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The Review Officer (Wealden)
LGBCE
14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
London
SW1P 4QP
15.06.2016
Dear Madam
Re: New Ward Boundaries for Wealden and East Sussex
We 5 individuals write to you to express our strong objections to the draft recommendations
for new District Ward boundaries for Wealden as well as new County Council divisions for
East Sussex. Our specific area of objection is in relation to the Parish of Fletching and the
existing ward of Danehill, Fletching, Piltdown, Nutley, Isfield and Little Horsted.
These are our objections:
 We do not believe that the draft recommendations meet the three statutory criteria of
the review process.
 They do not reflect the identity and interests of the Piltdown Local Community by
splitting the community geographically within Piltdown.
 Piltdown has a very active Residents Association, which has brought the community
together and instigated various initiatives to improve the environment. To have to
deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors for proposals such
as these is not effective local government.
 The creation of a Parish Ward for Shortbridge would mean electors in this newly created
ward have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had
the ability to vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of
voting by limiting of choice between electors in both the different parts of the
Piltdown community and the rest of Fletching Parish.
 The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the
A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from
Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood.
We believe all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council
wards with Fletching in a rural ward, which, for equality of electoral numbers, should
comprise a District Council ward of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted.
Please consider the following 5 signatories all registered on the Electoral
Roll at this address, as individual objectors.
Yours faithfully
Stuart W J Adamson

Christine M J M A Adamson
Nicholas L W Adamson
Julian E J Adamson
Timothy J A Adamson

To: The Review Officer(Wealden)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP
reviews@lgbc.org.uk
Subject: East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

14th June 2016

Dear Sir/Madam,
We fully object to the Boundary Commission (BC) draft recommendation re East Sussex and Wealden
(electoral reviews). The BC proposals do not reflect the identity and interests of the Piltdown Local
Community by splitting the community geographically within Piltdown with one third of electors
(Shortbridge) being part of a predominately urban West Uckfield ward, and the other two thirds in a
rural Danehill and Fletching, ward. Shortbridge is hardly known as a name even within the Parish, but
Piltdown Golf Club and The Piltdown Man are well known, even nationally in the case of The Piltdown
Man, and are evidence of the Piltdown identity.
Piltdown as a rural area does not share the same interests as the urban area of Uckfield, Planning and
Highways issues are materially different between rural and urban areas, and the requirement to deal
with different County and District Councillors for electors in the way the boundaries have been split on
all the roads and lanes in Piltdown is confusing and will require duplication of Councillors time and
therefore is ineffective government.
The BC’s requirement to create a Parish Ward for Shortbridge means electors in this newly created
ward have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had the ability to
vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of voting through limiting of
choice between electors in both the different parts of the Piltdown community and the rest of Fletching
Parish.
Locally, we would propose that all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County
Council wards with Fletching in a rural ward which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise
a District Council ward of Danehill/ Fletching/Isfield/Little Horsted (much as it is now, but without
Nutley). The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the
A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and
its new development in Ridgewood.
We are a small local business that relies on an influx of tourism generated by the rural surroundings of
Fletching and Piltdown. Our business would be adversely affected by the proposed boundary changes.
Yours faithfully,

5/31/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

Gail Andrews

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live at
in Forest Row
within easy walking distance of the
village, school and community centre. My children went to school there and I was chair of the pre
school. There is no way I could walk to Hartfield to pop to the shops, walk children to school or use
local amenities. I pay council tax for services provided by Forest Row which I use, not services
provided by Hartfield. Would my children have been made to attend school in Hartfield if these
boundary changes take place when they were attending primary? The sign outside my house says '
Welcome to Forest Row' not HARTFIELD. I probably could have understood if the boundary changes
had put us in Ashurst Wood! But not Hartfield. This proposal is quite clearly ridiculous for all the
houses situated at the north end of the village on London Road.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8106
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5/31/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

Richard Andrews

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in Forest Row on
Under the proposed changes the boundary for
Forest Row will end at the boundary of my property, placing us in the proposed Hartfield area. I fail
to see how this makes any sense as we are clearly in Forest Row and would be part of any local
issues affecting this area. This seems more of a carving up of boundaries to make it fit some
bureaucratic model than any sensible solution to addressing local issues.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8097
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5/31/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

chris barber

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Geers Wood
is in Heathfield North but our woodland (owned by company which is owned
by residents) is in Framfield and Cross in Hand. Suggest road and woods should be in the same
ward.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8092
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

14 June 2016 23:07
Starkie, Emily
Fw: East Sussex and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: J
Subject: East Sussex and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

Dear Ms Starkie,
We understand that the Local Government Boundary Commission is recommending that the ward
boundaries for both Wealden District Council and East Sussex County Council should be
changed. We live in Piltdown, East Sussex, and currently all of Piltdown is part of Fletching
Parish and is considered part of the Fletching, Danehill and Nutley District Council Ward.
Unfortunately, the draft proposals from LGBCE divide the village of Piltdown into two separate
District Wards. The Shortbridge and Sharpsbridge area of Piltdown would become part of a new
ward of "Uckfield West and Isfield". We strongly object to this change for the following reasons:









The village of Piltdown would be split and therefore influenced by two separate wards (and
councillors).
On any local issues, we would potentially need to canvass two different district councillors
and would lose the ability to have significant influence in the Parish Council.
The new ward would be a mix of urban and rural voters - Piltdown is a rural area, and
Uckfield West an urban one - and the areas would have different interests. Electors in the
rural area of Piltdown do not share the same interests and concerns as the urban area of
Uckfield. The desire to preserve the countryside environment, reduce speeding on country
lanes, maintenance of footpaths, maintenance of grass verges and hedges, are some
examples of interests that a rural area does not share with an urban area.
Planning and Highways issues are materially different between rural and urban areas.
We feel that Piltdown could well lose its identity as a rural area, and urbanisation of the
ward could result.
Piltdown has a flourishing and active Residents' Association, which has brought the
community together and organised various initiatives to improve the environment such as a
village sign, speed survey, planting of communal areas near Piltdown Pond, etc. To have
to deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors for licenses for
proposals such as these is not effective local government.
The boundaries of the proposed new wards are not easily identifiable.

We therefore feel that all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County
Council wards with Fletching in a rural ward. The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of
1

the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown,
Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood.
Yours faithfully
Susan and Julian Bayley
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
08 June 2016 14:06
Starkie, Emily
FW: Objection to boundary changes

From: Peter Beautiman [
Sent: 08 June 2016 13:56
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Fw: Objection to boundary changes

]

Dear Sirs
My partner and I moved to East Sussex last summer. One of the attractions to moving to Piltdown was the
community spirit and the rural environment. We are writing to state, we are not happy with proposed division of
the new boundaries. We also feel very strongly about the fact that our voting right will go from 9 votes to 1 vote
and that our preferences as a rural resident would be very different to those who live within or around a town.
At the moment the boundaries are clearly defined by rivers and a major road, however your plans will split Piltdown
with a North/South divide and we do feel this will have an impact on the social and community spirit. There have
many good thing achieved by the Piltdown Residents Association, not to mention to continuing fight to slow traffic
down in Shortbridge Road before there is a fatality and we believe this will become lost if the plans go ahead. We
also feel that Piltdown is being taken away from Fletching just to make up numbers for the ward of West Uckfield.
Please accept this email as our objection to the proposed boundary definitions.
Peter Beautiman and Michelle Peagam
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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The Review Officer (Wealden)
LGBCE
14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
London
SW1P 4QP
16th June, 2016
Dear Madam
Re: New Ward Boundaries for Wealden and East Sussex
I am writing to you to express my objections to the draft recommendations for new district ward boundaries
for Wealden as well as to the proposed county council divisions for East Sussex. I particularly object to the
bifurcation of the Parish of Fletching and its partial annexation to Uckfield, and to the proposed changes to the
existing boundaries of Danehill, Fletching, Piltdown, Nutley, Isfield and Little Horsted.
The reasons for my objections are as follows:
• The draft recommendations fail to meet the three statutory criteria of the review process.
• By splitting the community geographically within Piltdown, the identity and interests of the Piltdown
Local Community are harmed.
• It is unreasonably onerous to require us to deal with two separate County Councillors and District
Councillors for proposals such as these.
• The creation of a Parish Ward for Shortbridge would mean electors in this newly created
ward have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had
the ability to vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. Limiting of choice between electors in both the
different parts of the Piltdown community and the rest of Fletching Parish is unfair and undemocratic.
• The urban area of Uckfield must not encroach west of the obivous boundary of the A22, into the rural
area in which we and the other rural communities reside.
All Piltdown electors must be kept within the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a
rural ward, which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District Council ward of Danehill,
Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted.
As a footnote I should like to add that these issues have only come to light due to the diligence of my wife
Katrina Best, who gleaned the facts for herself online (despite the technical shortcomings of the LGBCE
website) prior to the recent information evening in Fletching. Matters of such import should have been clearly
available and with ample time in which to respond. This has not been the case.
Yours faithfully

Alan Best

Emily Starkie
Review Officer for Wealden
Local Government Boundaries Commission for England (LGBCE)
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP
June 15th, 2016
RE: NEW BOUNDARIES IN EAST SUSSEX – BOTH FOR WEALDEN DISTRICT
COUNCIL WARDS AND EAST SUSSEX COUNTY COUNCIL DIVISIONS
Dear Emily Starkie,
Following our recent telephone conversations regarding the above, I am writing to
you to express my strong objections to the current draft proposals for new
boundaries (as per the interactive maps and accompanying documentation on the
LGBCE website) for both the Wealden District Council wards and the East Sussex
County Council divisions, with specific focus on the town of Uckfield and the rural
districts that surround it, including the one in which I reside – Piltdown, a small,
picturesque village in the rural parish of Fletching, which is in turn within the
current Wealden District Council ward of “Danehill/Fletching/Nutley” and the
current East Sussex (Wealden area) County Council division of “Buxted Maresfield”.
I know that you will be receiving (and/or have already received) letters of objection
from other Piltdown residents including Wayne Emerson, Peter Roundell, Samantha
Sainsbury and Bob White, as well as from people who live in other parts of Fletching
parish and neighbouring parishes such as Isfield and Little Horsted. I would just like
to state, for the record, that I fully endorse and echo their various comments and
suggestions. While we might have slightly different, subjective perspectives and
preoccupations (a fact that hopefully only serves to strengthen our collective
position) I am certain that we all share the same overall view in terms of our main
objections to both of the current draft proposals. In addition, I know there is
overwhelming support for the preferred counter-proposal for revised draft District
ward boundaries in our part of Wealden (and, in turn, new County Council district
boundaries, which use the redrawn District boundaries as a natural and
coterminous footprint/building block as per LGBCE guidelines), as outlined in this
letter and illustrated in the attached PDF graphic (on map 3 of 3).

Local support for the counter-proposal outlined in this letter would probably be
unanimous, were it not for the suggested revision already submitted to you by
Wealden District Council. I understand that WDC approved this at their last full
Council meeting before the summer, and therefore cannot now change or retract it
before your June 16th deadline. I want to be clear that I do not support the WDC’s
suggested revision, which fails to address most of the problems in the current draft
proposal. While it does address the single issue of our section of Fletching parish
being annexed, its proposed solution involves the changing of certain parish
boundaries to make it “viable” including the creation of a new Detached parish ward
titled “Shortbridge”, whose residents (myself included) would not only be in a
different parish ward to the rest of Piltdown and Fletching, but would become
disenfranchised and subject to extreme electoral unfairness because we would no
longer be allowed to vote for all 9 of our parish councillors, but would only be
permitted to vote for 1 out of the 9. It’s perhaps worth mentioning that of the 9
current Fletching parish council members, 3 of them live in our part of Piltdown. It
also fails to address other important issues such as Isfield and Little Horsted being
split. Therefore I suggest this proposed revision from WDC should be scrapped.
As I mentioned to you when we spoke, I only found out about the proposed Wealden
boundary changes and their alarming implications two weeks ago, and it quickly
transpired that the vast majority of residents were either totally unaware too, or did
not fully understand the proposed changes, especially with regards to the new
County Council divisions (including members of our respective parish, district and
county councils!).
While I understand the LGBCE is committed to being both apolitical and
transparent, the task of finding, understanding and disseminating information from
your website is daunting and difficult, and might prove impossible for many. It took
me (someone reasonably adept with computers and used to conducting research)
many dozens of hours to wade through. The LGBCE interactive maps are a great
idea, but regrettably flawed and not very user friendly, due to being glitchy and
lacking detail in both the maps and boundary lines. It is also not possible to view the
DRAFT District Ward proposals (and stats) on the same map as the DRAFT County
Council Ward proposals (and stats), which makes it extremely complicated to
compare data in order to prepare a viable, coterminous counter-proposal.
Naturally, there is now much speculation in the community about whether this
process was properly conducted in Wealden, with questions being raised in
particular about the poor communication from our District and County councils, not
only with regards to the electorate – e.g. on top of everything else, one constituent
spotted just yesterday that on Wealden’s website the postcode for the LGBCE is
incorrect! – but also amongst themselves – e.g. while Wealden District Council has
acknowledged flaws in the current District ward proposals (and therefore by
implication the County Council district proposals), the County Council has evidently
simply approved both of the current draft proposals without comment.
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I am not clear what level (1, 2, 3 or 4) you consider our reviews in Wealden to
constitute, and don’t even know if we are labelled as a “PABR” or not, but given that
the most glaring problems in the Wealden draft proposals stem from the re-dividing
and artificial enlargement of the town of Uckfield, which is and has always been, for
both District and County divisions, a self-contained urban area with its own easily
identifiable, natural boundaries (such as the A22 to its west), in keeping with the
other towns and urban centres in East Sussex, your PABR criteria surely applies.
LGBCE map of existing parish and Wealden District County Wards in our area:

LGBCE map showing existing East Sussex County Council divisions in our area:
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LGBCE map showing existing AND current draft proposal for new District wards:

LGBCE map showing existing AND draft proposal for new County Council divisions:
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As shown on the previous maps (and on the attached PDF graphics of 3 maps), the
current draft proposals see sections of a newly divided Uckfield inexplicably joined
with chunks of rural, sparsely populated and protected, though always vulnerable,
“green” space such as ours, creating proposed District wards and County divisions
that bear no relation to the real town of Uckfield, and indeed are an incongruous mix
of developing urban and non-developing rural, and which do NOT adhere to (indeed
show a complete disregard for) such key LGBCE criteria as:
•

•
•

using and honouring existing natural boundaries and/or established
parish and ward boundaries and linked communities, and maintaining
community interests and identity – e.g. Piltdown being split in two, with
the dividing line running right through the golf club itself, and the linked
rural villages (historically and actually) of Isfield & Little Horsted being
divided and placed in two separate mixed urban-rural wards;
allowing for electoral fairness; and
promoting effective and convenient local governance and
coterminosity.

In addition, these proposed new territories have been renamed (again, on both
District and County council draft proposals) in a way that is confusing, illogical and
non-coterminous. For example, on the District wards Draft proposal, our part of
Piltdown is swallowed by “Uckfield West & Isfield” while Isfield’s linked
village/community of Little Horsted is amputated and engulfed in the new mixed
urban/rural area of “Uckfield Ridgewood & Little Horsted“. Similarly, in the
County Council division Draft proposal we in our bit of Piltdown find ourselves
lumped in with a different, but equally bizarre, new area called “Uckfield North
with Isfield” (confusingly NOT clearly labelled on LGBCE map) while Little Horsted
is again split from its linked village of Isfield and put into a totally different mixed
and geographically gigantic area, spuriously labelled as “Uckfield South with
Framfield”.
At worst, this could be seen as an attempt to create artificial “urban sprawl” on the
maps, and certainly the result would mean effective disenfranchisement for the
small minority of rural-dwelling electorate, including myself, who might occupy a
larger geographic territory, but whose voices would inevitably be drowned out by
the clustered-together urban majority.
Further evidence regarding the actual urban area of Uckfield is shown on the
following Office for National Statistics map, as per Wayne Emerson’s research. It
clearly shows Uckfield’s true urban area and footprint (as well as other urban areas
in our region), and which IS reflected in the existing Wealden District and County
wards/divisions, but NOT in the current draft proposals for new boundaries:
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Also, one of the documents on your site, a comprehensive study report from 2005
entitled “Community Identity: Literature Review and Analysis” references this kind
of scenario: “..if the electoral districts are reasonably compact in shape, this is
generally accepted as evidence of non-partisan districting, whereas irregular
shapes are taken to be the result of gerrymandering. Consequently, if
communities with irregular spatial configurations were to be used for the
purpose of warding, there is the risk that suspicions would be aroused
regarding the political neutrality of the electoral review.”
In addition, according to your own “PABR-Guidance” document, LGBCE require local
authorities to “demonstrate the extent of local support identified either by
canvassing opinion by survey of those affected or, specifically for merger
proposals, by a more formal means such as a local poll. While local support
includes the residents of an area, it will also mean the formal resolution of the
councils promoting change – and any principal area boundary review will
involve at least two councils.”
Looking closely at the current draft proposals for new boundaries in Uckfield and
surrounding areas, it is hard not to wonder about the way these proposals were
drawn up, and speculate as to why there was apparently so little consultation or
effective communication with others in the affected regions.
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However, I believe the current priority should be to focus on identifying and
rectifying any problems or mistakes in the current draft proposals, and I am
optimistic that the LGBCE will now be able to do just that over the coming weeks.
MAIN OUTLINE OF OBJECTIONS:
As detailed previously, aside from numbers/stats, it is my belief that the current
Wealden draft new boundary proposals (both District and County) for Uckfield and
the rural areas around it, fail to adhere to all three of LGBCE’s statutory criteria,
which I understand to be:
•
•
•

Equality of representation
Reflecting community interests and identities
Providing for convenient and effective local government

I believe other residents are providing you with plenty of background information
re: our rural areas, villages, communities, amenities, annual events, associations etc.
Therefore, I will only add that I am grateful to live in and be part of this spread-out
and sparsely populated, yet friendly, safe and like-minded rural community and our
two children love it too (and since we used to live in a city, they are conscious of the
difference and much prefer rural life). Like most residents, I am a member of the
Piltdown Residents Association and make full use of the amenities in Piltdown and
neighbouring villages too – pubs, ponds, countryside footpaths, farm shops, Golf
Club, village stores, parish church, cafes, village hall and recreation ground,
Fletching primary school, annual fetes, the Bluebell and Lavender Line railways etc.
While Uckfield is certainly the closest town to us, I do not feel a part of it in terms of
community, identity or shared interests. In fact, I only ever go to Uckfield for the
specific limited purpose of either shopping or seeing a film (it has a high street, two
supermarkets and an independent cinema). However, since my children attend
schools in the other direction, and both my husband and I use the better, faster train
line from Haywards Heath when commuting to London for work, we more often
shop and go to the cinema in other nearby towns such as Haywards Heath, Burgess
Hill, Lewes and Brighton.
Therefore, for these and the many other reasons outlined in this letter as well as
those raised by other residents, I believe the current draft proposals for new
boundaries should be scrapped and redrawn.
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PROPOSAL FOR HOW TO REVISE THE CURRENT DRAFT BOUNDARY MAPS
Since becoming aware of the LGBCE current draft proposals for Wealden, I and
many other concerned people have been working very hard, both together and
independently, in order to meet your June 16th deadline and send you our detailed
objections and “well argued reason backed up by credible evidence” as per your
published guidelines, along with what I hope you will agree is a logical, viable and
relatively easy to implement counter-proposal for redrawing the boundaries in our
area for both the District Council wards and the County Council divisions.
I believe my proposal addresses and fixes all of the problems identified and objected
to in this letter, with minimal knock-on effect on neighbouring wards and districts,
and adheres to the new stats (numbers of councillors; ratio of councillor to
electorate for projected 2021 figures; single member wards etc.) and, perhaps most
importantly, follows all the key criteria listed by the LGBCE.
The following revised proposal for new boundaries (both District wards and County
Council divisions) uses my suggested new District map as the basic footprint for the
County, as is the case elsewhere in Wealden and East Sussex, and as is normal and
expected practice according to your published LGBCE guidelines. Amongst other
important issues, I believe it is your policy when redrawing boundaries to not only
address electorate fairness with regards to numbers, but, wherever possible, to
ensure coterminosity and respect for/adherence to existing parish wards, parishes,
villages, linked communities, as well as natural boundaries and community identity.
NB: My proposals were drawn up with Wayne Emerson, so should match his. Please
therefore use our letters in tandem if it helps you to clarify what we are suggesting.
PROPOSED REVISION OF WEALDON DISTRICT COUNTY WARD BOUNDARIES
AND EAST SUSSEX COUNTY COUNCIL DIVISIONS IN AND AROUND UCKFIELD:
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED SEPARATE PDF OF 3 MAPS SHOWING:
1. EXISTING DISTRICT WARD BOUNDARIES;
2. CURRENT DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR DISTRICT WARD BOUNDARIES; AND
3. MY PROPOSAL FOR REVISED DISTRICT WARD BOUNDARIES*
*While I believe the numbers as per the attached overview map (3rd page) will
adhere to all the required stats, and will fall within the preferred variance, I am
obviously no expert on this so would rather leave the detailed number crunching to
you and your team
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SOME SPECIFICS:
Uckfield:
I believe that the starting point when revising the boundaries needs to be the town
of Uckfield. As a wholly Urban Centre, it should surely be ring-fenced as a separate
entity to the various rural areas that surround it. Once contained, Uckfield town
could, I believe, be subdivided very easily into District Wards and/or County Council
divisions, as needed and warranted by current and projected electoral and
councillor numbers, as well as variance targets etc.
There is precedent for this in Crowborough, Hailsham, and Heathfield, and when
you compare the draft proposal for new boundaries for Uckfield to those in the
other urban centres in Wealden, Uckfield sticks out as an anomaly.
As previously mentioned, the existing Uckfield County Council division has a slightly
smaller footprint than the 4 combined District Wards. The existing ESCC division of
Uckfield has one County Councillor, a current electorate of 8891 and a forecast
(2021) electorate of 9789, as per LGBCE map/stats below:
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Were it to remain this way, it appears to me that it would conform as is (with no
need to redraw its CC boundaries at all) to the numbers and statistics etc., as would
many of the rural Wards around it, including ours (Buxted Maresfield).
However, it does make sense to enlarge Uckfield’s County Council division footprint
by expanding it to the south, thus making it coterminous with the existing (and our
proposed) District Ward boundaries footprint, which consists of the four wards
currently known as Uckfield North, Uckfield Central, Uckfield New Town and
Uckfield Ridgewood – the latter two areas being where almost all the planned new
housing development within Uckfield is taking place.
Therefore, it seems that “Uckfield” could logically and easily become a slightly
enlarged, single-member County Council ward with an approximate projected
electorate of 12,782 – a figure that is a little high as per your target variance, but
might be justifiable given Uckfield’s contained urban attributes and like-minded
electorate. Alternatively, it could become either a two-member County Council
district or 2 x single-member County Council districts – e.g. “Uckfield North” and
“Uckfield South”) if the projected figures for growth in Uckfield are in fact higher
than the data provided (given that at least 1000 new houses are being built in the
southern half of Uckfield over the next decade, this could well be the case).
There is also an extra triangular area to the north of Uckfield that is in the current
draft proposal for the County Council proposed new district of “Uckfield North with
Isfield”, highlighted in red below and shown with a dotted line on the overall map
graphic. What is unclear to me is whether this section previously fell within
Maresfield or Buxted, and whether bringing it into Uckfield affects the numbers by
much, or whether it causes new problems such as crossing parish boundaries etc.
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Assuming the northern tip remained outside of Uckfield, there would be 12,782 total
electors (projected). When divided into 4 similar-sized District Council Wards, each
with a single councillor, this would be well within the tolerance area for Electoral
Equality, would meet the requirement for reflection of local community and identity
and would provide a convenient and efficient means of government. To the west
there is a natural border point in the A22 road, to the east a border is formed by a
mixture of Rivers and Railway line. This again meets the criteria for using natural
and existing boundaries where possible.
As the Elector numbers for Uckfield are difficult to interpret as a result of the
changing ward boundaries within Uckfield I have not attempted to segregate the
Uckfield area into individual Wards, but I would assume that the data available to
you would make this a relatively straightforward task, not least because there are 4
existing District Wards in Uckfield.
Danehill, Chelwood Gate, Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted
As sparsely populated rural communities sprinkled with farms, historic villages and
local landmarks, the people living within the shaded area as pictured below share
much in common. In the case of Danehill, Fletching and Isfield, they have also
historically been grouped together. There are four main Parishes within this
proposed new ward although I believe that there is significant interaction between
Isfield and Little Horsted and that the two Parishes identify themselves as
absolutely linked. These rural communities would all share similar identities, beliefs
and needs, and would therefore be efficient to govern.
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The Review Officer (Wealden)
LGBCE
14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
London
SW1P 4QP
15/6/2016
Dear Madam
Re: New Ward Boundaries for Wealden and East Sussex
I write to you to express my strong objections to the draft recommendations for new district
ward boundaries for Wealden as well as new county council divisions for East Sussex. My
specific area of objection is in relation to the Parish of Fletching and the existing ward of
Danehill, Fletching, Piltdown, Nutley, Isfield and Little Horsted.
These are my objections:
 I do not believe that the draft recommendations meet the three statutory criteria of
the review process.
 They do not reflect the identity and interests of the Piltdown Local Community by
splitting the community geographically within Piltdown.
 Piltdown has a very active Residents Association, which has brought the community
together and instigated various initiatives to improve the environment. To have to
deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors for proposals such
as these is not effective local government.
 The creation of a Parish Ward for Shortbridge would mean electors in this newly created
ward have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had
the ability to vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of
voting by limiting of choice between electors in both the different parts of the
Piltdown community and the rest of Fletching Parish.
 The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the
A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from
Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood.
I believe all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council
wards with Fletching in a rural ward, which, for equality of electoral numbers, should
comprise a District Council ward of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted.
Yours faithfully
Mr Paul Blewitt and Mrs Patricia Blewitt

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

East Sussex County
Personal Details:
Name:

Christopher Bloor

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I can't understand why Hooe is being tied to Pevensey; the two villages are miles apart. Surely
it would be more logical for Hooe to be associated with Ninfield (with which it shares many
activities) and other villages such as Windmill Hill, Boreham Street, Herstmonceux, & Wartling.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7966

25/04/2016

5/31/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

Elaine Bloor

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Hooe should be included with Ninfield, Herstmonceaux and Wartling, NOT Pevensey and Westham. It
makes no sense to include Hooe with Pevensey and Westham which are miles from Hooe, whereas
Ninfield is just along the Road and shares many things with Hooe.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8078
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
20 May 2016 13:29
Starkie, Emily
FW: Review East Sussex

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Bob Bowdler [
Sent: 20 May 2016 12:50
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Review East Sussex
RE: Wealden District Council Ward Boundary Review (HORAM & PUNNETTS TOWN WARD)
Sir,
I write with regard to the proposed changes to the ward boundaries within the Wealden District Council area of East
Sussex, and in particular your proposed 2 member ward of Horam and Punnetts Town. The creation of this ward is
made up of four parish councils and covers a vast area of rural East Sussex, encompassing Horam PC, Heathfield &
Waldron PC, Warbleton PC and Hurstmonceux PC.
I wish to register my support of the Wealden District Council response to your proposal by dividing this ward in to
two single member wards of 'Horam' and 'Punnetts Town & Rushlake Green'.
> Horam is a large service area, due for significant expansion within the local plan, whilst Punnetts Town and
Rushlake Green is an amalgamation of several extremely rural hamlets, villages and farming communities, with no
significant industrial or commercial area within the boundary. The needs of the two communities are extremely
different, particularly when it comes to planning issues. Logistically your proposed large two member single ward
would be unwieldy, with hardly an 'A' road in sight! I believe the Wealden response adequately covers the
population variance quoted within your proposal, particularly in light of imminent expansion to areas of north
Hurstmonceux, central Horam, and to a lesser extent, Punnetts Town.
Yours faithfully
Robert Bowdler
Resident of Punnetts Town

Sent from my iPad

Communities
Environment
Economy
www.wealden.gov.uk<http://www.wealden.gov.uk?E>
Facebook<https://www.facebook.com/wealden>
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@wealdenDC<https://twitter.com/wealdendistrict>

[http://www.wealden.gov.uk/Upload/logo.png]

[http://www.wealden.gov.uk/Upload/377‐btm‐tick‐SPOT‐biz‐cards‐staff.png]

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please email us. Any views expressed are not
necessarily the views of Wealden District Council unless stated.
Wealden District Council <http://www.wealden.gov.uk>
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
14 June 2016 10:26
Starkie, Emily
FW: East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Alison Buchanan
Sent: 13 June 2016 22:12
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews
Dear Sirs
I am somewhat alarmed at the new proposed boundary changes which puts the hamlet of Buckham Hill into the
West Uckfield ward, along with half of Piltdown and Isfield. Given the population of Uckfield we will become a
minority with completely different interests and priorities. Isfield and Buckham Hill are a good community which
will be buried by the urban concerns of Uckfield. Our concerns are for preserving the rural nature of our
environment, reducing speeding traffic, maintenance of verges and hedges ‐ managing the herd of deer which is
now 200 which crosses the roads here and causes accidents ‐ gettting broadband ‐ all things that are of no concern
to Uckfield. We have no public transport and therefore need to encourage the village shops to cater for the
villagers, we need to support our local community and identity. I have been told by BT that there are too few
people living out our way and therefore it is not worth their while laying cable to us unless we can persuade
someone to fork up £40,000 to pay for it. Uckfield is Fibre optic enabled but we don’t have the same opportunities
living just a couple of miles away because we are a different community.
It would be far more sensible to draw the line at the A22 which makes a natural barrier between urban and country,
and to maintain the ward with Danehill, Fletching and Isfield and Little Horsted. These are all similar areas with
similar concerns and rural communities. It surely makes sense to put the rural communities together and then put
the urban communities with all the new development together so that the councillors will be representative of their
area rather than trying to be all things to all people and inevitably will give little attention to the minority.
Best wishes
Alison Buchanan
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
15 June 2016 09:29
Starkie, Emily
FW: Boundaries Commission Review for Electoral Divisions and Wards for ESCC and Wealden
District Council

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

From:
Sent: 14 June 2016 20:12
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Fwd: Boundaries Commission Review for Electoral Divisions and Wards for ESCC and Wealden District
Council

TO:

The Review Officer (Wealden)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
LONDON
SW1P 4QP
I write to lodge objections to the Boundaries Commission's (BC) draft
recommendation to create a new District ward (West Uckfield and
Isfield) incorporating what is a rural Parish ward (Isfield) into an urban
area, and, in order to provide a territorial link between the Isfield and
Uckfield area, also splitting the existing rural Fletching Parish ward by
annexing electors from the southern area of Piltdown into a proposed
separate Parish ward (Shortbridge) within the proposed West Uckfield
and Isfield District ward.
Objections:
1. Neither Isfield nor Piltdown, as rural areas, share the same interests as
the urban, industrialised area of Uckfield. Planning and Highways issues
are materially different between rural and urban areas, and the
requirement to deal with different County and District Councillors for
electors, because of the way that boundaries are proposed to be split on
all the roads and lanes in Piltdown, is confusing and will require
duplication of Councillors time and, therefore, is ineffective government.
2. Electors in the rural areas of Piltdown and Isfield do not share the same
concerns as urban Uckfield. The desire to preserve the countryside
environment, reduce speeding on country lanes (especially in Buckham
Hill, Isfield where the expanding deer population and speeding is causing
great concerns to residents), waste collections from remote locations,
maintenance of footpaths, maintenance of grass verges and
hedges/overhanging trees on roads, need for ditching to avoid flooding
are all examples of concerns that are not those of an urban area.
1

3. Isfield has a very active Parish Council and a strong community spirit
and identity evidenced by support for:
i) The multiplicity of events at the (self‐funded and independent charity
Trust) local Village Hall with its thriving Pre School, Play Scheme, Art
Group, Dancing Club, over 55s club, Women's Club, many talks and
workshops, Open days, Race nights and Frost Fairs.
ii) The Isfield Community Enterprise field with its fund raising events
such as the village fete which provided a bus shelter for the community
recently.
iii) The Isfield and Little Horsted Bonfire Society again with its fund
raising events.
4. Piltdown has a very active Residents Association which has brought the
community together and instigated various initiatives to improve the
environment, like the village sign, speed survey, proposed village
gates. To have to deal with two separate County Councillors and District
Councillors for licences for proposals such as these is ineffective
government. Piltdown has a strong identity too evidenced by the
Piltdown Golf Club and the nationally known Piltdown Man.
5. The BC's requirement to create a Parish ward for Shortbridge (which
is a little known name even within the Parish) means that electors in the
proposed new ward would only have one vote in a Fletching Parish
Council election, whereas now they have the ability to vote up to nine
Parish Councillors. This clearly creates an inequality of voting through
limiting the choice between electors in different parts of Piltdown and the
rest of Fletching.
Solution:
The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary
of the A22 which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little
Horsted from Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood. Total projected
Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield (12,272) could be split
into 4 District wards (or even 3 wards with a one or two member ward) the average
for each ward being 3,195 which is less than the number of electors being proposed
in a Hailsham District ward.
All Piltdown electors should be kept in the same District and County Council wards
with Fletching in a rural ward being comprised of a District ward (of Danehill,
Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted) with 3,138 electors being projected in 2021.
Yours sincerely
Roddy Buchanan

.

The
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

14 June 2016 21:56
Starkie, Emily
East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

The Review Officer(Wealden)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP
Dear Madam
This letter confirms our objection to the draft recommendation by the Boundary Commission.
1. The proposals do not reflect the identity and interests of the Piltdown Local Community by
splitting the community geographically within Piltdown with one third of electors (Shortbridge)
being part of a predominately urban West Uckfield ward, and the other two thirds in a rural
Danehill and Fletching, ward. Shortbridge is hardly known as a name even within the Parish, but
Piltdown Golf Club and The Piltdown Man are well known, even nationally in the case of The
Piltdown Man, and are evidence of the Piltdown identity.
2. Piltdown has a very active Residents Association, which has brought the community together and
instigated various initiatives to improve the environment, like village sign, speed survey, proposed
village gates. To have to deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors for
licenses for proposals such as these is not effective local government.
3. Piltdown as a rural area does not share the same interests as the urban area of Uckfield, Planning
and Highways issues are materially different between rural and urban areas, and the requirement
to deal with different County and District Councillors for electors in the way the boundaries have
been split on all the roads and lanes in Piltdown is confusing and will require duplication of
Councillors time and therefore is ineffective government.
4. The Commission’s suggested splitting up of the boundaries on the same roads/lanes does not
provide strong easily identifiable boundaries.
5. Electors in the rural area of Piltdown do not share the same interests or concerns as the urban area
of Uckfield. The desire to preserve the countryside environment, reduce speeding on country lanes,
waste collection from remote locations, ‘quiet lanes” initiative, maintenance of footpaths in the
countryside, maintenance of grass verges and hedges/overhanging trees on roads/lanes, are some
examples of interests that a rural area does not share with an urban area.
6. The Commission’s requirement to create a Parish Ward for Shortbridge means electors in this
newly created ward have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they
had the ability to vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of voting
1

through limiting of choice between electors in both the different parts of the Piltdown community
and the rest of Fletching Parish.

These proposals are ill‐considered, not appropriate to the geography of the locality and contrary to the
societal, democratic and values of the rural community affected.
The Solution
All Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a
rural ward which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District Council ward of Danehill/
Fletching/Isfield/Little Horsted (much as it is now, but without Nutley) with 3,138 electors projected in
2021. The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22,
which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new
development in Ridgewood. Total projected Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield
(12,272) could be split up into 4 district wards, (or even 3 wards with one a two member ward,) the
average for each ward being 3,195, which is less than the numbers of electors being proposed in a
Hailsham district ward.
Yours faithfully
Gabriella and Hugh Bullock
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
13 June 2016 12:49
Starkie, Emily
FW: Electoral Review of East Sussex County Council and Districts (specifically Hooe, Russells
Green and Ninfield)

From: Helen and Richard
Sent: 13 June 2016 12:43
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Review of East Sussex County Council and Districts (specifically Hooe, Russells Green and Ninfield)

Electoral Review of East Sussex County Council and Districts with particular interest in Hooe.

My wife and I are writing to object to the proposed redrawing of the wards within the Wealden district and, more
specifically, the parishes of Hooe, Russells Green and Ninfield on the basis that we will not be properly represented
and I have set this out in brief detail below but would be happy to elaborate should this be required.
I understand that the Electoral Commission is carrying out a review of the ward boundaries of District Councils.
My research tells me that the criteria for new wards are as described by the LG Boundary Commission and listed
below.





To deliver electoral equality where each councillor represents roughly the same number of electors
as others across the county or district
That the pattern of wards and electoral divisions should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and
identities of local communities
That the electoral arrangements should provide for effective and convenient local government.

As things stand the existing Ward covers the three parishes of Ninfield, Hooe and Wartling. (For information
Russells Green where my Wife and I reside is situated half way between Hooe and Ninfield).
According to the Commission proposed new ward comprises the Parish of Pevensey north of the railway line, along
with the main urban area of Westham and the Parish of Hooe. It also includes the Caravan Park and golf course at
the southern end of Pevensey seafront’.
Our main objection is the new proposal conflicts with the LG Boundary criteria ‘That the pattern of wards and
electoral divisions should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and identities of local communities.
My wife and I wish to be properly and adequately represented as we have been for last 15+ years and we see the
new proposal as an unacceptable compromise and, in some respects, illogical.
1

The communities of Pevensey and Westham are neither connected nor similar to Hooe (Russells Green). The links
with Hooe are primarily with Ninfield and these links go back since time immemorial. Pevensey and Westham are
completely different in nature being urbanised seaside ‘villages’. The issues affecting Pevensey and Westham are
completely different to those of Hooe for example rural isolation. The other factor which exacerbates the issue of
commonality between the two areas is the large geographical separation of the marshlands.
I do trust that our objections to the proposals are taken into account when making the final decision. We will be
both disappointed and very concerned about having a voice should this new proposal be implemented.
Richard Burks
Helen Burks.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Sussex County
Personal Details:
Name:

Paul Burroughs

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I strongly object to Coopers Green and part of Five Ashdown being split away from Buxted Parish and
moved to North Uckfield. We have lived in this area for 34 years and feel the needs and interests of
people in Coopers Green/ Five Ashdown as a semi rural area are totally different to those in the
more urban area of Uckfield. We identify with Five Ashdown because of the post office / village store
and public house and in the wider Buxted Parish because of the Church where both our daughters
were married. They both attended Buxted School. We also use the rail station , local shop/ public
houses and regularly walk both in Buxted park and Mill lane. We enjoy slightly lower rates than
Uckfield Town Council but also do not have the same facilities such as street lighting, which is
neither needed or wanted. I suspect there is an agenda behind the proposal to aid expansion of
Uckfield and urbanisation of the area, in particular I fear the natural break of housing of the field at
Coopers Green would disappear. Buxted Parish Council has always opposed any development of the
field but no doubt Uckfield Town Council would not have the same sentiment. There is no logic to
the proposal, leave the boundary as it is please.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8142
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal
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Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

Stephan Butler

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Perhaps it is time to consider making the Crowborough bigger. in recent years, Crowborough
Town Council has had to buy land in the neighbouring parishes of Withyham and Rotherfield to
provide a new cemetery and allotments because of lack of suitable sites within the existing
boundary.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7957

15/04/2016

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
07 June 2016 09:22
Starkie, Emily
FW: East Sussex Proposed boundary changes

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Rod Calder
Sent: 07 June 2016 06:20
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: East Sussex Proposed boundary changes
Dear Sir,
I am objecting to the proposed boundary changes between Forest Row and Hartfield
Reason
We live on
Forest Row. The village centre is a ten minute walk. Our community, shops,
restaurants and pubs are all in Forest Row.
Last year the council were proposing to close the tip. We all objected and a compromise was reached.
Rystwood Road and Forest Road are on a private estate where we own and maintain the roads and verges. The
proposal is to split the estate down the middle. It doesn't make sense.
Relevance
"The objective is for each councillor to represent the same number of voters."
I understand the intent but;
1.Not if by making the change we are unable to have influence in our own village.
2.We live in Forest Row.
3.Not at the expense of splitting a private estate down the middle.
4. The Hartfield councillor will have no interest in a few houses in Forest Row.
Electoral arrangements. Effective and convenient local government
I agree;
1.The Forest Row polling station is a ten minute walk. Very effective and very convenient.
2.The Hartfield polling station is a decent bus ride away and you can't walk because there are no footpaths.
Incidentally I have no record of having received any information about these proposed changes. It was mentioned
by somebody I met in the village last week!
Would you please confirm that I have sent this Email to the right place?
Regards
Rod Calder.
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Sent from my iPad
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
15 June 2016 12:33
Starkie, Emily
FW: Boundary commission - Wannock

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Linda Chatfield [
Sent: 15 June 2016 10:26
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary commission ‐ Wannock

]

To whom it may concern
I support both the response from Willingdon and Jevington Parish Council and Willingdon Residents' Association
part of which highlights how the Watermill Ward identifies far more with our Parish than you do with Polegate,
there are strong community links that Willingdon Residents’ Association and the Parish Council has which help bind
our community together ‐ No direct links to Polegate High Street or the nearby provision of facilities ‐ and Polegate
Community Hall is a mile or more away. I wish that Willingdon remains in the name of the Watermill Ward ‐ (it has
been indicated it may be taken out and may be changed to Polegate South and Watermill Ward thus erasing
Willingdon entirely, which I definitely do not agree with! )
Sincerely
Linda Chatfield

Sent from my iPad
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Sussex County
Personal Details:
Name:

Timothy Chevassut

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: None

Comment text:
I would like to raise my concerns about altering current ward boundaries to include Isfield with north
Uckfield. Isfield should remain within its current ward with other local parishes and villages which
share a common strong tradition and face similar rural challenges rather than becoming an
appendage for Uckfield town.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8118
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

reviews
03 June 2016 10:52
Starkie, Emily
FW: Electoral Review of Ward Boundaries - Hooe

One for you?
From: marjorie colclough [
Sent: 31 May 2016 16:58
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral Review of Ward Boundaries ‐ Hooe

I wish to register my strong objection to the proposed change of boundary for Hooe to be
incorporated with Pevensey and
Westham.
I can only assume that this proposal has been suggested by persons who have no personal
knowledge of the area and
are not aware of the close links between Hooe and Ninfield over the centuries. The local map
will show that the two
are adjacent and interlinked.
The residents of Hooe use the Post Office and local shops in Ninfield as there are no longer
facilities in Hooe
Hooe residents mainly use the services of the Doctors in Ninfield
Local activities are supported by the local residents of the two villages and work together socially
and on a personal basis.
Hooe children mainly attend the primary school in Ninfield and have friendships, sports and
activities together.
Hooe and Ninfield Churches are under the same incumbent and some services are joint.
The two villages are rural and have the same characteristics
They share the same Councillor who understands the local needs
There is no connection with Pevensey and Westham, which are separated by the A259:
Completely different Villages,separated geographically and with different characteristics both
socially and business wise.
Hopefully this proposal can be revoked with the realisation that change for the sake of change can
be unproductive
and inefficient.
I look forward to hearing that the existing joint boundaries of Hooe and Ninfield will stay and
common sense prevail.
Marjorie Colclough - Hooe Resident
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

Paul Coleshill

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Ninfield (in which I live) has much more connection with the Rother settlements of Battle, and
Bexhill and Catsfield than any other town or village. However, since the proposed ward of
Herstmonceux Ninfield and Wartling has to be constructed using the existing district council
boundaries, then the new boundaries make as much sense as any other plausible combination of
communities. e.g. in terms of main roads and lines of communication. Hooe is not connected to the
main life of Ninfield by any more than a Church of England grouping of parishes. Interaction is not
especially close except for the church going few. Given the council has one member per ward there is
no other structure that makes sense than the large cross shaped ward you propose. There is no
natural, historic economic or social community of interest between either the existing ward
component parts or the proposed, Given the decision to reduce the number of members to the
council the changes proposed do meet the voting number criteria, and have main road connections,
and  although that is as much as can be said for them  they are as good as any other, given the
council decision for one member wards, and the crazy district boundary  which is not yours to
change.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8141
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

15 June 2016 09:09
Starkie, Emily
boundaries commission review for electoral divisions and wards for ESCC and Wealden District
Council
Follow up
Completed

The Review Officer (Wealden)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
LONDON
SW1P 4QP
Dear Sirs
I am writing to object to the Boundaries Commission's draft recommendation to create a new District
ward (West Uckfield and Isfield) incorporating what is a rural Parish ward (Isfield) into an urban
area, and, in order to provide a territorial link between the Isfield and Uckfield area, also splitting the
existing rural Fletching Parish ward by annexing electors from the southern area of Piltdown into a
proposed separate Parish ward (Shortbridge) within the proposed West Uckfield and Isfield District
ward.
This will combine a very rural parish ward of Isfield and Piltdown into a very urban area and cut the
existing parish of Fletching in two. Obviously their interests are completely different. Piltdown and
Isfield have a long established concern with the maintenance or rural tranquillity and rural activities
which is totally different to the interests of the urban area of Uckfield. Piltdown has been a very
important part of the parish of Fletching, contributing considerably to the social and stimulus which
in turn preserves the rural identity of the community. For example, we are working towards the
Fletching Festival in July this year, which will be a celebration of the strong community spirit of the
Fletching parish, of which Piltdown is an important part and contributes a great deal.
A solution should be that Uckfield would be contained by the clear boundary of the A22 which cuts
through this new proposed ward. It is a clear boundary line and separates the rural communities of
Fletching and Isfield from the urban area of Uckfield with all its new developments.
Total projected Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield (12,272) could be split
into 4 District wards (or even 3 wards with a one or two member ward) the average for each ward
being 3,195 which is less than the number of electors being proposed in a Hailsham District ward.
All Piltdown electors should be kept in the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a
rural ward being comprised of a District ward (of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted) with
3,138 electors being projected in 2021.
Yours sincerely
Noel Collum
Fletching
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

K J Coltman
14 June 2016 14:06
Starkie, Emily
Boundaries Commission Review for Electoral Divisions and Wards for ESCC and Wealden District
Council

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Emily Starkie
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
LONDON
SW1P 4QP
I write to lodge objections to the Boundaries Commission's (BC) draft recommendation to create a
new District ward (West Uckfield and Isfield) incorporating what is a rural Parish ward (Isfield) into
an urban area, and, in order to provide a territorial link between the Isfield and Uckfield area, also
splitting the existing rural Fletching Parish ward by annexing electors from the southern area of
Piltdown into a proposed separate Parish ward (Shortbridge) within the proposed West Uckfield and
Isfield District ward.
Objections:
1. Neither Isfield nor Piltdown, as rural areas, share the same interests as the urban, industrialised
area of Uckfield. Planning and Highways issues are materially different between rural and urban
areas, and the requirement to deal with different County and District Councillors for electors, because
of the way that boundaries are proposed to be split on all the roads and lanes in Piltdown, is confusing
and will require duplication of Councillors time and, therefore, is ineffective government.
2. Electors in the rural areas of Piltdown and Isfield do not share the same concerns as urban
Uckfield. The desire to preserve the countryside environment, reduce speeding on country lanes
(especially in Buckham Hill, Isfield where the expanding deer population and speeding is causing
great concerns to residents), waste collections from remote locations, maintenance of footpaths,
maintenance of grass verges and hedges/overhanging trees on roads, need for ditching to avoid
flooding are all examples of concerns that are not those of an urban area.
3. Isfield has a very active Parish Council and a strong community spirit and identity evidenced by
support for:
i) The multiplicity of events at the (self‐funded and independent charity Trust) local Village Hall with
its thriving Pre School, Play Scheme, Art Group, Dancing Club, over 55s club, Women's Club, many
talks and workshops, Open days, Race nights and Frost Fairs.
ii) The Isfield Community Enterprise field with its fund raising events such as the village fete which
provided a bus shelter for the community recently.
iii) The Isfield and Little Horsted Bonfire Society again with its fund raising events.
4. Piltdown has a very active Residents Association which has brought the community together and
instigated various initiatives to improve the environment, like the village sign, speed survey,
proposed village gates. To have to deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors
for licences for proposals such as these is ineffective government. Piltdown has a strong identity too
evidenced by the Piltdown Golf Club and the nationally known Piltdown Man.
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5. The BC's requirement to create a Parish ward for Shortbridge (which is a little known name even
within the Parish) means that electors in the proposed new ward would only have one vote in a
Fletching Parish Council election, whereas now they have the ability to vote up to nine Parish
Councillors. This clearly creates an inequality of voting through limiting the choice between electors
in different parts of Piltdown and the rest of Fletching.
Solution:
The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22 which
the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new developmen
Ridgewood. Total projected Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield (12,272) co
split into 4 District wards (or even 3 wards with a one or two member ward) the average for each war
3,195 which is less than the number of electors being proposed in a Hailsham District ward.
All Piltdown electors should be kept in the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a
being comprised of a District ward (of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted) with 3,138 elector
projected in 2021.
Yours sincerely
Katherine Meakin
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
04 May 2016 09:21
Starkie, Emily
FW: New boundaries East Sussex

From: Barrie Cooper
Sent: 02 May 2016 10:50
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: New boundaries East Sussex

I live in
. I have received a newsletter from my local
parish council, Herstmonceux Parish Council and I am surprised and annoyed to note that although it is
proposed that the village of Herstmonceux is to form part of a new Horam District Church Road
Herstmonceux is to form part of Pevensey District.
You refer in your plans to the importance of “local ties”. This is my reason for objecting to the proposal to
move my property into the Pevensey area with which I have no ties. Herstmonceux village is “my village”. I
go one mile into the village every day for my newspaper. I shop in the village shops. I use the pharmacy,
the information centre and the village hall in the village. I catch a bus in the village. Everything I do is
centred on Herstmonceux village. Pevensey is merely an area I pass through on my way into Eastbourne
after a 15 minute car drive. I have no other connections with Pevensey. I also notice that Herstmonceux
Place is to be divorced from Herstmonceux village.
I ask that you reconsider your proposals.
Barrie Cooper
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
08 June 2016 11:02
Starkie, Emily
FW: Splitting of Ryst Wood Road into two Parishes

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Tim Cooper‐Jones [
Sent: 08 June 2016 10:57
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Splitting of Ryst Wood Road into two Parishes

]

Dear Sir,
We write as residents of
to object to the current proposal to move the majority of the estate from
Forest Row into Hartfield Parish, with its consequent impact on community and other electoral matters.
It seems illogical that the two roads, which are significantly closer to Forest Row than Hartfield should be divided. It
doesn't seem to have any rationale and creates a problem where one doesn't exist.
I would ask that these plans are reviewed and that the estate remains, in its entirety within Forest Row.
Yours sincerely.
Tim and Sarah Cooper‐Jones

Sent from my iPad
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I also want to register my dissatisfaction that correct procedures have not been followed .At NO
point has anyone from your department asked me , a local person, what my views are , or
indeed even made me aware of your plan, nor invited me for my views. It is only through the
vigilance of our own councillors that it has been brought to our notice at such a late time in the
whole process.
I understand a revised viable option has been put to you by our councillor Peter Roundell which
would meet your criteria but not split Piltdown in two. I strongly recommend you adopt this
instead.

In summary –
I believe all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council
wards with Fletching in a rural ward, which, for equality of electoral numbers, should
comprise a District Council ward of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted.
Yours faithfully
Mrs Jane Benson Cope

Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
27 June 2016 08:17
Starkie, Emily
FW: Electoral review for Wealden District, East Sussex County Council

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Simon Cramond [
]
Sent: 16 June 2016 12:24
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Electoral review for Wealden District, East Sussex County Council

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

Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing to object to the proposal/draft recommendation of the Boundary Commission for East Sussex County
and Wealden District Electoral Reviews. I live in Isfield village which is greatly affected by the proposals.
Main points of objection
1) I understand that that one of the principles guiding the Boundary Commission changes, supported by East Sussex
County Council and Wealden District Council, is that wards “should reflect the interests and identities of local
communities”.
Isfield and Little Horsted have long been closely linked parishes. Indeed, given the particular circumstance where
Little Horsted is represented by a Parish Meeting, rather than a Parish Council, it has frequently been the case that
residents of Little Horsted have been elected members of Isfield Parish Council. When action was needed to speed
the development of a broadband network within the villages, both bodies acted together to achieve their
requirements. Children from both villages attend the same school, in Little Horsted; younger children from both
villages attend the pre‐school, which is in Isfield village hall. Community activities are frequently shared between the
two villages; for example, the Bonfire Society, a significant part of many rural communities in East Sussex, is the
Isfield and Little Horsted Bonfire Society. It would be incorrect to typify the two parishes as entirely independent.
They are not; rather, they are semi‐detached from each other with community and social links that go back for many
years.
2) The proposal is that Isfield would be grouped in a ward with Uckfield West and Little Horsted with Uckfield
Ridgewood. Both Isfield and Little Horsted are rural communities; the two Uckfield segments with which it is
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proposed to group them are urban communities, and indeed ones in which further development is to take place.
Given the intention, quoted above, of wards reflecting the interests and identities of local communities, I would
suggest that this grouping is inappropriate. The interests and requirements of rural communities are very different
from those of urban ones, and, given the relative sizes of the populations, I am convinced that the rural voice would
be lost. It cannot be otherwise; the inhabitants of the rural parishes would always be able to be outvoted by the
greater number of those in the urban area, with an obvious conclusion as to the direction which would have to be
taken (on pure democratic grounds) by the councillor representing them.
The Solution
All Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a rural ward
which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District Council ward of Danehill/ Fletching/Isfield/Little
Horsted (much as it is now, but without Nutley) with 3,138 electors projected in 2021. The urban area of Uckfield
should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22 which separates the rural areas of Fletching,
Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood. Total projected Electoral
numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield (12,272) could be split up into 4 district wards, (or even 3 wards
with one a two member ward,) the average for each ward being 3,195, which is less than the numbers of electors
being proposed in a Hailsham district ward.

Yours faithfully
Simon Cramond
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6/20/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

rachel cranfield

Email:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I feel strongly that a rural community such as Isfield shouldn't be put in with an urban area such as
Uckfield as the two have very different needs.Rural communities need protecting.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informedrepresentation/8315
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 June 2016 09:34
Starkie, Emily
FW: Wealden District Council - boundary changes

From:
Sent: 09 June 2016 08:07
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Wealden District Council ‐ boundary changes

I write in response to your consultation on proposed boundary changes for Wealden District - specifically
the changes suggested for Herstmonceux, Ninfield and Wartling.
Whilst appreciating the requirement to reduce district councillors, I have the following concerns with
your proposed changes
 Ninfield and Hooe currently share a school and doctors surgery and have always been closely

aligned (Hooe is only 2 miles from Ninfield) as rural, inland communities. I struggle to see an
improved linkage or identifiable boundary by moving Hooe to Pevensey & Westham ward
 The increase in total electors per councillor does not appear to reflect the increase in housing
proposed for Ninfield & Herstmonceux in the Wealden Local Plan (in the region of 400 houses
across the 2 villages) - which would equate to at least an additional 500 electors making it by far
the largest ward in the district. The increase shown in your consultation would appear to only
reflect developments already approved - not proposed future developements
 I struggle to understand your calculation of a variance of 25% should Hooe be included in this ward
- there just aren't that number of electors in Hooe
 My preferred option would be to include Hooe and Herstmonceux old village (nr the observatory)
and include Herstomonceux main village with Horam & Punnets Town
regards
Kaye Crittell,
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