of Electors after 1975
was to be in street order so far as possible, and also in
geographical parts, after consultation and report).
It would be seen therefore that his Council, feeling that
rule 3(2)(c) was all-important, had prepared a scheme and
had had full consultations with Parish Councils and Meetings
in the District and had held two meetings on the 4th and 5th
November 1974- He said that certain anomalies of
representation might be pointed out in the scheme but he
believed that the overall pattern of representation showed
reasonable ratio figures and the scheme which had been
presented (and this point he particularly stressed) was
based on agreement throughout the District. The Wealden
Council and all the Parish Councils seemed to be in happy
agreement with the overall plan.
I then pointed out that it was, of course, acknowledged
that the Council and, indeed, the Commission were bound by
rule 3(2)(c) (every Parish not divided into Parish Wards
shall lie wholly within a single Ward) and also by rule
3(2)(b) (every Ward of a Parish having a Parish Council
shall lie wholly within a single Ward of the District) and
that meant that in a District like the Wealden District
those requirements very much dictated the Ward pattern.
There were, however, other steps available in order to
ensure that the warding arrangements conformed also to

- 5rule 3(2)(a) bringing the ratio of the number of Local
Government electors to the number of Councillors to be
elected as nearly as may be the same in every Ward of the
District. For example:
(a)

Although it might be felt appropriate that one
single Parish should make up one single Ward
because, say, it covered a large area, then the
representation fixed for that Ward should be
fixed at the number of Councillors the most
nearly approximating its entitlement figure.
If this rule were not strictly applied
mathematically then the statutory rule would
not be adhered to; and

(b)

If the numerical entitlement figure for
representation did not approximate the whole
number Councillor figure then some examination
should be given to neighbouring Wards to see
if improvements, by linking Wards together,
could be made. One or two cases had been raised
in this particular review and would be considered
later in the meeting.

There were also other anomalies which could arise, for
example, there could be a Parish which, if kept as one whole
District Ward and not given Parish Wards, could finally be
under-represented by three Councillors (as three Councillors
for any Ward was the maximum set by the Boundary Commission
as a general rule of working throughout the country).
To this Mr. Wilson replied that, whilst perhaps cases
could be put forward for changes, he and his Council
considered that to contemplate some changes and not others
seemed most undesirable at the present time, especially
as (he expressed again) the Parishes and the District Council
had a happy agreement with the Council scheme as it stood.
(2) Heathfield Ward
I then suggested that we should discuss the representation
of the Heathfield Ward which as proposed consisted wholly
of the Parish of Heathfield. This Ward had in 1974 an
electorate of 3>760 and was expected to grow in electorate
and by 1979 have an electorate of 4,569, giving the Ward an
entitlement of 2.78 members (on a So member Council as
proposed by the Commission). The District Council had
recommended that this Ward should be represented by only
two Councillors xvhereas the Boundary Commission had proposed
that this Ward should have three Councillors.
Mr. Wilson conceded that this was clearly a case on
the electorate figures for a third member but said that the
same could be said of other cases, for example, the Polegate
Ward and the Hailsham East Ward and, short of a detailed
review of Parish boundaries, the various Parishes were
prepared to support the District Council's scheme. He
pointed out that the boundary line between the Parish of
Waldron and the Parish of Heathfield split the area of
Heathfield Town and he submitted that the under-representation
of the Heathefield Ward with two Councillors would be
compensated in some way by the over-representation of the
Waldron Parish Ward by two Councillors. He claimed that there
was agreement throughout the District for the scheme with
under-representation in the Heathfield Ward. He said it was
a unanimous view but I asked what evidence could be given that
the electorate of the Heathfield Ward were happy to be
under-represented on the District Council.

I said that this was a particular example to be
considered in the light of the general argument which we
had had earlier on the warding arrangements generally. In
this case, for example, District Wards had to be fixed in
accordance with the Parish boundaries but then surely to
adhere to the rule in Schedule 11, paragraph 3(2)(a), the
Wards so formed must be given the correct numerical
representation (to the nearest whole number) for the
appropriate entitlement figure.
Mr. J. F. Hemmings, representing the East Sussex County
Council interposed at this stage to say that at a later time
in the meeting he would wish to make observations on the
proposals as affecting the likely County Council divisions
for the election of County Councillors, but drew attention to
the wording of Section 78(2) of the 1972 Act which required
that the Commission and the District Council "shall so far
as is reasonably practicable comply with the rules set out
in Schedule 11 to this Act".
I expressed the opinion that it was just as "reasonably
practicable" to fix the correct numerical representation
to the nearest whole number for the appropriate entitlement
figure.
ASSESS_MENT OF ARGUMENTS

Although it was claimed by the District
Council that there had been unanimous agreement
throughout the District for the draft scheme
as put forward by the District Council, I
failed to see why such agreement should be
sought. It is true that later in the meeting
we had to look at the representation in
Polegate and in Hailsham but I failed to see
why any Ward should be deliberately underrepresented and, particularly in this case
of the Heathfield Ward which could not be
formed in any other way because of the Parish
boundary, should not have its proper
representation of three Councillors.
I could fully appreciate the District
Council f.s desire to have a full review of
Parishes and Parish boundaries as early as
possible in the future but I am sure that
this review is going to take a considerable
time. It will not be a simple matter and
there will be many arguments as to proposals
for the changing of Parish boundaries. In
the meantime, therefore, I think it absolutely
essential that as good an electoral
representation scheme as possible should
come into force, and I recommend that the
Heathfield Ward be represented by three
Councillors as proposed by the Boundary
Commission.
(3)

Buxted and Mayfield Wards
Arising out of the discussion of warding arrangements
generally and also the appropriate representation for the
Heathfield Ward, I drew the meeting's attention to the
proposals in the Wealden Council's draft scheme, and also
followed by the Boundary Commission in their draft proposals,
that there should be a Buxted Ward comprising the Parishes
of Buxted and Hadlow Down (two Councillors for a 2.22
electorate/Councillor entitlement) and a Mayfield Ward

comprising the Parish of Mayfield (returning two Councillors
for a 1.72 electorate/Councillor entitlement).
I said that this was an example of how enquiry should
be made to see whether by a different joining together of
Parishes a more equal electorate/Councillor ratio might
be achieved. On enquiry I was informed that the number of
electors in the Hadlow Down Parish was 646 and this enabled
a comparison of figures as follows:Wards as at
present proposed

1974
Electorate

1979
Electorate

Buxted Ward (Buxted and
Hadlow Down Parishes)

3647

3647

Mayfield Ward

2728

2820

Buxted Ward (Buxted Parish
only^

3001

3001

Mayfield Ward (Mayfield and
Hadlow Down Parishes)

3374

3466

Possible re-alignment of Wards

It was clear therefore that if the Mayfield and Hadlow
Down Parishes were brought together to form a new Mayfield
Ward the entitlement figures would be more nearly equal but
I was quickly informed that there was much closer affinity
between the Hadlow Down Parish and Buxted Parish than
there was between the Hadlow Down Parish and the Mayfield
Parish. Certainly joining Hadlow Down with Mayfield would
make a very large Ward but no bigger than the Herstmonceux
Ward and the Arlington Ward. Mr. Wilson assured me that
this alternative had been considered by his Council in
formulating the draft scheme and he felt sure that this
change was not wanted in the locality.
ASSESSMENT OF ARGUMENTS

I should first acknowledge that the
make-up of these two Wards, the Buxted Ward
and the Mayfield Ward, was not a specific
item set out for discussion at this meeting
and was only initially mentioned by me as an
illustration of how, working within the
requirement of adherence of Parish boundaries,
it was possible to achieve better electorate/
Councillor ratio figures and so in a
"reasonably practicable" way meet the
requirement of paragraph 3(2)(a) of
Schedule 11.
I readily accepted the submission by
the Council that Hadlow Down was more
closely linked with Buxted but later when
I visited the three Parishes I noted that
they were country .areas where the small
villages were somewhat scattered.
As a possible change of warding
arrangements here was not on the "Agenda" for
this meeting, I find it difficult to suggest

a change but if, in the draft scheme and
the Boundary Comroission's proposals,
Hadlow Down had been linked with Mayfield
in the first instance I would have found
it very difficult to recommend a change
(to link Hadlow Down with Buxted).

(4)

Polegate Ward
In the earlier discussion about the representation in
the Heathfield Ward, reference had been made to other
anomalies including a case being made for better
representation in the Polegate area, for at the present
time the Polegate Parish has been made a District Ward and
although it had an electorate/Councillor entitlement (on
1979 electorate figures) of 4»02, it nevertheless had only
been allotted three Councillors. Polegate was an unwarded
Parish and,since an unwarded Parish must lie wholly within
a single District Wardj Polegate could not be divided to
form two or more District Wards. The Commission also had a
rule that District Wards should not return more than three
Councillors but, of course, if the Parish were suitably
warded the Commission would no doubt prefer to form two or
more District Wards returning a total of four Councillors.
The matter of the Councillor representation for the
Polegate Ward had been specifically mentioned in the Notice
convening this Local Meeting and I called on Mr. Wilson to
state the Wealden District Council's view on this matter.
He said that when the Council were considering their
proposals for the draft scheme in late 1974, the District
Council had received from the Polegate Parish Council a
report of their consideration of this matter at a special
meeting of the Parish Council on the llth November 1974,
this being a special Council meeting to discuss a proposal
that Polegate might have four District Councillors and be
divided into two Wards. It appeared that the matter had
been fully discussed but it had been generally agreed that
representation both for District and Parish appeared to be
satisfactory as at present and that, to divide the Parish
into two District Wards and also warding for Parish purposes,
would not offer any advantages but possibly the reverse, in
that the Parish would become fragmented. They felt that if
the question had been a simple one to be decided on numbers
of electorate alone the Council would have been sympathetic
to the proposal, but they did not wish to have to divide the
Parish into Wards, hence their decision.
Mr. Wilson went on to say that there was thus local
support for the District scheme but, again, different views
might result if other changes were made. The Council
therefore considered that the Polegate Ward should remain
as now proposed returning three Councillors, even if that
meant that the Ward was under-represented.
At this stage I read a letter from the Clerk of the
Polegate Parish Council dated the 24th February 1976 which
was handed to me at the meeting, this informing me that the
Boundary Commission's letter and notice of the 20th January
1976 had been reported to a meeting of the Parish Council's
Policy Committee on the 20th February 1976 when the Clerk
had been asked to repeat the decision made at the special
meeting of the Parish Council on the llth November 1974 when
by eight votes to two (with one abstention) it was agreed
"to maintain the present status quo".

I then referred to the provisions of Section 50 of the
1972 Act which in sub-section (4) made it the duty of the
District Council to keep under review the electoral
arrangements for the Parishes in their District for the
purpose of considering whether or not to make substantive
changes in those arrangements and requiring the Council to
consider any request made with respect to those arrangements
by the Council for any Parish, or not less than 30 local
government electors of such Parish, and giving power to the
District Council, if they thought fit, to make an order
giving effect to changes of electoral arrangements. It
seemed clear that the Polegate Parish Council had not asked
for any consideration for changes of electoral arrangements
but I asked if there had been any other request made to the
District Council, say by electors, under this Section of
the Act.
Mr. Wilson assured me that the Council had received no
such request under Section 50.
ASSESSMENT OF ARGUMENTS

Whilst, of course, it is within the
power of the District Council by making
an appropriate warding order for the Polegate
Parish to provide amended electoral
arrangements (so as to enable the Polegate
Parish, as two or more District Wards, to
have its due entitlement of representation
by four Councillors) without any such
decision of the District Council it is not
possible for any amendment to be made by
the Boundary Commission.
If it were within my power to recommend
action in this matter I would certainly do
so, and it may be that, on the publication
of this report and the Boundary Commission's
decisions thereon, initiative may be taken
by the Wealden District Council to make an
appropriate warding order or, alternatively,
the Parish Council or not less than 30
local government electors , of the Polegate
Parish may request the Boundary Commission
direct to review the electoral arrangements
and take action under Section
(5)

Rotherfield Ward (with possible combination of Rotherfield
Parish and Frant Parish to form one Ward)
At the outset of the discussion of this matter,
reference was made to the representations made to the
Boundary Commission and received before the Local Meeting
(a) from the Wealden Council requesting that this Ward should
return two Councillors; (b) from the Rotherfield Parish
Council opposing the Commission's proposals to reduce the
representation of this Ward from two members to one member;
and (c) from Mr, Geoffrey Johnson-Smith M.P. and
Mr. M. L. Lockyer supporting the Rotherfield Parish Council's
objections.
The Boundary Commission in their proposals had suggested
that this Ward, comprising the Rotherfield Parish, should
have one Councillor only, for, although this was a large and
scattered Parish, numerically its electorate/Councillor
entitlement figure on the 1979 electorate figure was 1. 38.

It was clear that this entitlement figure did not give an
entitlement for two Councillors. It was, however, an
unsatisfactory situation numerically and possibly one should
look to adjacent Parishes (and Wards) to see if another solution
could be found. To the north-east was the Frant Parish
which had been proposed as a Frant District Ward with one
Councillor, although its electorate/Councillor entitlement
was only 0.69•
Mr. Wilson said that the Wealden District Council had
suggested that the Rotherfield Ward should return two
Councillors although it was appreciated that the electorate/
Councillor entitlement ratio was comparatively low but he.
pointed out that there were other Wards with similar low
ratios. Whilst the ratio was low for two Councillors, it
would be certainly very high for only one Councillor and it
was a very large and scattered Ward which one Councillor
only would find very difficult to serve.
As to the suggestion that this Parish should be combined
with the Parish of Frant to form one Ward returning two
Councillors, he said that this had been considered with
other alternatives in the early stages, but the Council felt
that, until the Parish boundary position had been properly
reviewed, it would be wrong to make any change.
A number of members of the Rotherfield Parish Council
were present at the meeting. Mr. B. G. Walter, the Clerk
of the Parish Council, said that the Rotherfield Parish
comprised the largest District Ward, that it was mainly
rural and agricultural, it was by no means compact and the
distance from north to south was about six miles. It was
at present represented by two Councillors and the Parish
Council felt that there should be no diminution in
representation. With only one Councillor the Ward would
lose representation on certain important Committees of the
District Council. The Ward was a high amenity area and
could be classified as a minor growth area. He felt that
any combination of the Parish with the Frant Parish to make
one Ward would create many difficulties and he hoped that
the Boundary Commission would now be prepared to give the
Rotherfield Ward a representation of two Councillors.
Mrs, L. Pooley, the Chairman of the Parish Council,
said that Rotherfield had returned two District Councillors
for well over 50 years. Then the population was smaller
and there was far less Council work involved and it seemed
odd to suggest that the number of Councillors should now be
reduced, especially as there was to be limited growth in
the village. They had good liaison between the Parish
Council and the two District Councillors and it was important
in this rural area to have good representation.
She said that Frant, like Rotherfield, was a large
rural area with scattered villages on the outskirts. Frant
was five miles from Rotherfield and it was a distance of some
ten miles from the western boundary of Rotherfield Parish
to the eastern boundary of Frant Parish. It would be
extremely difficult for two Councillors to cover that large
area as a combined Ward, She submitted that there should be
no reduction in the number of Councillors for rural areas.
There should be two Councillors for Rotherfield and one
Councillor for Frant.
I asked Mr. Wilson the significance of the statement
that Rotherfield could be regarded as a minor growth area
and he replied that it was the County Council's responsibility
to prepare a structure plan and that the District Council
would be preparing a local plan and the Rotherfield area may

qualify as an area of minor growth. He assured me, however,
that this was not likely to have any Affect on the 1979
projected electorate figures.
Mr. J. G. Kennedy, who said that he had lived in the
Rotherfield area all his life, supported the Rotherfield
Parish Council's representations that there should be two
Councillors- for that Ward, not one Councillor.
Mr. F. Bassett, a member of the Frant Parish Council
and also of the Wealden District Council, said that he had
had a lifelong connection with Frant. He had been a Parish
Councillor 45 years and a District Councillor 30 years. He
said that Frant had been in existence since 1194 and had
been severed from Rotherfield in 1326. As a Parish it was
an autonomous unit and had had a Parish Council since 1894.
Between 1894 and 1934 it was part of the Titchhurst Rural
District, then it became part of the Uckfield Rural District
and in 1974 became part of the Wealden District.
He emphasised that it was a separate community with
its own separate organisations. Frant did not look to
Rotherfield, but rather to Tunbridge Wells on its northern
boundary or to Wadhurst on its southeastern boundary. The
people of Frant did not wish to be joined with Rotherfield
to make a combined Ward. If that were to happen there would
be a danger that Frant would have no representation, the
Parish .would in effect be disenfranchised and, he submitted,
there was no case for amalgamation - there was no sense in
the proposal. If there were any link with an adjoining Ward
that link would be with Wadhurst, with whom they were linked
in a County Council division. He hoped that Frant would
remain a separate Ward returning one Councillor.
Mr. J. F. Hemmings, of the East Sussex County Council,
then referred to the problems faced by the County Council
in their County review for the formation of satisfactory
County Council divisions. He said that he anticipated that
the Wealden District Council would be divided into twelve
divisions, each division having approximately 7*300 electors.
Schedule 11 of the 1972 Act required that every Ward and
every Parish shall lie wholly within a single electoral
division. The task of the County Council to form
satisfactory electoral divisions would be difficult enough
with the Ward pattern as now proposed but if, as in this case,
Rotherfield and Frant were joined together to make one
large Ward then the whole of that Ward would have to be
included in one division. If, however, they were kept as
separate Wards more options would be open in forming the
divisions.
ASSESSMENT OF ARGUMENTS
First, as to whether or not the
Rotherfield Parish should be joined to
the Frant Parish to form one large Ward
returning two Councillors. It must be
said that I received not one submission
that this should be done. On the
contrary, I received many and strong
representations that these two Parishes
should remain as separate Wards,
notwithstanding the difficulties of
numerical representation. There was a
strong plea that Frant should remain on

its own, that there was no real link with
Rotherfield (rather was there a link with
Wadhurst or even over the border into
Tunbridge Wells) and I have to agree that
if Frant were joined with Rotherfield as
one joint Ward there would be great danger
of the area of Frant not being properly
represented on the Wealden Council, for the
votes cast in Rotherfield would overwhelm
the votes cast in Frant. I noted too the
submission made to me by the East Sussex
County Council as to the formation of
satisfactory electoral divisions.
On the submissions made to me, therefore,
I cannot recommend that a joint Ward be
made here. In my view there should be a
separate Ward made for the Parish of
Rotherfield and a separate Ward for the
Frant Parish.
I had then to consider the difficult
question of the appropriate representation
for the Rotherfield Ward with its 1979
projected electorate/Councillor entitlement
figure of 1-38. All the representations
xvere that Rotherfield should remain on its
own but that it should have two Councillors
and I really do not see how this can be.
Schedule 11, of course, says 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 and, therefore,
surely each Ward must have the number of
Councillors being the nearest whole number
to the entitlement figure. In my view the
correct representation for this Ward is to
return one Councillor.
(6)

Proposed Pevensey and Westham Ward (to return three Councillors)
Mr. K. Wilson pointed out that the Boundary Commission
had in their draft proposals suggested that the Parishes of
Westham and Pevensey should be amalgamated to form one whole
Ward, although the Wealden District Council in its draft scheme
had proposed that each Parish should form a separate Ward.
He conceded that in making these proposals, the District
Council had suggested that each Ward should return two
Councillors and each Ward would therefore be over-represented
(Westham with a 1979 projected electorate of 2,744 would have
an electorate/Councillor ratio entitlement of 1.70 and
Pevensey with an electorate of 2,189 would have an electorate/
Councillor entitlement of 1.35. He submitted, hoi^ever, that
there were strong feelings locally and the distribution of
electorate within the Parishes could well mean unequal
representation should the two be combined into one Ward.
This was a situation which made strong demand for the early
review of Parish boundaries which the Council contemplated
and the District Council recommended that the Commission
should leave the scheme unamended. Finally, he pointed out
that the Pevensey Parish Council in their representations
supported the District Council rather than the Boundary
Commission.
Mrs. Grace Richard, representing the Pevensey Parish
Council, supported the Parish Council's representations that
the Pevensey Parish should remain as one Ward keeping a total
of two Councillors. She noted that it had been forecast that

the electorate for 1979 would be static, i.e. the same as
in 1974> but this the Parish Council very much doubted for
there were indications that the population of Pevensey was
likely to increase. (She also seemed to be under some
misapprehension that the bringing together of these two
Parish areas to form one District Ward would mean that there
would also be one Parish Council for the two Parishes, but
I was able to reassure her on this point.) She submitted
that the Westham and Pevensey communities were quite separate,
the electorate not meeting either in shopping, socially or
at Church.
Mr. S. W. Sturt, of the Pevensey and Pevensey Bay
Residents1 Association, said that he agreed with the submission
put forward by the Pevensey Parish Council and he said that
Pevensey Bay had different problems from those in Westham.
He thought that Westham would suffer if they were amalgamated
with Pevensey to form a joint Ward.
Mrs. M. Sturt, the Chairman of the Residents1 Association,
said that Westham and Pevensey were separate communities. She
said that there had been a feud since 1066JJ
Finally, Mr. Hemmings said that the County Council
supported the idea of separate Wards in order to provide
alternatives in the formation of the County Council electoral
divisions.
ASSESSMENT OF ARGUMENTS
First let me say that the problem of
bringing together the two Parishes Westham
and Pevensey to form one joint Ward does not
present the same picture as in the case of
Rotherfield Ward and Frant Ward. Even as a
joint Pevensey and Westham Ward, the area of
the Ward would be no larger than that of
Rotherfield Ward itself. It is also
different in that the Pevensey and Westham
Ward would be greater in population with a
projected electorate of 4,933 and, furthermore,
and this I considered quite important, the
communities of Westham and Pevensey are very
close to each other. At or near Pevensey
Castle the two communities run together. If
it could be said that the area of Pevensey
Bay has different problems from the area of
Westham, it could equally be said that the
area of Pevensey Bay had different problems
from the area of Pevensey itself.
Then looking at the electorate figures
it seemed to me that the alternatives were:(i)

to have one joint Pevensey and Westham
Ward returning three Councillors and
with an electorate/Councillor
entitlement of almost exactly 3«0; or

(ii)

having a separate Westham Ward and a
separate Pevensey Ward - the Westham
Ward would have an electorate/
Councillor entitlement of 1.35 and
would therefore return only one
Councillor (not two Councillors as
suggested by the District Council)
and Pevensey Ward with an entitlement
of 1.70 would return two Councillors an over-representation.

It was not without significance to me
that I received no representations from the
Westham Parish itself (except those made
by the Wealden District Council generally)•
I had to take note of the submission made by
the East Sussex County Council as to the
difficulties of forming County division areas,
but I felt that this could not influence me
unduly in this particular case as it seemed
to me very improbable that these two Parish
areas would not be linked together in the
same division.
I spent some considerable time in my
visit to this area after the local meeting
and I firmly recommend adherence to the
Boundary Commission's recommendation that a
joint Ward be formed of Pevensey and Westham
Parishes returning three Councillors.
(7)

Warding arrangements in Hailsham
The meeting had before it representations submitted
by the Hailsham Ratepayers1 Association against the proposals,
contained in the draft scheme submitted by the Wealden District
Council and also in the draft proposals of the Boundary
Commission, that there should be three Wards comprised in the
Parish of Hailsham, these being the Hailsham Central and
North Ward returning two Councillors, the Hailsham East Ward
returning one Councillor and the Hailsham South and West Ward
returning two Councillors. These were the three Wards formed
as a result of the Wealden District Council making a Warding
Order for the Parish in July 1975- The Hailsham Ratepayers1
Association were not in favour of there being three District
Wards but favoured the making of five Wards each returning
one Councillor, the Association representing that these five
Wards had been agreed at a meeting of interested parties in
1974I called on Mr. S. W. Ross, the Honorary Secretary of
the Hailsham Ratepayers' Association, to speak in support of
his Association *s representations and he said that his
Association could not understand why Hailsham had been
divided into three Wards which had resulted in uneven
representation of Parish Councillors. For example, the
Central and North Ward returned ten Parish Councillors, the
East Ward five Parish Councillors and the South West Ward
six Parish Councillors.
Mr. K. Wilson stated that the division of Hailshara for
purposes of polling had been a subject of discussion and
dispute for many years. The daily travel patterns of the
electorate tended to support the previous arrangements of
all polling being at the Secondary School where election
arrangements had operated very smoothly. However, at a
meeting in 1974 between the Local Authority and Local
Association representatives, it had been agreed to prepare
plans for Hailsham to be divided into five polling districts
and, if possible, for five polling stations to be found within
those districts. He emphasised that that meeting did not
discuss any warding of the Parish for Parish or District
purposes.
He said that when the District electoral arrangements
were reviewed it was felt that there should be five members
to represent the Hailsham Parish but, as it was the requirement
of the Boundary Commission that no Ward could have more than
three Councillors, the Council had to consider the warding

of the Parish. Consultations then took place locally and
these resulted in support for the District Council's
proposals for three Wards (two Wards each returning two
members and one Ward returning one member). Accordingly,
the Wealden Council made an order for the division of the
Parish into three Wards as previously stated. Now that
the Wards had been made, the District Council and the
Boundary Commission were tied to electoral arrangements
embodying those Wards.
I then felt it my duty to seek some further information
from Mr. Wilson on the statements and submissions which had
been made to me, for whilst I could understand the divisions
which had been made for the formation of five polling
districts which would be served by five convenient polling
stations, I was somewhat at a loss as to the thinking behind
the drawing of the Ward boundaries which had produced a
somewhat incongruous map pattern and uneven representation.
Perhaps these Wards were not unsatisfactory for the election
of the Parish Council but, even so, the representation was
uneven. The Central and North Ward with an electorate of
3,630 returned ten Parish Councillors - one Councillor per
3o3 electors. The East Ward, however, returned only five
Parish Councillors from an electorate of 1,941 - a
representation of one Parish Councillor per 388 electors.
The South and West Ward returned six Councillors from an
electorate of 2,792 - being one member per 465 electors.
(This similar pattern of uneven representation was continued
when one applied the 1979 projected electorate figures.)
*
Furthermore, the map pattern was somewhat incongruous
for the East Ward provided a salient dividing the two parts
of the Central polling district.
When this Ward pattern was then used for District
Council representation, again the picture of uneven
representation was given. The Central and North Ward with
an electorate/Councillor entitlement of 2.44 returned two
Councillors, the East Ward with an electorate/Councillor
entitlement of 1.49 returned one Councillor and the South
and West Ward with an electorate/Councillor entitlement of
1.95 returned two Councillors.
I asked Mr. Wilson if he wished to comment on my
observations on this matter and he represented to me that the
scheme as made embodied decisions arrived at as a result of
consultations with various interested parties in Hailsham and
was generally accepted.
I then asked him if there was any likelihood of the
Wealden Council wishing to reconsider the warding arrangements
in Hailsham (for example, incorporating in the East Ward the
southern segment of the Central Ward) for there was no doubt '
that the total electorate of Hailsham gave an electorate/
Councillor entitlement of 5-88 members and, with a different
warding plan, could have three Wards each returning two
Councillors. In reply Mr. Wilson said that he had no reason
to believe that the District Council would wish to reconsider
this matter and to make a new order for new Ward arrangements.
I then called on Mr. Ross again to speak in more detail
to his Association's submission that there should be five
Wards and I was handed a copy of a letter of the 2nd April
1975 written by the Hailsham Ratepayers1 Association to the
Wealden District Council noting with regret the proposed
division of Hailsham Parish into three Wards and stating that
this was quite contrary to the tentative agreement arising out
of the meeting of the various interested parties and recording

the Association's protest at what they considered would not
produce a fair and proper representation of the electorate.
This letter went on to suggest an alternative arrangement
as follows:Ward

Electorate 1974 Parish Councillors District Councillors

Central

2088

5

1

North

1542

4

1

East

1941

5

1

South

1653

4

1

West

1139

'3

1

I had to point out to Mr. Ross that, whilst these
alternative proposals no doubt gave a more even representation
for the Parish Councillors to be elected in the various Wards,
it produced a rather uneven pattern of representation for
the District Councillors. For example, there was one District
Councillor for 2,088 electors in the Central Ward and one
District Councillor for 1,139 electors in the West Ward. I
again pointed out the rather strange pattern of the Central
Ward.
I also again referred to the provisions of Section 50
of the 1972 Act giving power in sub-section (4) to a body of
electors (not less than thirty) to make a request for
consideration to be given to the making of a Ward Order
and in sub-section (5) a similar provision as to requests to
the Boundary Commission.
After the meeting had closed, I visited many parts of the
Wealden District and spent some considerable time in Hailsham.
It will be seen that the most westerly point of the boundary of
the East Ward is at the Common Pond and very near to the
eastern boundary of the South and West Ward, and I completely
failed to understand why the northern boundary of the East
Ward had not been drawn through the Common Pond so as to
join the boundary of the South and West Ward and-so include
into a Ward (which could be called the East Ward) the southern
part of the Central Ward. I asked to be given details of the
electors in the Central Ward south of this line at the Common
Pond and was subsequently informed that the number was 304
electors* If Wards had been formed in this way the electorate
figures on 1979 projected electorate would have been as
follows:War,rf

1979
„., 1
.
Electorate
————
3666

Electorate/
Councillor
_, , .
Ratio
2.22

.East

2774

1.61

2

South and West

3200

1.95

2

Ward
—
Central and North

Councillors to

.

,
,
be returned
———
2

ASSESSMENT OF ARGUMENTS

It has first to be acknowledged that,
as the Wealden Council under Section 50(4)
of the 1972 Act made a Warding Order on the
7th July 1975 dividing the Parish of Hailsham
into three Wards, namely, Hailsham Central
and North, Hailsham East and Hailsham South
""and West", ^cne Wealdeu €uUncil ffi

their draft scheme for the Boundary
Commission had to use those Wards as the
basis cf their proposals and, indeed, the
Boundary Commission in their turn had to
use these Wards as a basis of their draft
proposals*
The representations submitted by the
Hailsham Ratepayers1 Association were in
effect representations against the Warding
Order made by the Wealden District Council
but it has to be recorded that the proposals
which were put forward by that Association
for five Wards (based on the previously
agreed polling districts) did not give a
system of equal representation.
I appreciate that no further action can
be taken to amend the Ward pattern for the
Parish of Hailsham unless the Wealden
District Council, either of its own initiative
or at the suggestion of the Boundary Commission,
reconsider the Ward pattern OR alternatively
the Boundary Commission, perKaps on a request
made by not less than thirty local government
electors of the Parish, themselves consider
the matter under Section 50(5) and make
proposals to the Wealden District Council
for an amending Order.
Nevertheless, as the matter of the
warding arrangements in Hailsham was raised
as a subject to be discussed at this meeting,
X feel able to make some comments and
suggestions as to possible amendments.
I will not comment on the uneven
representation (as I see it) to the Parish
Council but the Wards as drawn give the
following uneven representation of District
Council. The Central and North Ward with
electorate/Councillor entitlement of 2.44
returns two Councillors, the East Ward with a
1.49 electorate/Councillor entitlement returns
only one Councillor and the South and West
Ward with a 1.95 electorate/Councillor
entitlement returns two Councillors.
Furthermore, the Central and North Ward has
a very incongruous pattern (the southern
part being almost physically divorced from
the northern part of this Ward) and I would
certainly recommend some amendment in order
to add to the East Ward and take away some
part from the Central and North Ward. It is
certainly possible to extend the boundary of
the East Ward up to the railway line at or
near to the Common Pond. This does not give
as equal a representation in the two Wards
as I would like to see and it may be possible
to draw this boundary line a little to the
north, say, towards the railway station. If,
however, I were now to draw a suggested
boundary at this point it would be along the
northern line of the Common Pond and this
suggested boundary line I show on the plan
annexed hereto as Appendix "B".

(8)

County Electoral Divisions
Towards the close of the meeting Mr. Hemmings finally
addressed me as to the problems facing the East Sussex County
Council in their County Review formulating the various County
electoral divisions and of the problems presented in the
Wealden District. He said that there would be a likely
reduction to twelve County electoral divisions, so necessitating
a recasting of the various divisions. It was obvious that
the more Wards there were the less difficult the problem, and
I informed him that I appreciated his difficulties.

(9) General
Finally, I noted the letter from the Ilellingly Parish
Council agreeing with the draft proposals for the Hellingly
Ward comprising that Parish and returning two Councillors
and I also noted the letter received by the Boundary Commission
from the Sussex Association of Parish Councils which referred
to differences in the problems confronting Councillors
representing urban and rural areas and suggesting that there
should be some weighting given to the large areas with
dispersed populations. These representations were, of course,
against the principles as laid down in Schedule 11 of the Act
and were not concerning particular matters at this Local
Meeting.
5.

VISITS
On the afternoon of the day of the public meeting and also on
the following day, I made an extensive tour of the district and
particularly visited Buxted, Iladlow Down, Mayfield, Rotherfield,
Frant, Wadhurst, Heathfield, Hailsham, Westham, Pevensey and
Polegate and also the many small Parishes in the western part of
the District.

6.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I recommend:1.

That the representation of the proposed Heathfield Ward
be three members as proposed by the Boundary Commission.

2.

That, as the Parish of Polegate is under-represented,
consideration be given to a possible warding scheme to
enable a total of four Councillors to be returned.

3.

That the Frant Parish be not joined with the Rotherfield
Parish to form one joint Ward, but-that the representation
of the proposed Rotherfield Ward be one member as proposed
by the Boundary Commission.

4.

That the Pevensey and Westham Wards be joined together
to form one Ward to be called the Pevensey and Westham
Ward, such Ward to return three members as proposed by
the B oundary Commis sion.

5«

That, as the present warding scheme for bhe Parish of
Hailsham gives a somewhat uneven pattern of representation,
and also under—representation, consideration be given to an
amendment of these Ward arrangements, possibly by forming
three Wards each returning two Councillors.
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APPENDICES
The following supporting document, is
Appendix "A"

K^^t

-

appended:-

Names and addresses of persons present
at the meeting.

Appendix "A"
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF WEALDEN
List of persons attending a Local Inquiry held at the Council
Offices,

Crowborough on 1st tyefy, 1976.

Representing

Name

Mrs. Yvonne M. Kennedy
L.M. Scott (Brigadier)
Mrs. Pat White
Mrs• Lamorna Pooley Chairman
E.G. Walter
Clerk
J.G* Kennedy
R.D. Matten
0* Batten
Mrs. E. Wills
Mrs. Grace Richard
E.W. Richard
Mrs. M. Sturt Chairman
S.W. Sturt
Treasurer
J.A. Jolly
H. G. Newington
Mrs. Joan Waters
S.W. Ross
F. Bassett
Mrs. Freda Gwilliam
R. Stephenson
T.H. Hilton
J.F. Hemmings D/County Secretary
Cathy Buss
F. Sellen
M. Plumb
K. Wilson Chief Executive
R.F. Gate Principal Admin.Officer

Rotherfield Parish Council
ti
ii
11
11

»

"

M

tl

II

II

It

It

II

II

It

and W.D.C.

Rye & Bexhill Conservative Assoc.
Warbleton Parish Council and W.D.C.
Waldron Parish Council and W.D.C.
Pevensey Parish Council
Pevensey&Pevensey Bay Residents Assoc.

Pevensey Parish Council
Pevensey & Pevensey Bay Residents Assoc
Forest Row Parish Council & E.S.C.C.
Hailsham Ratepayers Assoc.
Frant Parish Council and W.D.C.
M

It

II

East Sussex County Council

Eastbourne Gazette/Herald
Kent & Sussex Courier
Sussex Express & County Herald
Wealden District Council
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DISTRICT OF WEALDEN: NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OF COUNCILLORS

NATE OF WARD:

NO OF COUNCILLORS

ALFRISTON

1

ARLINGTON

1

BUXTED

-

2

CHIDDINGLY AND EAST HOATHLY

1

CROWBOHOUGH EAST

2

CHOWBOROUGH NORTH

2

CROW30ROUGH WEST

-

2

DANEHILL

1

EAST DEAN

1

FLETCHING

1

FOREST ROW

2

FRAMFIELD

1

FRANT

1

HAILSHAM CETJTRAL AND NORTH

2

HAILSHAM EAST

.

.

2

KAILSIIAM SOUTH AND WEST

2

HARTFIELD

1

HFJVTHFIELD

'

3

HKLLINGLY

.

2

HEASTKOHCS: UX

2

HORAM

1

HARESFIELD

,

.

MAYFIELD

2
2

NINFIELD

,

1

PEVENSXY AND WESTHAM

'

3

POLEGATE NORTH

2

POLECATS SOUTH

2

ROTHERFIKLD

1

UCKFIELD

3

V/ADHURST

2

WALDRON

'

2

x

WILLINGDON

3

VflTHYHAM

2

jjS 3
WEALDEN DISTRICT

ALFRISTON WARD
The parishes of Alciston
Alfriston
Berwick
Folkington
Jevington
Litlington
Lullington

Selmeston
Wilmington

ARLINGTON WARD
The parishes of Arlington
Chalvington
Laughton
Ripe

BUXTED WARD

•.'i

The parishes of Buxted
Hadlow Down

CHIDDINGLY AND EAST HOATHLY WARD
The parishes of Chiddingly

East Hoathly

CROWBOROUGH EAST WARD
The East Ward of the parish of Crowborough

2
CROWBOROUGH NORTH WARD
The North Ward of the parish of Crowborough

CROWBOROUGH WEST WARD
The West Ward of the parish of Crowborough

DANEHILL WARD
The parish of Danehill

EAST DEAN WARD

The parishes of East Dean
Friston
Westdean

FLETCHING WARD
The parishes of Fletching
Isfield
Little Horsted

FOREST ROW WARD
The parish of Forest Row

FRAMFIELD WARD
The parish of Framfield
-*•i

FRANT WARD
The parish of Frant

HAILSHAM CENTRAL AND NORTH WARD
The Central and North Ward of the parish of Hailsham
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HAILSHAM EAST WARD
The East Ward of the parish of Hailsham

HAILSHAM SOUTH AND WEST WARD

The South and West Ward of the parish of Hailsham

HARTFIELD WARD
The parish of Hartfield

HEATHFIELD WARD
The parish of Heathfield

HELLINGLY WARD

The parish of Hellingly

HERSTMONCEUX WARD
The parishes of Herstmonceux
Warbleton
Wartling

HORAM WARD
The parish of Horam

MARESFIELD WARD
The parish of Maresfield

MAYFIELD WARD

The parish of Mayfield

NINFIELD WARD
The parishes of Hooe
Ninfield

PEVENSEY AND WESTHAM WARD
The.parishes of Povensey
Westham

POLEGATE NORTH WARD
The North Ward of the parish of Polegate

POLEGATE SOUTH WARD
The South Ward of the parish of Polegate

ROTHERFIELD WARD

The parish of Rotherfield

UCKFIELD WARD

The parish of Uckfield

WADHURST WARD
The parish of Wadhurst

WALDRON WARD
The parish of Waldron

WILLINGDON WARD
The parish of Willingdon

WITHYAM WARD
The parish of Withyam

