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East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Carol Sm th

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The proposal to split Horndean is r diculous in the extreme. Why would anyone think todo so is right? Horndean is a place in its own right and to sl ce it
in two would not be appropriate. I cannot see Portsmouth North being given ver to Southampton in a similar situation! Streemline by all means but don't
cut a village in two and give half to another village miles away just to add numbers in one place and take them away in another.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10772
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Suzanne Smith
13 October 2017 16:40
reviews
Fw: Wrenching the heart out of Horndean

From: Suzanne Smith
Sent: 13 October 2017 16:34
To: review@lgbce.org.uk
Subject: Wrenching the heart out of Horndean

Dear sir/Madam
I believe Horndean Village should remain part of Horndean. Putting it in Rowlands Castle would be like
tearing its heart out. Residents of Horndean who lost their lives during the War are even mentioned on
the War Memorial!
Yours Sincerely
Suzanne Smith
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Julia South

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Not enough single councillor wards are showing in the proposals. More engagement with the process from the electorate would undoubtedly occur with
more single councillor wards, as smaller parties and maybe independents are more likely to become involved.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10845
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Judith Stevens

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We live
Our community relates the village of Rowlands Castle and has felt badly represented in the prev ous ward (Clanfield) as the
representatives were really only interested in serving commun ties west of the A3. This proposed change to include us and Finchdean in the Rowlands
Castle ward is excellent.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10627
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East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

E-mail:

Robert Stevenson

Postcode:

Organisation Name:

Comment text:

My wife and I are both over 80 years old and have spent our entire life in the area. Over
the years we have seen many changes (not all for the better) but understand when change
needs to happen. In this case we can see the need for a boundary change in the Horndean
area as it continues to grow, however to divide the village down the middle on those lines is
totally unacceptable. Please rethink for a more sympathetic solution.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Diane TITTERINGTON

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It looks like a daft system to me. I don't like the idea of one ward having 3 councillors and another 1 or 2. The whole area could be div ded more
equally. Wards could be bases on the number or expected (in some cases not completely built yet) households. There should be one councillor for x
number of houses and that should constitute a ward.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10622
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East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Graham TITTERINGTON

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
As a resident of Alton I do not believe that these proposals are in the best interests of democratic representat on. I agree that it is desirable for each
councillor to represent a similar number of electors, but these proposals seem to be driven by this one objective to the exclusion of other equally
important considerations. In any case housing development beyond that already proposed will render any numbers balancing act obsolete before the next
review. Specifically electors find multi-councillor representation confusing and find it hard to associate with a specific representative. These proposals
create confusion way beyond mere multi-councillor wards as an individual ward may be represented by 1, 2 or 3 councillors - even before we add in the
complexity of the three tiers of local government each with their separate body of councillors. The 3-member wards in particular are too big and unwieldy.
A key requirement of any ward is that it should have social or economic cohesion that binds it together and differentiates it from the surrounding wards.
The wards proposed in this study bring together areas with no such cohesion - for example the Manor Estate in Alton is linked w th Holybourne village,
although there is not even a road linking them that doesn't go through other wards. These two areas have no common services and have very different
characteristics and needs. Many other such anomalies can be found across Alton. In short, ward boundaries need to reflect many objectives, including
balanced representation, but the main consideration should be the cohesion of the area. I therefore object to these proposals.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10778
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Personal Details:
Name:

Paul wigman

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
At present most EHDC wards are single member. The proposals to decrease the single member wards and replace with two or three member wards
increases voter confusion not one man one vote, one man two or three votes.Seven votes Wh tehill Parish Chase Ward. The impact on some parish wards
will put off voters at a time when they should be encouraged. Example Chase Ward will have two District and Seven Parish Councillors if three parties put
up cand dates for both, the polling cards will contain 6 and 21 cand dates to choose from. It will be much harder for independants and smaller parties to
gain seats at district or Parish elections.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10840
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james wood

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
hello, I feel that 2 Councillors is plenty for Headley, almost a maximum number considering the populat on.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10779
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jane Wyman <
>
11 December 2017 18:59
reviews
East Hampshire District Council Boundary Review

Dear Sir,
Re. EHDC District Wards, Parish of Colemore and Priors Dean
I wish to register my strong objection to the Draft Proposals for the District Ward arrangements for our
Parish.
Colemore and Priors Dean is in the South Downs National Park. This means that, when the SDNPA Draft
Local Plan is adopted (which should be very soon) the issues of Planning and Development, Highways,
Public Rights of Way, Countryside and Preservation of the Landscape, Tourism, etc, will all be determined
in line with the National Park Plan and not by East Hampshire. I cannot accept that it is sensible that
Colemore and Priors Dean should be attached to the much larger parish of Ropley, which is not in the
National Park and where the East Hampshire Plan will continue to be in place. It is far more logical that
Colemore and Priors Dean should remain with Froxfield and Steep, who are also in the National Park.
There is already conflict and confusion over the different priorities within the National Park and within
East Hampshire, with failures to grasp the differences arising at many levels. As the SDNPA Plan may be
adopted on a “sliding scale” over several years, I feel it is very important that Councillors representing
areas, including Colemore and Priors Dean, within the National Park should be focused on its implications
alone, and not have to deal with two concurrent regimes.
The Boundary Commission should be careful to avoid appearing to discriminate against this small, widely
spread population by showing no regard for our area’s governance, for our community links and
proximities. We have much stronger links, historical and current, with Froxfield and Steep than with East
Tistead and even Hawkley.
There are no current or historical links between Priors Dean and Colemore, and Ropley. Ropley looks to
Alresford and Winchester, whereas Priors Dean and Colemore have links with Petersfield. Ropley has a
large population centred on the large and extended centre of Ropley, whereas Colemore and Priors Dean
has a small, dispersed, rural population with no village centre. Ropley is in the Church of England Diocese
of Winchester, while most of Colemore and Priors Dean is in the Portsmouth Diocese and none in
Winchester.
Overall, there are no links and no similarities with Ropley.
The recommended inclusion of the parishes of Hawkley and Colemore & Priors Dean within an enlarged ward of
Ropley & Tisted fails to meet the Commission’s objective of community identity. Has any analysis been undertaken
by the Commission in reaching its recommendation?
To combine Colemore and Priors Dean with Ropley would be a denial of democracy: the votes of the electors, and
their interests, would be swamped by the vastly larger numbers in Ropley. There is no explanation of how the
Commissioners believe that the proposed changes meet the Commission’s primary objective of delivering the
fundamental democratic principle that any elector’s vote is worth the same as another’s. I am extremely concerned
to see the proposals for the dramatic reduction in single‐councillor wards. Without the allocation of votes
proportionately in multi‐councillor wards, democracy will be weakened. Given that the number of councillors is only
proposed to be reduced by one, but the number of wards by twelve, how can this treat the current single‐councillor
wards fairly?
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Finally, I am extremely concerned about the wholly inadequate publicity by the Commission within the District about
its recommendations. In the interests of democracy, the Commission should significantly extend the consultation
period to allow further comments to be made.
Yours faithfully,
Jane Wyman

Yours faithfully
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