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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission,
an independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for
England were transferred to The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee
on 1 April 2002 by the Local Government Commission for England (Transfer of
Functions) Order 2001 (SI No. 3962). The Order also transferred to The Electoral
Commission the functions of the Secretary of State in relation to taking decisions on
recommendations for changes to local authority electoral arrangements and
implementing them.
Members of the Committee are:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local
authority in England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by
each councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local
circumstances. We can recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to
the council, division boundaries and division names.
This report sets out the Committee’s final recommendations on the electoral
arrangements for the county of East Sussex.
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Summary
We began a review of East Sussex County Council’s electoral arrangements on 10
December 2002. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements
on 13 January 2004, after which we undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
•

This report summarises the representations we received during
consultation on our draft recommendations, and contains our final
recommendations to The Electoral Commission.

We found that the existing arrangements provide unequal representation of electors
in East Sussex:
•

•

In 23 of the 44 divisions, each of which is currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors per councillor varies by more than 10%
from the average for the county and in seven divisions it varies by more
than 20%.
By 2007, this situation is not expected to improve, with the number of
electors per councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average
in 23 divisions and by more than 20% in 11 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for East Sussex County Council’s future electoral
arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2 and paragraphs (188 –189) are:
•
•

East Sussex County Council should have 49 councillors, five more than at
present, representing 44 divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards, which have themselves been
changed as a result of recent district reviews, the boundaries of all
divisions will be subject to change.

The purpose of these proposals is to ensure that, in future, each county councillor
represents approximately the same number of electors, bearing in mind local
circumstances.
•
•

In 36 of the proposed 44 divisions, the number of electors per councillor
would vary by no more than 10% from the average, with one division
varying by more than 20%.
By 2007, the number of electors per councillor in 35 divisions is expected to
vary by no more than 10% from the average for the county, and no division
is expected to vary by more than 20%.

Recommendations are also made for changes to parish council electoral
arrangements which provide for:
•

Revised warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillors for the
parish of Newhaven.
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All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters
discussed in this report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission, which will
not make an Order implementing them before 7 September 2004. The information in
the representations will be available for public access once the Order has been made.
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
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Table 1: Final recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council
area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Eastbourne
1

Devonshire

1

Devonshire ward

2

Hampden Park

1

Hampden Park ward

3

Langney

1

Langney ward

4

Meads

1

Meads ward

5

Old Town

1

Old Town ward

6

Ratton

1

Ratton ward

7

St Anthony's

1

St Anthony's ward

8

Sovereign

1

Sovereign ward

9

Upperton

1

Upperton ward

Hastings
10

Ashdown &
Conquest

1

Ashdown ward and Conquest ward

11

Baird & Ore

1

Baird ward and Ore ward

12

Braybrooke &
Castle

1

Braybrooke ward and Castle ward

13

Central St
Leonards &
Gensing

1

Central St Leonards ward and Gensing ward

14

Hollington &
Wishing Tree

1

Hollington ward and Wishing Tree ward

15

Maze Hill & West
St Leonards

1

Maze Hill ward and West St Leonards ward

16

Old Hastings &
Tressell

1

Old Hastings ward and Tressell ward

17

St Helens &
Silverhill

1

St Helens ward and Silverhill ward

Lewes
18

Chailey

1

Chailey & Wivelsfield ward, Ditchling &
Westmeston ward, Newick ward and
Plumpton, Streat, East Chiltington & St John
(Without) ward

19

Lewes

1

Lewes Castle ward and Lewes Priory ward
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Division name
(by district council
area)
20 Newhaven &
Ouse Valley
West

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

1

Kingston ward, Newhaven Valley ward and
part of Newhaven Denton & Meeching ward
(the proposed Newhaven Meeching and
Newhaven Valley parish wards of Newhaven
parish)

21

Ouse Valley East

1

Seaford West ward, part of Newhaven Denton
& Meeching ward (the proposed Newhaven
Denton parish ward of Newhaven parish) and
part of Ouse Valley & Ringmer ward (the
parishes of Beddingham, Firle, Glynde, South
Heighton and Tarring Neville)

22

Peacehaven &
Telscombe
Towns

2

East Saltdean & Telscombe Cliffs ward,
Peacehaven East ward, Peacehaven North
ward and Peacehaven West ward

23

Ringmer & Lewes
Bridge

1

24

Seaford
Blatchington

1

Seaford Central ward and Seaford North ward

25

Seaford Sutton

1

Seaford East ward and Seaford South ward

Barcombe & Hamsey ward, Lewes Bridge
ward, and part of Ouse Valley & Ringmer ward
(the parish of Ringmer)

Rother
26

Battle &
Crowhurst

1

Battle Town ward, Crowhurst ward and part of
Darwell ward (the parishes of Mountfield and
Whatlington and Netherfield parish ward of
Battle parish)

27

Bexhill East

1

Sackville ward and St Michaels ward

28

Bexhill King Offa

2

Central ward, Collington ward, Old Town ward,
St Stephens ward and Sidley ward

29

Bexhill West

1

Kewhurst ward and St Marks ward

30

Brede Valley &
Marsham

1

Brede Valley ward and Marsham ward

31

Northern Rother

1

Ewhurst & Sedlescombe ward, Rother Levels
ward and part of Salehurst ward (the parishes
of Bodiam and Salehurst & Robertsbridge)

32

Rother North
West

1

Ticehurst & Etchingham ward, part of Darwell
ward (the parishes of Brightling, Burwash and
Dallington) and part of Salehurst ward (the
parish of Hurst Green)
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Division name
(by district council
area)
33 Rye & Eastern
Rother

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

1

Eastern Rother ward and Rye ward

Wealden
34

Alfriston, East
Hoathly &
Hellingly

1

Alfriston ward, Chiddingly & East Hoathly ward
and Hellingly ward

35

Ashdown

1

Buxted & Maresfield ward and
Danehill/Fletching/Nutley ward

36

Crowborough

2

Crowborough East ward, Crowborough Jarvis
Brook ward, Crowborough North ward,
Crowborough St. Johns ward and
Crowborough West ward

37

Forest Row

1

Forest Row ward, Hartfield ward and part of
Frant/Withyham ward (the parish of Withyham
and the Eridge & Mark Cross parish ward of
Rotherfield parish)

38

Framfield &
Horam

1

Cross in Hand/Five Ashes ward, Framfield
ward, Horam ward and Uckfield Ridgewood
ward

39

Hailsham &
Herstmonceux

2

Hailsham Central & North ward, Hailsham
East ward, Hailsham South & West ward,
Herstmonceux ward and Ninfield & Hooe with
Wartling ward

40

Heathfield

1

Heathfield East ward and Heathfield North &
Central ward

41

Pevensey &
Westham

1

Pevensey & Westham ward

42

Polegate,
Willingdon & East
Dean

2

East Dean ward, Polegate North ward,
Polegate South ward and Willingdon ward

43

Uckfield

1

Uckfield Central ward, Uckfield New Town
ward and Uckfield North ward

44

Wadhurst

1

Mayfield ward, Rotherfield ward, Wadhurst
ward and part of Frant/Withyham ward (the
parish of Frant)

Notes:
1.
The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the five East
Sussex districts which were completed in 2001. Where whole district wards do not form the
building blocks, constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2.
The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above
and the map Sheet 2 illustrates some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for East Sussex County Council
Division name
(by district council
area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

Eastbourne
1

Devonshire

1

7,823

7,823

0

2

Hampden Park

1

7,414

7,414

-6

3

Langney

1

7,499

7,499

-4

4

Meads

1

7,872

7,872

0

5

Old Town

1

7,738

7,738

-1

6

Ratton

1

7,795

7,795

-1

7

St Anthony's

1

8,250

8,250

5

8

Sovereign

1

6,061

6,061

-23

9

Upperton

1

7,539

7,539

-4

Hastings
10

Ashdown &
Conquest

1

7,945

7,945

1

11

Baird & Ore

1

7,581

7,581

-3

12

Braybrooke &
Castle

1

8,215

8,215

5

13

Central St
Leonards &
Gensing

1

8,665

8,665

10

14

Hollington &
Wishing Tree

1

7,833

7,833

0

15

Maze Hill &
West St
Leonards

1

7,808

7,808

-1

16

Old Hastings &
Tressell

1

7,819

7,819

0

17

St Helens &
Silverhill

1

7,530

7,530

-4

18 Chailey

1

8,935

8,935

14

19 Lewes

1

8,699

8,699

11

20 Newhaven &
Ouse Valley
West

1

7,687

7,687

-2

Lewes
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for East Sussex
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

Eastbourne
1

Devonshire

1

8,115

8,115

-1

2

Hampden
Park

1

7,480

7,480

-8

3

Langney

1

7,655

7,655

-6

4

Meads

1

8,181

8,181

0

5

Old Town

1

7,809

7,809

-4

6

Ratton

1

7,887

7,887

-3

7

St Anthony's

1

8,353

8,353

2

8

Sovereign

1

7,451

7,451

-9

9

Upperton

1

7,777

7,777

-5

1

8,384

8,384

3

1

7,912

7,912

-3

1

8,549

8,549

5

1

8,851

8,851

8

1

8,713

8,713

7

8,137

8,137

0

1

8,063

8,063

-1

1

7,725

7,725

-5

18 Chailey

1

9,300

9,300

14

19 Lewes

1

8,824

8,824

8

8,790

8,790

8

Hastings
10
11

Ashdown &
Conquest
Baird & Ore

12

Braybrooke
& Castle

13

Central St
Leonards &
Gensing

14

Hollington &
Wishing Tree

15

Maze Hill &
West St
Leonards
Old Hastings
& Tressell

16
17

St Helens &
Silverhill

1

Lewes

20 Newhaven &
Ouse Valley
West

1
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for East Sussex
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

21 Ouse Valley
East

1

7,606

7,606

-3

22 Peacehaven &
Telscombe
Towns

2

16,153

8,077

3

23 Ringmer &
Lewes Bridge

1

8,661

8,661

10

24 Seaford
Blatchington

1

7,548

7,548

-4

25 Seaford Sutton

1

7,331

7,331

-7

1

6,962

6,962

-11

1

7,162

7,162

-9

2

17,144

8,572

9

1

7,687

7,687

-2

Division name
(by district council
area)
Lewes

Rother
26
27
28
29

Battle &
Crowhurst
Bexhill East
Bexhill King
Offa
Bexhill West

30

Brede Valley &
Marsham

1

6,915

6,915

-12

31

Northern
Rother

1

7,669

7,669

-2

32

Rother North
West

1

6,911

6,911

-12

33

Rye & Eastern
Rother

1

6,789

6,789

-14

34 Alfriston, East
Hoathly &
Hellingly

1

8,431

8,431

7

35 Ashdown

1

8,116

8,116

3

36 Crowborough

2

15,975

7,988

2

37 Forest Row

1

8,669

8,669

10

38 Framfield &
Horam

1

8,317

8,317

6

Wealden
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for East Sussex
Division name
(by district council
area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

Lewes
21

Ouse Valley
East

1

8,133

8,133

0

22

Peacehaven &
Telscombe
Towns

2

16,613

8,307

2

23

Ringmer &
Lewes Bridge

1

9,138

9,138

12

24

Seaford
Blatchington

1

7,935

7,935

-3

25

Seaford Sutton

1

7,464

7,464

-9

26 Battle &
Crowhurst

1

7,200

7,200

-12

27 Bexhill East

1

7,492

7,492

-8

28 Bexhill King
Offa

2

17,988

8,994

10

29 Bexhill West

1

7,715

7,715

-5

30 Brede Valley &
Marsham

1

6,985

6,985

-14

31 Northern
Rother

1

7,884

7,884

-3

32 Rother North
West

1

7,107

7,107

-13

33 Rye & Eastern
Rother

1

7,042

7,042

-14

34 Alfriston, East
Hoathly &
Hellingly

1

9,177

9,177

12

35 Ashdown

1

8,437

8,437

3

36 Crowborough

2

17,082

8,541

5

37 Forest Row

1

8,821

8,821

8

Framfield &
Horam

1

8,686

8,686

6

Rother

Wealden

38
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for East Sussex
Division name
(by district council
area)
39 Hailsham &
Herstmonceux

16,751

Number of
electors per
councillor
8,376

Variance
from average
%
7

Number
of
councillors
2

Electorate
(2002)

40

Heathfield

1

7,831

7,831

0

41

Pevensey &
Westham

1

7,325

7,325

-7

42

Polegate,
Willingdon &
East Dean

2

14,266

7,133

-9

43

Uckfield

1

8,635

8,635

10

44

Wadhurst

1

9,024

9,024

15

49

384,586

–

–

–

–

7,849

–

Totals
Averages

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by East Sussex County Council.
Note:

The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of
electors per councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a
lower than average number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for East Sussex
Division name
(by district council
area)
39 Hailsham &
Herstmonceux

17,083

Number of
electors per
councillor
8,542

Variance
from average
%
5

Number
of
councillors
2

Electorate
(2007)

40

Heathfield

1

8,013

8,013

-2

41

Pevensey &
Westham

1

7,467

7,467

-8

42

Polegate,
Willingdon &
East Dean

2

14,406

7,203

-12

43

Uckfield

1

8,835

8,835

8

44

Wadhurst

1

9,169

9,169

12

Totals

49

399,827

–

–

Averages

–

–

8,160

–

17
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Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for
the county of East Sussex. Our review of the county is part of our programme of
periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in England.
Our programme started in 1996 and is currently expected to finish in 2004.
2 In making final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have had
regard to:
•

•
•

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992
(as amended by SI 2001 No. 3962), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation.
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972;
the general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the
statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for
Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral
Commission’s Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reviews
(published by the EC in July 2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the
reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should
serve on a council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In
each two-tier county, our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent
districts and, when the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been
made, then to commence a PER of the county council’s electoral arrangements.
Orders were made for the new electoral arrangements in the districts of East Sussex
in December 2001 and we are now conducting our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each
county council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been
removed by section 89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of
multi-member county divisions. In areas where we are unable to identify singlemember divisions that are coterminous with ward boundaries and provide acceptable
levels of electoral equality we will consider recommending multi-member divisions if
they provide a better balance between these two factors. However, we do not expect
to recommend large numbers of multi-member divisions other than, perhaps, in the
more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed
in Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory Rules state that each division
should be wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should
not split unwarded parishes or parish wards.
19

7 In the Guidance, The Electoral Commission states that we should wherever
possible build on schemes that have been created locally on the basis of careful and
effective consultation. Local people are normally in a better position to judge what
council size and division configuration are most likely to secure effective and
convenient local government in their areas, while also reflecting the identities and
interests of local communities.
8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, so far as possible, equal
representation across the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in,
or retain, an electoral imbalance of over 10% in any ward will have to be fully justified.
Any imbalances of 20% or more should only arise in the most exceptional
circumstances, and will require the strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is
allocated the correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s
proportion of the county’s electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we
should have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable
importance to achieving coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and
wards. The term ‘coterminosity’ is used throughout the report and refers to situations
where the boundaries of county electoral divisions and district wards are the same,
that is to say, where county divisions comprise one or more whole district wards.
Where wards or groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions, this can
cause confusion for the electorate at local elections, lead to increased election costs
and, in our view, may not be conducive to effective and convenient local government.
11 We recognise that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute coterminosity
throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of electoral
equality. In this respect, county reviews are different from those of districts. We will
seek to achieve the best available balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity, taking into account the statutory criteria. While the proportion of
electoral divisions that will be coterminous with the boundaries of district wards is
likely to vary between counties, we would normally expect coterminosity to be
achieved in a significant majority of divisions. The average level of coterminosity
secured under our final recommendations for the first 11 counties that we have
reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is 70%. Therefore, we recommend that in
formulating schemes interested parties should seek to secure a level of coterminosity
of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be
split between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved
without dividing (or further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be
exceptions to this, however, particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals
relating to council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change,
should be supported by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in
the introduction of new political management structures under the provisions of the
Local Government Act 2000, it is important that whatever council size interested
parties may propose to us they can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully
thought through, and have been developed in the context of a review of internal
20

political management and the role of councillors in the new structure. However, we
have found it necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the number of
councillors, and we believe that any proposal for an increase in council size will need
to be fully justified. In particular, we do not accept that an increase in electorate
should automatically result in an increase in the number of councillors, nor that
changes should be made to the size of a council simply to make it more consistent
with the size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must
recognise that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions
which contain diverse communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas.
We have generally sought to avoid this in district reviews in order to reflect the
identities and interests of local communities. Some of the existing county council
electoral divisions comprise a number of distinct communities, which is inevitable
given the larger number of electors represented by each councillor, and we would
expect that similar situations would continue under our recommendations in seeking
the best balance between coterminosity and the statutory criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the
electoral arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made
some recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district
reviews. We therefore expect to put forward such recommendations during county
reviews only on an exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review
administrative boundaries between local authorities or parishes, or consider the
establishment of new parish areas, as part of this review.

The review of East Sussex
16 The LGCE completed the reviews of the five district council areas in East Sussex
in August 2001 and Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been
made. This is our first review of the electoral arrangements of East Sussex County
Council. The last such review was undertaken by the Local Government Boundary
Commission, which reported to the Secretary of State in August 1981 (Report
No. 417).
17 This review was in four stages. Stage One began on 10 December 2002, when we
wrote to East Sussex County Council inviting proposals for future electoral
arrangements. We also notified the five district councils in the county, East Sussex
Police Authority, the Local Government Association, East Sussex Association of
Local Councils, parish and town councils in the county, Members of Parliament with
constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the South East
Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in the
local press, issued a press release and invited East Sussex County Council to
publicise the review further. The closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of
Stage One) was 14 April 2003. At Stage Two we considered all the representations
received during Stage One and prepared our draft recommendations.
18 Stage Three began on 13 January 2004 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for East Sussex County
Council, and ended on 8 March 2004. During this period we sought comments from
the public and any other interested parties on our preliminary conclusions. Finally,
21

during Stage Four we reconsidered our draft recommendations in the light of the
Stage Three consultation and now publish our final recommendations.
19 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under

section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the
approach set out in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee
considered and agreed at its meeting on 9 April 2003.

22

2

Current electoral arrangements

20 The county of East Sussex consists of the three districts and two boroughs of
Eastbourne, Hastings, Lewes, Rother and Wealden (Brighton & Hove is a unitary
authority) and covers an area of 172,534 hectares. Located on the coast of the southeast of England, it shares its borders with Kent to the north and West Sussex to the
west. Eastbourne and Hastings boroughs cover small urban areas while Lewes,
Rother and Wealden districts consist of a mix of towns and large rural areas. All of the
districts have good road and rail links and the north-west of the county is in close
proximity to Gatwick airport.
21 The electorate of the county is 384,586 (December 2002). The Council presently
has 44 members, with one member elected from each division.
22 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in
percentage terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each
division (the councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which
follows, this calculation may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral
variance’.
23 At present, each councillor represents an average of 8,741 electors, which the
County Council forecasts will increase to 9,087 by the year 2007 if the present
number of councillors is maintained. However, due to demographic change and
migration over the last two decades, the number of electors per councillor in 26 of the
44 divisions varies by more than 10% from the county average and seven divisions by
more than 20%. All five districts and boroughs have seen a growth in their population
over the last 25 years. The districts with the fastest rates of electorate growth over the
past 25 years have been Lewes and Wealden, which have grown by 25% and 31%
respectively over this period. Currently, the worst imbalance is in Uckfield division in
Wealden district, where the councillor represents 53% more electors than the county
average.
24 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements
we must have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of
the reviews of district warding arrangements in East Sussex, we are faced with a new
starting point for considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions
are based on the new district wards as opposed to those which existed prior to the
recent reviews. In view of the effect of these new district wards and changes in the
electorate over the past 20 years, which have resulted in electoral imbalances across
the county, changes to most, if not all of the existing county electoral divisions are
inevitable.
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Table 3: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
%

Eastbourne
1

Cavendish

1

8,446

-3

2

College

1

7,872

-10

3

Old Town

1

7,151

-18

4

Park

1

7,416

-15

5

Princes

1

10,240

17

6

Priory

1

10,947

25

7

St Mary’s

1

8,041

-8

8

Woodlands

1

7,878

-10

1

7,968

-9

10 Broomgrove & Ore

1

6,662

-24

11 Central St Leonards
& Gensing

1

9,256

6

12 Hollington & Ashdown

1

9,622

10

13 Old Hastings & Mount
Pleasant

1

7,072

-19

14 St Helens &
Elphinstone

1

7,435

-23

15 Silverhill & Wishing
Tree

1

6,766

-15

16 West St Leonards &
Maze Hill

1

8,615

-1

17 Chailey

1

9,389

7

18 Lewes

1

7,806

-11

19 Newhaven

1

8,464

3

20 Peacehaven

1

10,492

20

21 Ringmer

1

9,100

4

22 Seaford Blatchington

1

8,961

3

23 Seaford Sutton

1

9,743

11

24 Telscombe

1

8,665

-1

Hastings
9

Braybrooke & Castle

Lewes
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
%

Eastbourne
1

Cavendish

1

8,677

-5

2

College

1

8,182

-10

3

Old Town

1

7,217

-21

4

Park

1

7,482

-18

5

Princes

1

11,752

29

6

Priory

1

11,146

23

7

St Mary’s

1

8,281

-9

8

Woodlands

1

7,971

-12

1

8,346

-8

10 Broomgrove & Ore

1

7,020

-23

11 Central St Leonards
& Gensing

1

9,493

4

12 Hollington & Ashdown

1

10,489

15

7,197

-21

7,739

-15

6,996

-23

9,054

0

Hastings
9

Braybrooke & Castle

13 Old Hastings & Mount
Pleasant
14 St Helens &
Elphinstone
15 Silverhill & Wishing
Tree
16 West St Leonards &
Maze Hill

1
1
1
1

Lewes
17 Chailey

1

9,746

7

18 Lewes

1

7,887

-13

19 Newhaven

1

10,024

10

20 Peacehaven

1

10,899

20

21 Ringmer

1

9,609

6

22 Seaford Blatchington

1

9,205

1

23 Seaford Sutton

1

10,057

11

24 Telscombe

1

8,769

-3
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
%

25 Battle

1

8,567

-2

26 Bexhill East

1

8,048

-8

27 Bexhill North

1

7,108

-19

28 Bexhill South

1

7,309

-16

29 Bexhill West

1

9,528

9

30 Rye

1

8,250

-6

31 Ticehurst

1

9,422

8

32 Winchelsea

1

9,007

3

33 Buxted Maresfield

1

8,113

-7

34 Crowborough Beacon

1

9,659

11

35 Crowborough
Rotherfield

1

9,287

6

36 Forest Row

1

7,020

-20

37 Hailsham

1

7,481

-14

38 Heathfield

1

12,164

39

39 Hellingly

1

10,785

23

40 Pevensey

1

11,163

28

41 Polegate

1

9,060

4

42 Uckfield

1

12,891

47

43 Wadhurst

1

7,632

-13

44 Willingdon

1

8,085

-8

Totals

44

384,586

–

Averages

–

8,741

–

Division name
(by district council area)
Rother

Wealden

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by East Sussex County Council.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, and the ‘Electorate’ columns denote the
number of electors represented by each councillor. The ‘Variance from average’ column shows
how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors represented by each councillor varies
from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number
of electors. For example, in 2002, electors in Broomgrove & Ore division in Hastings were
relatively over-represented by 24%, while electors in Uckfield division in Wealden were
relatively under-represented by 47%. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
%

25 Battle

1

8,823

-3

26 Bexhill East

1

8,370

-8

27 Bexhill North

1

7,556

-17

28 Bexhill South

1

7,384

-19

29 Bexhill West

1

9,893

9

30 Rye

1

8,611

-5

31 Ticehurst

1

9,678

7

32 Winchelsea

1

9,098

0

33 Buxted Maresfield

1

8,402

-8

34 Crowborough Beacon
Crowborough
35 Rotherfield

1

10,202

12

1

9,872

9

36 Forest Row

1

7,151

-21

37 Hailsham

1

7,657

-16

38 Heathfield

1

12,458

37

39 Hellingly

1

11,600

28

40 Pevensey

1

11,351

25

41 Polegate

1

9,166

1

42 Uckfield

1

13,386

47

43 Wadhurst

1

7,632

-11

44 Willingdon

1

8,085

-7

Totals

44

399,827

–

Averages

–

9,087

–

Division name
(by district council area)
Rother

Wealden
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Draft recommendations

25 During Stage One we received 19 representations, including a county-wide
scheme from East Sussex County Council, and representations from all five district or
borough councils, eight parish councils, a local Liberal Democrat Group, one county
councillor, a residents’ association and two local residents. In the light of these
representations and evidence available to us, we reached preliminary conclusions
which were set out in our report, Draft recommendations on the future electoral
arrangements for East Sussex County Council.
26 Our draft recommendations were based on a combination of locally generated
proposals together with some of our own proposals, which achieved an improvement
in electoral equality, and provided a mix of single- and two-member divisions. We
proposed that:
•
•

East Sussex County Council should be served by 49 councillors, an increase of
five;
there should be 46 electoral divisions, involving changes to the boundaries of all
divisions.

Draft recommendation
East Sussex County Council should comprise 49 councillors, serving 46 divisions.
27 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral
equality, with the number of electors per councillor in 38 of the 46 divisions varying by
no more than 10% from the county average. By 2007, only nine divisions were
forecast to have an electoral variance of more than 10% and no division was
projected to have an electoral variance of more than 20% from the county average.
We noted that the number of divisions with electoral variances greater than 10%
would increase from eight in 2002 to nine by 2007. However, we considered that our
proposals would reflect community identity and provide good coterminosity, given the
large rural areas in the county and the allocation of councillors under a council size of
49. Therefore we were content to allow this small decrease in electoral equality. We
also noted that the number of divisions with an electoral variance of over 20% would
decrease over the five-year period from one to none.
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Responses to consultation

28 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, we received 44
representations. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All
representations may be inspected at our offices and those of East Sussex County
Council.

East Sussex County Council
29 The County Council stated that it ‘supports the proposals contained [in the draft
recommendations] for the future electoral arrangements for the county’. It also
identified two minor mistakes contained in the draft recommendations and noted that
the parish councillors for Newhaven Town Council appeared to have been allocated
unequally between the proposed parish wards.

District and borough councils
30 Hastings Borough Council ‘welcomed’ the draft recommendations for the east of
the borough. However, it reiterated its Stage One proposals for the remaining three
divisions in the west of the borough.
31 Lewes District Council stated that the draft recommendations ‘should on balance
be supported’. It put forward proposals to improve the electoral equality of Newhaven
parish by distributing the town councillors more evenly between the parish wards so
that each Newhaven town councillor represents broadly similar numbers of electors. It
also noted two minor mistakes in the draft recommendations report and proposed that
the proposed Ringmer division should be renamed Ringmer & Lewes Bridge.
32 Rother District Council stated that it had ‘resolved not to make any representations
to The Boundary Committee in relation to the substance of its draft
recommendations’. However, it put forward four alternative division names in order to
better reflect the constituent parts of the proposed divisions.
33 Wealden District Council supported all but four of the proposed divisions in its
district. It proposed two-member Crowborough and Hailsham & Herstmonceux
divisions in order to keep the communities of Crowborough and Hailsham towns
together. It also put forward some alternative division names.

Political groups
34 We received eight submissions from local political groups. We received two
submissions from Eastbourne Constituency Liberal Democrats in support of the draft
recommendations for Eastbourne borough and a two-member Polegate, Willingdon &
East Dean division in Wealden district.
35 The Labour Group on the County Council opposed the draft recommendations for
Hastings borough and put forward alternative divisions broadly based on the existing
division boundaries to better serve the electorate. It questioned the projected
electorate figures for Bexhill and objected to the proposed two-member Bexhill
Central division in Rother district. It also proposed two alternative single-member
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coterminous divisions in Rother district to better reflect levels of deprivation and
community identity.
36 Bexhill Labour Party opposed our proposed Bexhill Central division. However, it
did not put forward any alternative proposals.
37 The Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council supported the draft
recommendation to increase the council size to 49 our proposals for Eastbourne,
Lewes, Rother and Wealden districts. However, it put forward an alternative to our
Baird & Ore division in Hastings borough.
38 Hastings & Rye Constituency Labour Party broadly opposed the draft
recommendations for Hastings borough and stated that division boundaries should be
as close as possible to the existing boundaries.
39 In a joint submission, the Liberal Democrat Group on Wealden District Council and
Wealden Liberal Democrats broadly supported the draft recommendations for
Wealden district and proposed a two-member Crowborough division.

Parish and town councils
40 We received responses from 16 parish and town councils. In Lewes district,
Barcombe Parish Council stated that it would favour ‘the re-establishment of the
Ringmer electoral division to include Barcombe, Hamsey, Ringmer and the Lewes
Bridge ward’. Chailey Parish Council stated that it had no comment to make regarding
the draft recommendations. Falmer Parish Council contended that it is more important
… that our proposals … reflect community identity than electoral equality. It opposed
the draft recommendation to place its parish in a division containing an urban area.
Glynde & Beddingham Parish Council stated that it did not support the draft
recommendation to include Glynde, Beddingham and Firle parishes in a division with
part of Seaford town. Kingston Parish Council expressed concern at the seeming
‘insufficient consideration’ given to the rural areas in Lewes district and requested that
the draft recommendations should be revised. Newick Parish Council supported the
draft recommendation for Newick parish to comprise part of Chailey division.
41 Newhaven Town Council stated that it was ‘satisfied’ with the draft
recommendations for its parish but put forward alternative electoral arrangements for
improved electoral equality between its parish wards. Seaford Town Council,
submitting two representations, considered that the draft recommendations were
‘unsatisfactory’ and argued that the proposals would not reflect community identity in
Seaford town. It contended that the existing division boundaries would be
manageable despite the large electorate. However, if this were not possible, it
proposed that the town should be represented by three county councillors. Seaford
Town Council proposed that council size remain unchanged.
42 In Rother district, Bodiam and Crowhurst parish councils stated that they
supported the draft recommendations relating to their respective parishes.
43 In Wealden district, Forest Row Parish Council noted that its comments had been
taken into account as part of the draft recommendations. Heathfield & Waldron Parish
Council contended that Heathfield town would be split between two divisions under
our draft recommendations. It put forward proposals under which the town of
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Heathfield would be contained in a single division, reducing confusion among the
electorate.
44 Polegate Town Council opposed the draft recommendations for its area and
objected to the inclusion of rural and urban wards in the same two-member division. It
put forward two alternative single-member divisions. Rotherfield Parish Council
objected to the draft recommendation to divide its parish between two divisions and
proposed that ‘Rotherfield’ be reflected in the title of its division.
45 Uckfield Town Council argued that Uckfield is a coherent community with no
natural links to other areas and so opposed as ‘inappropriate’ the draft
recommendation to include Uckfield Ridgewood ward in a division with neighbouring
parishes. Instead, it proposed that Uckfield town should comprise a two-member
division. Willingdon & Jevington Parish Council supported the draft recommendation
for a two-member Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division.

Other representations
46 A further 15 representations were received in response to our draft
recommendations from 10 councillors, three local organisations and three local
residents (two residents submitted a joint submission).
47 Councillor Lacey representing Upperton ward in Eastbourne borough, welcomed
the draft recommendations for Eastbourne. It also highlighted some anomalies in its
administrative boundaries, which are outside the remit of this review.
48 County Councillor Stevens (representing Broomgrove & Ore division) opposed our
proposed Baird & Ore division and put forward alternative divisions in the Ore Valley
area.
49 County Councillor Rogers (representing Newhaven division) supported the draft
recommendations for Lewes district subject to two division name changes and
proposed the redistribution of Newhaven town councillors.
50 Saltdean Residents’ Association broadly supported the draft recommendation for
a Peacehaven & Telscombe division in Lewes district and proposed that the division
should be named Peacehaven & Telscombe Towns division. It requested a review of
external administrative boundaries. A member of Seaford Residents’ Association
objected to the ‘extended geographical spread’ of the proposed Newhaven East,
Ouse Valley & Seaford West division.
51 Sidley Community Association in Rother district expressed concern regarding the
draft recommendation for a two-member Bexhill Central division and put forward two
alternative single-member divisions.
52 District Councillor Murphy (representing Hailsham Central & North ward), County
and District Councillor Shing (representing Willingdon division and ward) and District
Councillor Seabrook (representing Willingdon ward, supported Wealden District
Council’s Stage Three proposal for two-member Crowborough and Hailsham &
Herstmonceux divisions. These two divisions were also supported by District
Councillor Whittaker (representing Uckfield North ward) and Parish Councillor Noden
(on Willingdon & Jevington Parish Council). They broadly contended that these
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divisions would keep communities together and would avoid artificial boundaries
within the towns. Additionally, District Councillor Watkins (also representing
Willingdon ward and a Willingdon & Jevington parish councillor) supported these two
divisions, as well as supporting our proposed Polegate Willingdon & East Dean
division.
53 District Councillor Clark (representing Crowborough East ward) supported
Wealden District Council’s Stage Three Crowborough division, arguing that a twomember division incorporating the whole of Crowborough town would help to ‘develop
a community spirit’.
54 In a joint submission, two residents of Bexhill-on-Sea in Rother district objected to
the draft recommendation for a two-member Bexhill Central division. They claimed
that its constituent wards have contrasting levels of deprivation.
55 A resident of Lewes stated that he favoured single-member divisions over larger
two-member divisions. He also put forward comments on electoral cycles, which do
not fall within the remit of this review.
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Analysis and final recommendations

56 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most
appropriate electoral arrangements for East Sussex is to achieve electoral equality. In
doing so we have regard to section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended) which defines the need to secure effective and convenient local
government, reflect the identities and interests of local communities, and secure the
matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act
1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972
refers to the number of electors per councillor being ‘as nearly as may be, the same
in every division of the county’.
57 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number
and distribution of local government electors likely to take place over the next five
years. We must also have regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries
and maintaining local ties, and to the boundaries of district wards.
58 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to
reviews of county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the
boundaries of district wards to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to
ensure that, having reached conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to
be elected to the county council, each district council area is allocated the number of
county councillors to which it is entitled. It is therefore impractical to design an
electoral scheme which results in exactly the same number of electors per councillor
in every division of a county.
59 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for an authority as a
whole is likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve
coterminosity in order to facilitate convenient and effective local government. There
must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach, in the context of the statutory
criteria, is that such flexibility must be kept to a minimum. Accordingly, we consider
that, if electoral imbalances are to be minimised, the aim of electoral equality should
be the starting point in any review. We therefore strongly recommend that, in
formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and other interested parties should
make electoral equality their starting point, and then make adjustments to reflect
relevant factors such as the boundaries of district wards and community identities.
Five-year forecasts of changes in electorate must also be taken into account and we
would aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved electoral equality over
this five-year period.
60 The recommendations do not affect county, district or parish external boundaries,
or local taxes, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that these
recommendations will have an adverse effect on house prices, or car and house
insurance premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary boundaries,
and we are not therefore able to take into account any representations that are based
on these issues.
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Electorate forecasts
61 Since 1975, there has been a 20% increase in the electorate of the area covered
by the current East Sussex County Council. The County Council submitted electorate
forecasts for the year 2007, projecting an increase in the electorate of approximately
4% from 384,586 to 399,827 over the five-year period from 2002 to 2007. It expects
most of the growth in the electorate to be in Wealden, although a significant amount is
also expected in Lewes district. In order to prepare these forecasts, the Council
estimated rates and locations of housing development with regard to structure and
local plans, the expected rate of building over the five-year period and assumed
occupancy rates. We accept that this is an inexact science, and having considered
the forecast electorates, we stated in our draft recommendations report that we were
satisfied that they represented the best estimates that could reasonably be made at
the time.
62 We received two comments on the Council’s electorate forecasts during Stage
Three. The Labour Group on the County Council questioned the forecast electorate
for Bexhill North division in light of the proposed housing developments. It argued that
‘if given planning permission, these developments would increase electoral numbers
by at least 60%’ and will ‘inevitably have some impact’ on the size of the electorate
between 2006 and 2009. We passed these comments on to the County Council, who
responded that they had taken into account the first phase of the planned
development in their 2007 forecast figures, which they expected to be completed by
2007. Uckfield Town Council contended that the Local Plan indicates ‘that there will
be a significant increase in the number of residents of Uckfield in the immediate
future’. It therefore maintained that Uckfield town should comprise a two-member
division, as by 2007 the electorate will have increased to meet the county average.
We again asked the County Council to comment and it stated in its reply that its
forecast figures took account of ‘a total of 135 new dwellings anticipated before 2007,
44 of which are from identified sites, and a further 91 to account for windfall sites’. It
therefore saw no reason to amend its figures provided at Stage One. Having
considered these queries and the County Council’s responses, we remain satisfied
that they represent the best estimates currently available.

Council size
63 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed,
whether it is for an increase, decrease, or retention of the existing council size.
64 East Sussex County Council currently has 44 members. At Stage One the County
Council proposed that the council size should increase by five members to 49
members.
65 In our draft recommendations report we adopted the Council’s proposal for a
council of 49 members. We did not receive any proposals for alternative council sizes.
Thus, despite some concerns over the determining factors for this council size, we felt
the County Council provided enough evidence and argumentation to support its
proposal. It argued that councillors’ workloads had increased under the new political
management structure. The County Council considered ‘that the increased emphasis
on councillors’ community leadership role and the additional partnerships in which
they are expected to become involved’, as well as the established Scrutiny process
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and planned new Scrutiny committees, ‘justify moving to a slightly larger council’. We
were convinced that the County Council put forward a clear argument stating that the
existing council size does not facilitate convenient and effective local government and
that a council size of 49 would.
66 At Stage Three we did not receive any alternatives to our proposed council size.
Lewes District Council noted that we had not considered different council sizes other
than the 49 proposed by the County Council at Stage One. Seaford Town Council
contended that ‘the proposal to increase the number of county councillors creates
more problems than it solves’ and that the County Council’s ‘stated problems are a
result of the way they have chosen to operate as a council’. Its view was that the
council size ‘should stay the same’.
67 We note Lewes District Council’s comment. However, we look for council size
proposals which have considered and demonstrated how a particular council size
would benefit the effectiveness of the council. We consider that East Sussex County
Council’s proposal achieved this and therefore did not investigate other council sizes,
something which we would normally only undertake in the absence of such evidence
and argumentation or where other council sizes have been proposed.
68 We note Seaford Town Council’s comments regarding the County Council’s
structure creating problems but it did not go into any detail regarding these problems
or put forward any detailed alternative proposal. Our Guidance emphasises that ‘it will
be insufficient simply to assert that … no change in council size is required’.
69 We have considered the representations received at Stage Three, and given that
we have not received any evidence to persuade us to move away from our draft
recommendation regarding council size, we have decided to confirm our draft
recommendation for a council size of 49 as final.

Electoral arrangements
70 Having considered all the representations received at Stage One, we based our
draft recommendations on elements of locally generated proposals, as well as some
of our own proposals. We adopted our own proposals in areas where we considered
that locally generated schemes could be improved upon in terms of improvements to
coterminosity, electoral equality or the reflection of community identities.
71 While generating a scheme for East Sussex, we encountered various difficulties
relating to the allocation of councillors, the structure and shape of the districts and
concerns regarding rural and urban divisions. Lewes, Rother and Wealden districts
are comprised of a combination of towns surrounded by large rural areas. Often the
urban areas are concentrated on the coastal periphery of the districts while large rural
areas compose the remainder. We were reluctant to include rural and urban areas in
the same divisions, and avoided this where possible. However, in some cases it was
necessary to combine the two in order to improve coterminosity or electoral equality.
Additionally, the decision to adopt a council size of 49 and the subsequent allocation
of councillors between the districts and boroughs meant that some wards had to be
divided between divisions in order to achieve electoral equality. Otherwise, we
attempted to improve the coterminosity between divisions and borough or district
wards. Our draft recommendations would result in 83% coterminosity between
divisions and borough and district ward boundaries and nine of our proposed
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divisions would have electoral variances of more than 10% from the county average
by 2007.
72 At Stage Three we received comments from seven town and parish councils
regarding divisions in Lewes and Wealden districts containing both rural and urban
areas. Newhaven Town Council in Lewes district expressed the view that, with the
exception of Peacehaven & Telscombe division, ‘neither Newhaven nor any of the
other urban areas within the district contain numbers of electors which equate to
whole numbers of county divisions’. It therefore acknowledged ‘the constraints of the
process’ and stated that it was satisfied with the draft recommendations for
Newhaven town. Seaford Town Council stated that in relation to Newhaven East,
Ouse Valley & Seaford West division, ‘whilst we recognise there will be occasions
where a mix of rural and urban communities [is] unavoidable, even desirable, in this
case … the mix does not make a coherent identity’. Falmer Parish Council contended
that ‘town and rural communities have different problems’ and that divisions should
include ‘a single type of community’. Similarly, Glynde & Beddingham and Kingston
parish councils expressed concerns regarding the inclusion of rural and urban areas
in the same divisions in Lewes district.
73 We note that Polegate Town Council had ‘reservations regarding the inclusion of
rural and urban wards in the same county division’ in our two-member Polegate,
Willingdon & East Dean division. As we noted in our draft recommendations, we tried
to avoid the inclusion of rural and urban areas in the same divisions, but sometimes in
a county review this is not possible. The geography of Lewes district in particular, with
towns concentrated on the coast surrounded by large sparsely populated rural areas,
and allocation of Lewes district, meant that it was occasionally impossible to propose
wholly rural and urban divisions. We considered that our Polegate, Willingdon & East
Dean division in Wealden district would ensure that the urban area would not have to
be arbitrarily divided and would also provide coterminosity and good electoral
equality.
74 Saltdean Residents’ Association requested a review of external administrative
boundaries. However, The Boundary Committee is unable to undertake such a review
without being directed by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.
75 A resident of Lewes submitted comments regarding electoral cycles and his
support for more regular county council elections. He put forward proposals for
changes to the frequency of council elections, arguing that regular elections would
‘make the council more accountable and responsive to the local electorate’ and would
raise the quality of candidates. However, The Boundary Committee does not have
any power to alter electoral cycles and so we are unable to take account of these
comments as part of this review.
76 We note the opposition of the resident to the principle of two-member divisions
and that he would prefer single-member divisions as ‘the smaller the division the
more responsive the candidates have to be’. However, the legislation (Part IV of the
Local Government Act 2000) now permits multi-member divisions and we will
consider them where they are locally proposed or where we consider that they will
provide a better balance between the statutory criteria than single-member divisions.
77 We are confirming our draft recommendations for Eastbourne and Hastings as
final as we consider that our recommendations would provide the best reflection of
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the statutory criteria and we have not received satisfactory evidence to persuade us
to amend our recommendations for these boroughs. We propose to broadly confirm
our draft recommendations for Lewes and Rother except for a number of division
name changes and an amendment regarding the distribution of Newhaven town
councillors.
78 We propose adopting Wealden District Council’s proposals for two new twomember Crowborough and Hailsham & Herstmonceux divisions in Wealden district.
We consider that these divisions would better reflect community identities, placing the
majority of Crowborough and Hailsham towns in their own divisions, and would
provide excellent electoral equality. We also note the representations received in
support of these proposals.
79 Our proposals would involve the re-warding of Newhaven parish in order to
facilitate electoral equality, provide a strong boundary and reflect our proposed
divisions. In light of representations received during Stage Three regarding the
distribution of Newhaven town councillors, we are amending our allocation of town
councillors between the parish wards. We concur that these amendments would
further improve electoral equality at parish level. The proposed warding for Newhaven
parish is described at the end of this chapter in the parish and town council electoral
arrangements section.
80 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in the light of further evidence and
the representations received during Stage Three. For county division purposes, the
five district areas in the county are considered in turn, as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Eastbourne borough (pages 39–41)
Hastings borough (pages 41–44)
Lewes district (pages 44–51)
Rother district (pages 51–56)
Wealden district (pages 56–64)

81 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated
on the large maps inserted at the back of this report.

Eastbourne borough
82 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Eastbourne is represented by
eight county councillors serving eight divisions. Cavendish, College and Old Town
divisions currently have councillor:elector ratios of 3%, 10% and 18% below the
county average respectively (5%, 10% and 21% below by 2007). Princes and Priory
divisions have councillor:elector ratios of 17% and 25% above the county average
respectively (29% and 23% above by 2007). Park, St Mary’s and Woodlands divisions
have councillor:elector ratios of 15%, 8% and 10% below the county average (18%,
9% and 12% below by 2007).
83 At Stage One, East Sussex County Council proposed nine single-member
divisions, each coterminous with the existing nine Eastbourne borough wards. It
proposed that the divisions should have the same names as the borough wards. It
stated that under its proposed council size the borough is entitled to the same number
of county councillors as borough wards, and therefore ‘logic dictates’ that the county
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divisions should follow the same boundaries as the borough wards. It also stated that
the resulting 100% coterminosity would meet the statutory criteria and avoid
confusion among the electorate regarding division boundaries. Eastbourne Borough
Council supported the County Council’s proposals for Eastbourne in full.
84 We carefully considered all representations received during Stage One. We noted
that the County Council’s proposals would provide the correct allocation of nine
councillors for the borough under a council size of 49 by 2007. We noted that its
proposals would result in 100% coterminosity between the proposed divisions and the
borough wards as well as good electoral equality, since all divisions would have
electoral variances below 10% by 2007. We also noted the unanimous support of
Eastbourne Borough Council for the County Council’s proposals. We were therefore
of the view that the County Council’s proposals would provide the best balance
between electoral equality and coterminosity and we adopted them in full as our draft
recommendations for Eastbourne.
85 Under our draft recommendations Devonshire and Meads divisions would both
have councillor:elector ratios of 0% (1% below and 0% respectively by 2007).
Hampden Park, Langney and Old Town divisions would have councillor:elector ratios
6%, 4% and 1% below the county average respectively (8%, 6% and 4% below by
2007). Ratton, Sovereign and Upperton divisions would have councillor:elector ratios
1%, 23% and 4% below the county average respectively (3%, 9% and 5% below by
2007). St Anthony’s division would have a councillor:elector ratio 5% above the
county average (2% above by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve
100% coterminosity between divisions and borough wards.
86 At Stage Three, we received five submissions for Eastbourne. The County Council
supported the draft recommendations for Eastbourne. Eastbourne Constituency
Liberal Democrats (under two submissions) supported our draft recommendations for
Eastbourne ‘on the grounds of electoral equality and coterminosity’. The Liberal
Democrat Group on the County Council also supported the draft recommendations for
Eastbourne.
87 Borough Councillor Lacey also welcomed the draft recommendations for
Eastbourne. He highlighted ‘two very minor absurdities’ regarding the external
borough boundaries. However, external boundaries do not fall within the remit of this
review and therefore we are unable to take these comments into account. We would
require direction from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister in order to undertake a
review of external authority boundaries.
88 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three and in
light of the support received, we are endorsing our draft recommendations as final.
89 Under our final recommendations, Devonshire and Meads divisions would both
have councillor:elector ratios of 0% (1% below and 0% respectively by 2007).
Hampden Park, Langney and Old Town divisions would have councillor:elector ratios
6%, 4% and 1% below the county average respectively (8%, 6% and 4% below by
2007). Ratton, Sovereign and Upperton divisions would have councillor:elector ratios
1%, 23% and 4% below the county average respectively (3%, 9% and 5% below by
2007). St Anthony’s division would have a councillor:elector ratio 5% above the
county average (2% above by 2007). Our final recommendations would achieve
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100% coterminosity between divisions and borough wards. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Hastings borough
90 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Hastings is represented by eight
county councillors serving eight divisions. Braybrooke & Castle and Broomgrove &
Ore divisions have councillor:elector ratios 9% and 24% below the county average
respectively (8% and 23% below by 2007). Central St Leonards & Gensing and
Hollington & Ashdown divisions have councillor:elector ratios 6% and 10% above the
county average respectively (4% and 15% above by 2007). Old Hastings & Mount
Pleasant, Silverhill & Wishing Tree and St Helens & Elphinstone divisions have
councillor:elector ratios 19%, 23% and 15% below the county average respectively
(21%, 15% and 23% below by 2007). West St Leonards & Maze Hill division has a
councillor:elector ratio 1% below the county average (0% by 2007).
91 At Stage One, the County Council proposed eight single-member coterminous
divisions, each composed of two borough wards. It stated that it used a division
comprising Hollington and Wishing Tree wards as a ‘starting point’ in order to
‘recognise the community of interest which exists’ between the two wards. The
County Council proposed Central St Leonards & Gensing, St Helens & Silverhill,
Ashdown & Conquest and Braybrooke & Castle divisions, all comprising wards of the
same names. Similarly, it proposed Baird & Tressell, Hollington & Wishing Tree,
Maze Hill & West St Leonards and Old Hastings & Ore divisions.
92 We noted that Hastings Borough Council ‘supported the need to retain eight
county divisions’. It put forward its own proposals for eight single-member
coterminous divisions for Hastings, which it stated ‘best reflects the existing
community links and geographical barriers in the borough’. It did not provide names
for its proposed divisions. Three of its proposed divisions were identical to the County
Council’s proposals. Hastings Borough Council also proposed divisions comprising
Ashdown and Hollington wards, Baird and Ore wards, Conquest and St Helens
wards, Old Hastings and Tressell wards and Silverhill and Wishing Tree wards. It
stated that its own proposal for a Baird & Ore division ‘recognises the link between
Ore and Baird through The Ridge’, and noted that while Baird and Tressell wards
could be linked by the Ore Valley, it felt that ‘this was still a physical divide’ between
the two wards.
93 In our draft recommendations report, we noted the good electoral equality
provided by both schemes. Given the good levels of electoral equality and
coterminosity of the three divisions proposed by both schemes, we proposed to adopt
these three locally generated divisions as part of our draft recommendations.
However, officers from the Committee visited the area and noted that Hollington and
Wishing Tree wards have clear road links and appear to have a common community
identity which would not be reflected by placing these two wards in different divisions.
Therefore we decided to adopt the County Council’s Hollington & Wishing Tree
division as part of our draft recommendations, as we considered this would best
reflect community identity. Having decided to adopt this division, this in turn informed
our decisions regarding the neighbouring divisions. Additionally, when visiting the
area, officers noted that Conquest and St Helens wards are divided by a steep valley
and have no road links except for private tracks. We noted that Silverhill and St
Helens wards are linked via St Helen’s Road and considered that linking the two
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wards would result in the best arrangement in this part of Hastings, given the lack of
access within the Borough Council’s proposed divisions in this area. We therefore
adopted the County Council’s proposed Ashdown & Conquest and St Helens &
Silverhill divisions as part of our draft recommendations.
94 The Borough Council proposed an Old Hastings & Tressell division and a division
comprising Baird and Ore wards, as it considered that the Ore Valley physically
divides the wards of Baird and Tressell. Having visited the area and noted the lack of
access and steep valley between Baird and Tressell wards, we concurred with the
Borough Council. We considered that, compared to the County Council’s proposals,
its proposed divisions for this area would provide better links, which could in turn
facilitate a stronger community identity. Although Baird and Ore wards are not
immediate neighbours, we consider that they share a good road link along The Ridge
and therefore are better linked than Baird and Tressell wards, which do not have such
easy access between them. We therefore adopted the Borough Council’s proposals
for Baird & Ore and Old Hastings & Tressell divisions, comprising wards of the same
names.
95 Under our draft recommendations, Ashdown & Conquest, Braybrooke & Castle
and Central St Leonards & Gensing divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 1%,
5% and 10% above the county average respectively (3%, 5% and 8% above by
2007). Hollington & Wishing Tree and Old Hastings & Tressell divisions would both
have a councillor:elector ratio of 0% (7% above and 1% below by 2007). Baird & Ore
and St Helens & Silverhill divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 3% and 4%
below the county average respectively (3% and 5% below by 2007). Maze Hill & West
St Leonards division would have a councillor:elector ratio 1% below the county
average (0% by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve 100%
coterminosity between divisions and borough wards.
96 At Stage Three, we received six submissions for Hastings. The County Council
supported our recommendations for Hastings borough. Hastings Borough Council
‘welcomed the proposals for the east of the borough’ but continued to recommend
that we adopt three divisions in the west of the borough which it had put forward
during Stage One. These resubmitted proposals would create divisions comprising
Ashdown and Hollington, Silverhill and Wishing Tree and Conquest and St Helens
wards. The Borough Council stated that ‘these divisions are the most similar to
existing arrangements and the Council did not feel there was a need for change
unnecessarily’. It also noted that its proposed divisions would have electoral
variances within 10% of the county average initially and by 2007.
97 In identical submissions, the Labour Group on the County Council and Hastings &
Rye Constituency Labour Party both objected to the draft recommendations in the
west of Hastings borough and contended that divisions should, as far as possible,
resemble existing divisions as the ‘present boundaries would be the most easily
understood’ and ‘there is no overwhelming reason to upset traditional connections’.
They put forward the same proposals as the Borough Council in the west of Hastings,
arguing that ‘there is no strong reason to put the borough wards of Wishing Tree and
Hollington together rather than to find arrangements closer to those that presently
exist’. They also pointed out that that the Greater Hollington neighbourhood scheme,
covering Hollington and Wishing Tree wards, ‘is a time-limited project with funding
only until 2007’.
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98 County Councillor Stevens opposed the proposed Baird & Ore division, which he
contended would undermine the current regeneration of the Ore Valley. He argued
that the division ‘would perpetuate a perceived division, by way of the Valley’ when
‘the Ore Valley forum and The Millennium Communities representatives are all
working to improve access across the Ore Valley’. He regretted the loss of the current
Broomgrove & Ore division and the ward name Broomgrove, as Broomgrove ‘remains
a recognisable community’. He put forward an alternative division which the County
Council proposed at Stage One, comprising Baird and Tressell wards, which ‘reflects
more closely’ the existing division. He also contended that the draft recommendation
for a Baird & Ore division would not be coterminous and that Old Hastings and Ore
wards are ‘entirely separate communities which happen to be served by the same
trunk road’.
99 The Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council supported Councillor Stevens’
submission regarding Hastings. It stated that it did ‘not support the pairing of Baird
and Ore wards, wishing instead to see Baird and Tressell wards linked to form a
county division’. It noted that ‘the consequence of this would be that Old Hastings and
Ore [wards] would be linked in another county division’.
100 We have given careful consideration to the evidence and representations
received, and we note the proposals of the Borough Council and Councillor Stevens.
We have not been persuaded by the argument advanced by the Borough Council,
Labour Group, Hastings & Rye Constituency Labour Party and Councillor Stevens’
that their proposed divisions should be adopted, as they are similar to the existing
arrangements. It is not part of our statutory criteria to ensure that current boundaries
are retained as much as possible under our recommendations. We note that although
all these respondents argued in favour of broadly retaining the existing divisions, they
put forward different proposals. We acknowledge that their alternative divisions would
all have electoral variances below 10%, but consider that our draft recommendations
would also provide a similar level of good electoral equality. We consider that the
Borough Council, Labour Group and Hastings & Rye Constituency Labour Party did
not submit sufficient argumentation regarding community identities to persuade us to
move away from our draft recommendations. We also note that identical proposals
were submitted at Stage One. Having visited the area, we decided not to adopt them
as we considered that they would not provide the best reflection of community
identities.
101 We note Councillor Stevens’ comments regarding our proposed Baird & Ore
division and the current projects to regenerate the Ore Valley and improve access
across the valley. We note that a division comprising Baird and Tressell wards was
put forward at Stage One by the County Council. We decided not to adopt these
proposals at Stage Two in light of what we considered a lack of road and community
links between Baird and Tressell wards. We do not consider that adequate evidence
has been provided at Stage Three to persuade us to amend our draft
recommendations in this area. Additionally, as a consequence of Councillor Stevens’
proposal, a division comprising Old Hastings and Ore wards would have to be
created, which he acknowledges would place these ‘entirely separate communities’
together in a division. We consider that including two such apparently contrasting
wards in a division would not improve upon our draft recommendations. Furthermore,
we note his contention that ‘the coterminous principle is lost’ as a result of the
recommendation for a Baird & Ore division as the two constituent wards are not
adjacent to one another. However, we would point out that the division comprises two
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whole wards which share a boundary. The term coterminosity refers to divisions that
are based on whole wards, a criterion which this division meets. We consider that our
draft recommendations would provide the best reflection of community identity in this
area and therefore propose to confirm our draft recommendations for Hastings as
final.
102 Under our final recommendations, Ashdown & Conquest, Braybrooke & Castle
and Central St Leonards & Gensing divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 1%,
5% and 10% above the county average respectively (3%, 5% and 8% above by
2007). Hollington & Wishing Tree and Old Hastings & Tressell divisions would both
have a councillor:elector ratio of 0% (7% above and 1% below by 2007). Baird & Ore
and St Helens & Silverhill divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 3% and 4%
below the county average respectively (3% and 5% below by 2007). Maze Hill & West
St Leonards division would have a councillor:elector ratio 1% below the county
average (0% by 2007). Our final recommendations would achieve 100%
coterminosity between divisions and borough wards. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Lewes district
103 Under the current arrangements, the district of Lewes is represented by eight
county councillors serving eight divisions. Chailey and Peacehaven divisions currently
have councillor:elector ratios 7% and 20% above the county average respectively
(7% and 20% above by 2007). Ringmer, Seaford Blatchington and Seaford Sutton
divisions have councillor:elector ratios 4%, 3% and 11% above the county average
respectively (6%,1% and 11% above by 2007). Lewes and Telscombe divisions have
councillor:elector ratios 11% and 1% below the county average (13% and 3% below
by 2007). Newhaven division has a councillor:elector ratio of 3% below the county
average (10% above by 2007).
104 At Stage One, the County Council proposed nine single-member divisions in
Lewes, none of which would be coterminous with district wards or have electoral
variances of more than 10% from the county average both initially and by 2007. In the
south-east of the district, the County Council proposed a Seaford Sutton division
comprising Seaford East and Seaford South wards and part of Seaford Central ward.
It proposed a Seaford Blatchington division to comprise Seaford North ward and part
of Seaford Central and Seaford West wards. The remainder of Seaford West ward
would be incorporated in its proposed Newhaven & West Seaford division, which
would also include Newhaven Denton & Meeching ward. It also proposed a
Peacehaven division comprising Peacehaven East and Peacehaven North wards and
part of Peacehaven West ward. It proposed to transfer the remainder of Peacehaven
West ward into its Telscombe division along with East Saltdean & Telscombe Cliffs
ward. It stated that it ‘tried as far as possible to keep adjoining communities together’
in the Seaford area. However, the requirement for electoral equality impacted on this
and ‘once the boundaries in the more urban areas along the coastal strip had been
settled’ these ‘dictated to a large extent the boundaries in the remainder of Lewes’.
105 The County Council also proposed a Lewes West & Haven division comprising
Kingston and Newhaven Valley wards and part of Lewes Priory ward. The remainder
of Lewes Priory ward would combine Lewes Bridge and Lewes Castle wards to form
a Lewes Castlebridge division. It also proposed a Ringmer division comprising
Newick and Ouse Valley & Ringmer wards and Barcombe parish of Barcombe &
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Hamsey ward. Finally, it proposed a Chailey division comprising Chailey &
Wivelsfield, Ditchling & Westmeston and Plumpton, Streat, East Chiltington & St John
(without) wards and Hamsey parish, part of Barcombe & Hamsey ward.
106 Lewes District Council objected to the County Council’s proposals for Lewes
district and stated that these proposals should be rejected as they would not meet our
statutory criteria to reflect the identities and interests of local communities and secure
effective and convenient local government.
107 Newick Parish Council ‘strongly opposed’ the County Council’s proposed
Ringmer division. It argued its parish ‘did not have enough in common’ with the
Barcombe and Ringmer area. It stated that it would prefer to remain as part of Chailey
division as ‘it has more in common’ with this division than with the County Council’s
proposed Ringmer division. Ringmer Parish Council stated that it would prefer its
parish boundary to be retained and would not wish to see its parish warded. Seaford
Residents’ Association expressed concern that Seaford’s growing electorate should
continue to be represented by just two county councillors.
108 We carefully considered all representations received at Stage One. We were not
persuaded to accept the non-coterminous County Council proposals for Lewes district
as we considered that they could be improved upon. When formulating our draft
recommendations for Lewes we had a number of difficulties. The combined electorate
of the coastal towns of East Saltdean, Newhaven, Peacehaven, Telscombe Cliffs and
Seaford are together entitled to be represented by 5.6 councillors under a council size
of 49. Thus the coastal area does not contain sufficient numbers of electors to be
represented by six councillors, but contains too many electors for five councillors.
Therefore, in order to achieve good levels of electoral equality, part of the inland rural
area had to be included in a division with part of one of the coastal towns, so that
each councillor represents as nearly as possible the same number of electors.
109 When attempting to identify divisions to cover Seaford, we noted that the town of
Seaford as a whole contains too many electors to be represented by two councillors,
and too few to be entitled to three councillors. It was therefore necessary for Seaford
West ward to be included in a division with areas to its north or west. Officers of the
Committee visited the area and noted that Newhaven is separated by the River Ouse
and has road links, via the A26 and Lewes Road, to parishes to the north, on either
side of the river. Having visited the area and considered various options, including
two-member divisions, we proposed a single-member Newhaven East, Ouse Valley &
Seaford West division comprising Seaford West ward, part of Newhaven Denton &
Meeching ward to the east of the River Ouse and Beddingham, Firle, Glynde, South
Heighton and Tarring Neville parishes of Ouse Valley & Ringmer ward. We
considered that this division would provide excellent electoral equality (0% by 2007)
as well as utilising the natural boundary of the River Ouse. To provide this level of
electoral equality we had to include part of the urban coastal area with parts of the
inland rural area, and as a result, one of the towns had to be divided. We considered
that the most suitable area to divide would be Newhaven town. Newhaven contains
the strong identifiable boundary of the harbour and River Ouse, which forms the
boundary between the separate areas of Denton and Meeching and also has good
road links to inland parishes. We also put forward our own proposal that Seaford East
and Seaford South wards combine to form a Seaford Sutton division, and Seaford
Central and Seaford North wards form a Seaford Blatchington division. Compared to
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the County Council’s proposals for this area, these divisions would improve
coterminosity and would provide good electoral equality.
110 We proposed to include the remainder of Newhaven Denton & Meeching ward
(west of the River Ouse) in a Newhaven & Kingston division. As discussed earlier,
due to the allocation of councillors between different parts of the district, parts of the
coastal urban area had to be included with the inland area. We investigated a large
number of different options and concluded that Newhaven Valley and Kingston wards
have a good road link along Lewes Road. We therefore proposed a Newhaven &
Kingston division comprising Kingston and Newhaven Valley wards and part of
Newhaven Denton & Meeching ward to the west of the River Ouse. We considered
that this proposal would result in the best available electoral arrangements across the
whole area. Our draft recommendations would divide Newhaven parish between two
divisions and would create two new parish wards of Newhaven Denton and
Newhaven Meeching.
111 In order to better reflect community identity, maintain electoral equality and
achieve coterminosity, we proposed a two-member Peacehaven & Telscombe
division comprising East Saltdean & Telscombe Cliffs, Peacehaven East,
Peacehaven North and Peacehaven West wards. This would create a coterminous,
compact urban two-member division, which would have an electoral variance of just
2% above the county average by 2007.
112 We put forward a Ringmer division comprising Barcombe & Hamsey and Lewes
Bridge wards and Ringmer parish of Ouse Valley & Ringmer ward. We proposed a
Lewes division comprising Lewes Castle and Lewes Priory wards, which we
considered would keep the core of Lewes together and provide a better reflection of
community identity than the County Council’s proposals. In order to better reflect
community identity, we also proposed a coterminous Chailey division comprising
Chailey & Wivelsfield, Ditchling & Westmeston, Newick and Plumpton, Streat, East
Chiltington and St John (without) wards.
113 Under our draft recommendations, Chailey and Lewes divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios 14% and 11% above the county average respectively (14%
and 8% above by 2007). Newhaven & Kingston and Newhaven East, Ouse Valley &
Seaford West divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 2% and 3% below the
county average respectively (8% above and 0% by 2007). Peacehaven & Telscombe
and Ringmer divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 3% and 10% above the
county average respectively (2% and 12% above by 2007). Seaford Blatchington and
Seaford Sutton divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 4% and 7% below the
county average respectively (3% and 9% below by 2007). Our draft recommendations
would achieve 63% coterminosity between divisions and district wards.
114 At Stage Three, we received 13 submissions for Lewes district. The County
Council supported our draft recommendations for Lewes. However, it pointed out two
small errors in the draft recommendations report, one being that ‘East Dean &
Telscombe Cliffs ward’ should read East Saltdean & Telscombe Cliffs ward. The
second was that ‘Newhaven Parish Council’ should read Newhaven Town Council. It
also noted an ‘arithmetical error’ in our proposals for the distribution of Newhaven
town councillors between the parish wards. It stated that ‘a better elector-to-councillor
ratio would be achieved’ through their proposals to allocate Newhaven town
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councillors, which are detailed in the town council electoral arrangements section of
this report.
115 Lewes District Council commented on the proposed council size, as noted in the
council size section at the beginning of this chapter. It stated that ‘if the scheme is to
be based on 49 councillors, then the recommendations put forward by The Boundary
Committee are considered a substantial improvement on the proposals put forward to
The Boundary Committee by East Sussex County Council and should on balance be
supported’. The District Council expressed ‘a degree of sympathy with’ the concerns
of town and parish councils within the district regarding Newhaven East, Ouse Valley
& Seaford West division and ‘the importance of identifiable communities in
comparison with electoral equality’. It put forward detailed figures supporting the
County Council’s proposals for an alternative distribution of Newhaven town
councillors (described in the Parish and town council electoral arrangements section)
and noted the same small errors in the draft recommendations report. The District
Council also proposed that ‘a more appropriate name’ for Ringmer division would be
Ringmer & Lewes Bridge.
116 The Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council supported the draft
recommendations for Lewes, including the two-member Peacehaven & Telscombe
division. It commented that the draft recommendations for divisions in Lewes ‘are
vastly superior to those which were originally submitted by the County Council. They
meet (within the constraints of the process) the objections which many people in the
area had to the County Council’s proposals and are much more closely aligned to
local perceptions of communities of interest.’ It also noted the same two small errors
in the draft recommendations as the County Council.
117 Newhaven Town Council considered the draft recommendations ‘to be a
substantial improvement’ on the County Council’s Stage One proposals and therefore
‘can be accepted’. The Town Council regretted that its parish would ‘no longer be
coterminous with the county division’ but acknowledged the ‘constraints of the
process’ and was ‘satisfied with the proposals of The Boundary Committee for county
divisions in relation to our town’. It also put forward identical adjustments to our
proposed distribution of Newhaven town councillors as the County Council submitted
at Stage Three and it noted the error relating to the naming of Newhaven Town
Council.
118 Seaford Town Council submitted two representations at Stage Three regarding
the draft recommendations for Seaford town, one of which it stated was sent to us for
information only. In its actual submission, it stated that it recognised the ‘enormity of
the task faced by The Boundary Committee … reconciling the conflicting demands of
achieving a high level of electoral equality, whilst recognising community identities’. It
also noted the importance of coterminosity and the fact that sometimes it is
impossible to ‘avoid the creation of some county divisions which contain diverse
communities’. However, it argued that the draft recommendation to place Seaford
West ward in a Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West division are ‘not
acceptable’ as ‘in this case what is proposed involves the splitting of two defined
towns and a merger with several well defined villages. The mix does not make a
coherent identity’. As noted earlier, it contended that the proposal to increase the
council size ‘creates more problems than it solves’. It stated that the Newhaven East,
Ouse Valley & Seaford West division ‘will militate against a shared community spirit
and almost certainly result in a drop … in voting numbers’. It argued that the
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Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West division ‘should be rejected’ and the
existing divisions could be retained.
119 Barcombe Parish Council stated that its ‘preferred option … is the reestablishment of the Ringmer electoral division to include Barcombe, Hamsey,
Ringmer and the Lewes Bridge ward’. It considered that this arrangement ‘would
properly represent areas having common interests’.
120 Falmer Parish Council contended that Falmer and the urban port of Newhaven
should not be linked as they ‘have little in common’. It regretted that the River Ouse is
‘seen as a boundary between east and west. There is more common ground with the
communities on either side of the river, as the river is the common feature.’ It argued
that the electorate want a councillor who understands their community and its needs
and so it is inappropriate to combine urban and rural areas in a division as ‘town and
rural communities have different problems’. It stated that ‘it is far more important that
common interests, history and culture take precedent in shaping those sharing a
division than simply drawing lines willy nilly to try to even up the number of voters’.
121 Glynde & Beddingham Parish Council opposed the proposal to place Glynde
Beddingham and Firle parishes in a division with Seaford town ‘as it will mean that
these small villages’ voices could be swamped by the larger town of Seaford’.
Kingston Parish Council appreciated the difficulties of balancing our statutory criteria
but expressed concern that ‘insufficient consideration seems to have been given to
the rural areas of Lewes district’. It objected to our proposed Newhaven & Kingston
and Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West divisions due to the low levels of
‘community interest’ between the constituent rural and urban areas. It requested ‘that
further consideration be given to the rural electors and that these latest proposals be
revised accordingly’.
122 Chailey Parish Council stated that it had no comments to make on the draft
recommendations. Newick Parish Council commented that it is ‘very happy’ with the
draft recommendation to include Newick parish in our proposed Chailey division and
appreciated that its views had been taken into account.
123 Saltdean Residents’ Association noted the draft recommendation for a twomember Peacehaven & Telscombe division and considered that ‘it is better that
Peacehaven is not sub-divided as originally proposed [by the County Council]’. It
proposed that this division be renamed Peacehaven & Telscombe Towns division
‘otherwise the identity of East Saltdean is lost’. Saltdean Residents’ Association also
requested a review of the external boundaries of Lewes District Council and Brighton
& Hove City Council to better reflect community identities and place the whole of
Saltdean within one local authority area.
124 A member of Seaford Residents’ Association informed us that he was not in
favour of ‘the extended geographical spread’ of Newhaven East, Ouse Valley &
Seaford West division. County Councillor Rogers concluded that our draft
recommendations for Lewes district were ‘a vast improvement’ on the County
Council’s proposals and therefore supported the draft recommendations for the whole
of Lewes district including the two Newhaven divisions. He stated that there are
substantial road links between Newhaven and the rural areas to its north and added
that there are plans for a cycle path between Newhaven and Lewes, ‘further
strengthening the links which exist between the main part of Newhaven and those
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parishes [to its north]’. He proposed alternative division names which are ‘both
geographically descriptive’ and have a ‘historical resonance’ without giving ‘undue
prominence’ to just one part of the division. He proposed the division name Ouse
Valley East in place of Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West as he claimed
that the mouth of the River Ouse used to be to the west of Seaford. He put forward
the division name Newhaven & Ouse Valley West in place of Newhaven & Kingston
division ‘which emphasises one village alone’. He also supported the new parish
wards for Newhaven Town Council, subject to the County Council’s proposal to
redistribute the town councillors between the parish wards in order to improve
electoral equality.
125 We have carefully considered the representations received during the Stage
Three consultation period. We note the County Council, District Council, Liberal
Democrat Group on the County Council and Newhaven Town Council’s comments
regarding two minor errors in the draft recommendations report, which we propose to
amend as necessary in this report. We also concur with the County Council, District
Council, Newhaven Town Council and Councillor Rogers’ proposal to redistribute
Newhaven town councillors between the three Newhaven parish wards. While we
have no statutory obligation to provide electoral equality at parish level, we
acknowledge that this proposal would provide better electoral equality than the
distribution of Newhaven town councillors under the draft recommendations. We are
therefore adopting this proposal as part of our final recommendations, as detailed in
the parish and town council electoral arrangements section at the end of this chapter.
126 We note the concerns regarding combining part of Seaford with rural areas, of
Seaford Town Council and Seaford Residents’ Association regarding the proposed
Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West division. We concluded, as Seaford
Town Council acknowledged, that it is not always possible to avoid including rural and
urban areas in the same division. We note that Seaford Town Council proposed that
the existing division boundaries in Seaford town be retained. However, as we
concluded in our draft recommendations report, under a council size of 49 Seaford
town as a whole contains too many electors to be represented by two councillors
(which it currently is) and too few to be entitled to three councillors. Additionally, the
ward boundaries on which the existing divisions are based have been altered as a
result of the recent electoral review of Lewes district and the existing divisions are
now non-coterminous. We investigated the outcome of transferring Seaford West
ward into an alternative Seaford division and found that this would have a dramatic
knock-on effect on electoral equality in both the Seaford divisions and those divisions
in the remainder of the district. It would necessitate adopting new divisions which
have not been consulted on and which would be unlikely to reflect community
identities. We therefore placed Seaford West ward in our proposed Newhaven East,
Ouse Valley & Seaford West division. In light of these constraints and given the lack
of evidence and adequately argued alternatives received we have not been
persuaded to significantly move away from our draft recommendations. We also note
the support received for our draft recommendations for Lewes district from the County
Council, Lewes District Council, Newhaven Town Council and Councillor Rogers. We
consider that our draft recommendations for the Seaford area provide the best
arrangements within the constraints of the statutory criteria. We therefore propose to
adopt our draft recommendations for Seaford as final subject to renaming the division
containing Seaford West ward.
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127 We note the concerns of Falmer, Glynde & Beddingham and Kingston parish
councils in relation to the inclusion of rural and urban areas in the same divisions. We
have considered Falmer Parish Council’s comments regarding the use of the River
Ouse as a division boundary and its objection to Falmer parish being placed in the
same division as part of Newhaven. However, as stated earlier, it is sometimes
necessary to combine rural and urban areas in order to achieve electoral equality. We
consider the River Ouse to provide a clear boundary and regard good road links
within a division as an important factor. We also note that Falmer Parish Council did
not put any alternative proposals forward to rectify its concerns. We therefore do not
propose to amend our draft recommendations for Falmer parish.
128 We acknowledge Glynde & Beddingham Parish Council’s concern that the
voices of the parishes of Glynde, Beddingham and Firle will be ‘swamped’ through
being included in a division with part of the town of Seaford. At Stage Two we had
considered placing these three parishes in either Newhaven & Kingston or Ringmer
divisions but we decided that the river restricted access between the parishes and
Newhaven & Kingston division. We also noted that the inclusion of the parishes in
Ringmer division would create a geographically large division and that both options
would reduce electoral equality. Once again, although we try to ensure that rural and
urban areas are in separate divisions, in some instances it is not possible to create
such divisions.
129 We note Saltdean Residents’ Association’s proposal that the proposed
Peacehaven & Telscombe division be renamed Peacehaven & Telscombe Towns in
order to reflect the inclusion of Saltdean in the division. We consider this reasonable
and note that it would recognise that the division comprises additional settlements.
We therefore propose to adopt the division name Peacehaven & Telscombe Towns
as part of our final recommendations. However, we are unable to take account of
Saltdean Residents’ Association’s request for a review of the external boundaries of
East Sussex County Council and Brighton & Hove Council as that falls outside the
remit of this review, which is only concerned with county council electoral division
boundaries. We would require direction from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
in order to undertake such a review.
130 We note Councillor Rogers’ alternative division names and propose to adopt all
of them as part of our final recommendations. We consider that they would better
reflect the constituent areas of the proposed divisions and in one case, would result in
a more concise division name. We therefore propose that the proposed Newhaven
East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West and Newhaven & Kingston divisions be renamed
Ouse Valley East and Newhaven & Ouse Valley West respectively. We are
confirming our draft recommendations for Lewes district as final, subject to the
described division name changes.
131 Under our final recommendations, Chailey and Lewes divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios 14% and 11% above the county average respectively (14%
and 8% above by 2007). Newhaven & Ouse Valley West and Ouse Valley East
divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 2% and 3% below the county average
respectively (8% above and 0% by 2007). Peacehaven & Telscombe Towns and
Ringmer & Lewes Bridge divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 3% and 10%
above the county average respectively (2% and 12% above by 2007). Seaford
Blatchington and Seaford Sutton divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 4%
and 7% below the county average respectively (3% and 9% below by 2007). Our final
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recommendations would achieve 63% coterminosity between divisions and district
wards. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the two large maps at the back of
this report.

Rother district
132 Under the current arrangements, the district of Rother is represented by eight
county councillors serving eight divisions. Battle, Bexhill East and Bexhill North
divisions have councillor:elector ratios 2% 8% and 19% below the county average
respectively (3%, 8% and 17% below by 2007). Bexhill South and Rye divisions have
councillor:elector ratios 16% and 6% below the county average respectively (19% and
5% below by 2007). Bexhill West and Ticehurst divisions have councillor:elector ratios
of 9% and 8% above the county average (9% and 7% above by 2007). Winchelsea
division has a councillor:elector ratio 3% above the county average (0% by 2007).
133 At Stage One, the County Council proposed nine single-member divisions for
Rother, which would provide 33% coterminosity between divisions and district wards,
dividing four wards between different divisions. No division would have an electoral
variance of more than 9% from the county average both initially and by 2007.
134 In Bexhill, in the south-west of the district, it proposed a Bexhill West division
comprising Kewhurst and St Marks wards and a Bexhill South division comprising
Central and Collington wards. It proposed a Bexhill East division comprising Sackville
and St Michaels wards and a Bexhill North division comprising Old Town and St
Stephens wards and part of Sidley ward. The remainder of Sidley ward would form
part of a Battle Crowhurst & Sidley division. The latter division would also comprise
Battle Town ward, Catsfield and Crowhurst parishes and Telham parish ward of Battle
parish, all part of Crowhurst ward.
135 In the north-west of the district, the County Council proposed a Rother West
division comprising Darwell and Ticehurst & Etchingham wards and Ashburnham and
Penhurst parishes of Crowhurst ward. It proposed a Rother Central division
comprising Ewhurst & Sedlescombe and Salehurst wards and Brede and Udimore
parishes and part of Westfield parish of Brede Valley ward. The County Council did
not put forward consequential warding arrangements for Westfield parish. The
remainder of Westfield parish would form part of a Rother South division. The latter
division would also comprise Marsham ward and Camber and Icklesham parishes of
Eastern Rother ward. Finally, in the north-east of the district the County Council
proposed a Rother Levels & Rye division comprising Rother Levels and Rye wards
and East Guldeford, Iden and Playden parishes of Eastern Rother ward.
136 Rother District Council expressed ‘total opposition’ to the County Council’s
proposals to divide wards between divisions. It stated that these proposals would ‘be
a source of potential confusion’ to all, particularly regarding the unparished Sidley
ward which the County Council proposed to divide so that ‘an apparently arbitrary
allocation of the electorate’ would be removed from the current Bexhill North division.
137 Having carefully considered all representations received during Stage One, we
noted that the County Council’s proposals would provide good electoral equality but
would also achieve just 33% coterminosity between divisions and district wards. In
order to provide better coterminosity, we produced our own proposals covering the
majority of the district. We put forward a two-member Bexhill Central division
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comprising Central, Collington, Old Town, St Stephens and Sidley wards. We
considered that this arrangement would better reflect community identity than the
County Council’s proposals for this area, by ensuring that Sidley ward would remain
in an urban division with Bexhill. The division would also be coterminous and have an
electoral variance within 10% of the county average by 2007. We proposed adopting
the County Council’s Bexhill East division (comprising Sackville and St Michaels
wards) and Bexhill West division (comprising Kewhurst and St Marks wards) as part
of our draft recommendations as we considered that they would provide good
electoral equality.
138 In the north-west of the district we put forward a Battle & Crowhurst division
comprising Battle Town and Crowhurst wards, Mountfield and Whatlington parishes
and Netherfield parish ward of Battle parish, which are all part of Darwell ward. We
also proposed a Ticehurst division comprising Ticehurst & Etchingham ward and
Brightling, Burwash and Dallington parishes of Darwell ward and Hurst Green parish
of Salehurst ward in order to achieve reasonable electoral equality and recognise
road links between communities.
139 We put forward a Rother Levels & Salehurst division comprising Ewhurst &
Sedlescombe and Rother Levels wards and Bodiam and Salehurst & Robertsbridge
parishes of Salehurst ward. We considered that this division would provide good
electoral equality and would utilise road links across the area. In the south of the
district, we proposed a Brede Valley & Marsham division comprising Brede Valley and
Marsham wards. This proposal would ensure that Westfield parish would not be split
between divisions, as under the County Council’s proposals, and our proposed
division would be coterminous. We also proposed a coterminous Rye & Winchelsea
division in the east of the district comprising Eastern Rother and Rye wards which we
considered would also have the benefit of placing Rye and its north-eastern and
southern hinterland in one division.
140 Under our draft recommendations, Battle & Crowhurst, Bexhill East and Bexhill
West divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 11%, 9% and 2% below the county
average respectively (12%, 8% and 5% below by 2007). Brede Valley & Marsham,
Rother Levels & Salehurst, Rye & Winchelsea and Ticehurst divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios 12%, 2%, 14% and 12% below the county average
respectively (14%, 3%, 14% and 13% below by 2007). Bexhill Central division would
have a councillor:elector ratio 9% above the county average (10% above by 2007).
Our draft recommendations would provide 63% coterminosity between divisions and
district wards.
141 At Stage Three, we received nine submissions on Rother district. The County
Council supported the draft recommendations for Rother district. Rother District
Council stated that it had ‘resolved not to make any representations to The Boundary
Committee in relation to the substance of its draft recommendations’. However, it did
submit four alternative division names in order to describe the divisions more
accurately. It contended that the division name Bexhill Central could cause confusion
with the district ward of the same name and so proposed the name Bexhill King Offa
in its place. It stated that only part of Salehurst ward is included in our proposed
Rother Levels & Salehurst division, which could cause confusion, and so the District
Council considered Northern Rother to be a more appropriate name for this division.
Similarly, it proposed that Rye & Winchelsea division should be named Rye & Eastern
Rother, which would combine the names of the two constituent wards. It contended
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that Ticehurst division ‘bears little relation to the existing electoral division of the same
name’ and so ‘might more appropriately be styled “Rother North West”’.
142 The Labour Group on the County Council objected to the draft recommendation
for a two-member Bexhill Central division. It contended that ‘the title ‘Bexhill Central’
is … a misnomer geographically’ and considered that the five wards are very different
in character and identity. It noted that the division ‘is [dissected] by the main coastal
access road … in more than one place’. The Labour Group argued that Sidley ‘is very
much a village in its own right and retains a strong individual identity, despite being
also an area of high deprivation’. In contrast, it noted that Collington ward is ‘one of
the most affluent [wards] in the Rother area’. It contended that placing Sidley in a
division with more affluent areas ‘could have very serious implications for any future
funding that might be sought to alleviate deprivation in the ward’ and would also
create a lot of work for the county councillors. The Labour Group argued that the
proposed Bexhill Central division would be ‘large and unwieldy’ and questioned the
projected electorate figures for the division. It contended that ‘there are several
proposals by developers to build housing within the existing Bexhill North [division] …
[and] if given planning permission, these developments would increase electoral
numbers by at least 60%’. The Labour Group proposed that the existing Bexhill North
‘should be retained as the number of electors is only slightly below the percentage
rate of other comparable [divisions].’ It also proposed two single-member divisions,
one comprising Sidley and Old Town wards and another comprising Central,
Collington and St Stephens wards. It considered that the impact of Sidley and Central
wards not having their own individual councillors had not been properly taken into
account.
143 The Bexhill Branch of the Labour Party (Bexhill Labour Party) expressed
concerns regarding the proposed Bexhill Central division. It put forward almost
identical comments to the Labour Group on the County Council regarding the name of
the division, differing levels of deprivation between the component wards,
coterminosity, the projected electorate figures and the size of the division. Bexhill
Labour Party submitted additional information regarding Sidley ward, which it stated
‘mainly consists of two large housing estates and one smaller one that were formerly
‘council housing’’. It noted that in Sidley ward ‘unemployment is above the regional
average and there is a high incidence of anti-social behaviour and social deprivation’.
Bexhill Labour Party stated that when officers of The Boundary Committee met
elected members before the review began, it was stressed that the Committee is nonpolitical and would ‘pay particular attention to the individual identity and character of
wards’ as well as striving to achieve coterminosity and electoral equality. It stated that
the Committee indicated that it would only propose two-member divisions in
exceptional cases. In light of this, Bexhill Labour Party considered that ‘a situation
whereby there might be cross-political representation for [Bexhill Central] division
would … pose a number of problems that must also be taken into account’. It finally
stated that it understood that Sidley residents had written to us expressing their
concern about the possibility of Sidley losing its identity if it were included in a division
that did not reflect its identity and its particular issues. The Liberal Democrat Group
on the County Council supported our draft recommendations for Rother district.
144 Bodiam and Crowhurst parish councils supported the draft recommendations
relating to their parishes.
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145 Sidley Community Association expressed concerns regarding the proposed twomember Bexhill Central division and the ‘growing tendency to play with electoral
boundaries’. It contended that Sidley and Old Town now have less in common than
Sidley and Central wards. It argued that Central and Sidley wards ‘are official areas of
high deprivation and share the problems of low wages, high unemployment,
dysfunctional families and disruptive young people’. It therefore considered that these
two wards ‘have a lot in common and represent a natural electoral area’ and should
receive ‘a disproportionate share of remedial activity’. It argued that a two-member
division with two councillors representing 18,000 electors would ‘be a disservice’ to
the electors of Bexhill, particularly the electors of Central and Sidley wards. In order to
ensure adequate representation, it proposed two alternative single-member divisions,
one comprising Bexhill Central and Sidley wards and ‘perhaps’ Old Town ward and
another comprising Collington and St Stephens wards and ‘perhaps’ Old Town ward.
146 Two residents of Bexhill-on-Sea, in a joint submission, objected to the proposed
two-member Bexhill Central division, and claimed that deprivation is prevalent in
Sidley ward in contrast to the ‘reasonably well-off area’ contained in Central ward.
They contended that the outcome of this division would be ‘councillors who do not live
in the old Sidley area or know the problems first hand’.
147 We have carefully considered the representations received during the Stage
Three consultation period. We note the opposition expressed by the Labour Group,
Bexhill Labour Party, Sidley Community Association and local residents to our
proposed Bexhill Central division and their concerns regarding the differing levels of
deprivation and community identity between the constituent wards. However,
deprivation levels and the distribution of funding are not issues that we take into
account when formulating our recommendations. One of the reasons for this is that
ward and division boundaries are not necessarily used to determine the distribution of
funding and, in any case, it has recently been announced that in the future ward and
division boundaries will not be used when determining eligibility for funding. We
acknowledge that Sidley ward may well have a slightly different identity to the
remainder of the division. However, we do not consider that the Labour Group has
provided sufficient evidence of this community identity to persuade us to move away
from our draft recommendations, especially in light of the poor electoral equality that
would be provided by its alternative proposals. The Labour Group’s proposed
divisions comprising Sidley and Old Town wards and another comprising Central,
Collington and St Stephens wards would have electoral variances of 13% below and
34% above the county average respectively and we do not consider these variances
to be justified by the evidence provided. We consider that our two-member Bexhill
Central division would provide better electoral equality and therefore do not propose
to adopt the Labour Group’s proposals as part of our final recommendations.
148 When formulating our draft recommendations, we took account of the District
Council’s concerns regarding the County Council’s Stage One proposal to divide
Sidley ward and place part of it in a division with Battle ward. We noted that Sidley
appears to look to Bexhill rather than Battle, and our proposed two-member Bexhill
Central division allowed the whole ward to be contained in a single division with good
electoral equality. We note the concern regarding the size of the division, but we
consider that as a relatively compact urban division there is no reason why two
councillors could not adequately represent it. In reference to the Labour Group’s
suggestion that the wards of Bexhill Central division are ‘not truly coterminous in the
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strictest sense’, coterminosity refers to divisions comprising whole district wards,
which the division in question does.
149 In light of the Labour Group’s concerns regarding the projected electorate
figures for Bexhill North division, the County Council has verified that as part of its
2007 estimate for its Bexhill North division it had included ’14 dwellings at Renown
Coach Depot‘ and ‘225 dwellings being part of the Worsham Farm development …
together with an estimated 30 windfall dwellings’. It calculated this would increase the
electorate by 451 electors. It stated that it had taken account of the first phase of the
Worsham Farm development, which it considered would be likely to occur around
December 2007. It therefore confirmed its figures and saw ‘no reason to change the
forecasts’.
150 We note the similar concerns of Bexhill Labour Party in relation to Bexhill Central
division. We are an independent organisation and we consider that our draft
recommendations for Bexhill-on-Sea achieved a good balance between our statutory
criteria of reflecting community identity, providing for effective and convenient local
government and providing for good electoral equality. Since the implementation of
section 89 of the Local Government Act in 2000, we are now able to recommend
two-member divisions. Where we have received no proposals for, or have been
unable to identify for ourselves, single-member divisions that provide a good
reflection of community identity while providing good coterminosity and electoral
equality, we may consider the use of two-member divisions. As regards Bexhill
Labour Party’s concerns about cross-party political representation, we do not take
account of the political outcomes of our recommendations. We note that Bexhill
Labour Party did not provide any alternative proposals.
151 We note the objections of Sidley Community Association to our proposed Bexhill
Central division. We consider that the size of the electorate to be represented is not
unreasonable for a two-member division in relation to the county average. We do not
propose to adopt Sidley Community Association’s alternative proposals for two singlemember divisions, as one of the divisions would result in a detached division because
Collington and St Stephens wards do not share any boundaries. We would be very
reluctant to recommend such a division as it would be unlikely to provide convenient
and effective local government. Its other proposed division would have to include Old
Town ward in order to link Central and Sidley wards and avoid the creation of another
detached division. This division would have an electoral variance of 32% above the
county average by 2007. We consider this level of electoral inequality to be too high
given the lack of evidence in support of it and we would not wish to propose a
detached division. We therefore do not propose to adopt these proposals as part of
our final recommendations.
152 We judge that we have received insufficient argumentation and evidence to
persuade us to amend our recommendations for Bexhill and consider that the
alternative proposals for Bexhill submitted would not improve upon our draft
recommendations. We note its claim that if wards such as Old Town or St Stephens
were divided between two divisions then it would be possible to create two singlemember divisions with acceptable electoral equality. However, as we have not
received any locally generated representations proposing such divisions we do not
feel able to recommend such proposals ourselves at this stage without consultation.
We note that such divisions would lead to a decrease in coterminosity. We also
received support from the County Council for our draft recommendations. We
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therefore propose to confirm our final recommendations for Rother as final, except for
the four division name changes described below.
153 We propose to adopt the alternative division names submitted by Rother District
Council as part of our final recommendations. We consider that they would more
accurately describe the constituent areas of our proposed divisions than our proposed
names and therefore we propose to name Bexhill Central division Bexhill King Offa
and Rother Levels & Salehurst division Northern Rother. We also propose that Rye &
Winchelsea and Ticehurst divisions be renamed Rye & Eastern Rother and Rother
North West respectively.
154 Under our final recommendations Battle & Crowhurst, Bexhill East and Bexhill
West divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 11%, 9% and 2% below the county
average respectively (12%, 8% and 5% below by 2007). Brede Valley & Marsham,
Northern Rother, Rother North West and Rye & Eastern Rother divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios 12%, 2%, 12% and 14% below the county average
respectively (14%, 3%, 13% and 14% below by 2007). Bexhill King Offa division
would have a councillor:elector ratio 9% above the county average (10% above by
2007). Our final recommendations would achieve 63% coterminosity between
divisions and district wards. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large
map at the back of this report.

Wealden district
155 Under the current arrangements, the district of Wealden is represented by 12
county councillors serving 12 divisions. Crowborough Beacon, Crowborough
Rotherfield and Heathfield divisions have councillor:elector ratios 11%, 6% and 39%
above the county average respectively (12%, 9% and 37% above by 2007). Buxted
Maresfield, Forest Row and Hailsham divisions have councillor:elector ratios 7%,
20% and 14% below the county average respectively (8%, 21% and 16% below by
2007). Hellingly, Pevensey and Polegate divisions have councillor:elector ratios 23%,
28% and 4% above the county average respectively (28%, 25% and 1% above by
2007). Wadhurst and Willingdon divisions have councillor:elector ratios 11% and 7%
below the county average respectively (13% and 8% below by 2007). Uckfield
division has a councillor:elector ratio 47% above the county average (47% above by
2007).
156 The County Council proposed 14 single-member divisions for Wealden district.
Twelve of its proposed divisions were coterminous, though in the south of the district
the County Council proposed two non-coterminous divisions. It proposed an Alfriston,
East Dean & Willingdon division comprising Alfriston and East Dean wards and part
of Willingdon ward broadly south of Willingdon School. The remainder of Willingdon
ward, broadly to the north of Willingdon School, would form part of the County
Council’s Polegate & Watermill division, which would also comprise Polegate North
and Polegate South wards and Watermill parish ward of Willingdon ward. Its
proposals would result in 86% coterminosity between divisions and district wards, and
one division would have an electoral variance of more than 10% above the county
average by 2007.
157 Wealden District Council stated that it had ‘reservations regarding the inclusion
of rural and urban wards within the same county division’ and high electoral inequality
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under the County Council’s proposals. It also expressed concern regarding the
County Council’s proposal to divide Willingdon ward.
158 The Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council and the Liberal Democrat
Group on Wealden District Council (the Liberal Democrat groups) submitted a joint
scheme for Wealden district for 14 single-member divisions, four of which would be
identical to the County Council’s proposals. They contended that the County Council’s
proposals ‘were at variance with the statutory guidance’. They did not put forward
names for their proposed divisions. Their proposals would provide 71% coterminosity
between district wards and divisions. Two divisions would have electoral variances
exceeding the county average by more than 10%, both initially and by 2007.
159 We received a further seven submissions, from one county councillor and six
parish or town councils. Forest Row Parish Council opposed the County Council’s
proposals for its area and put forward three alternative divisions in the north of
Wealden in order to reflect the economic and social links between the parishes.
Hartfield Parish Council objected to the County Council’s proposals for Hartfield
parish, as ‘there are strong economic and social links between Hartfield, Forest Row
and Withyham’. Hartfield Parish Council put forward similar proposals to Forest Row
Parish Council, though it did not propose to split Hartfield ward between two divisions.
Withyham Parish Council stated that it agreed with the views of Forest Row and
Hartfield parish councils.
160 Arlington Parish Council stated that it would like to be part of a rural division and
considered that parishes with similar interests should be linked together. Polegate
Town Council stated that Polegate town should not be ‘split up’ though it ‘understands
the need to add a ward from a neighbouring parish to make up the numbers’. It stated
that Polegate town should be part of a division with part of Lower Willingdon. Uckfield
Town Council expressed concern that under the County Council’s proposals Uckfield
‘would be split’ between two divisions and stated that it held ‘the strong view that
Uckfield should remain as one [division]… as Uckfield is a coherent community with
very definite boundaries, with no natural links to outside areas’.
161 Councillor Whetstone stated that the proposals put forward by the County
Council ‘have serious flaws’ as Forest Row is ‘a northern looking community’ yet it
would be ‘grouped with parishes which are south-facing with very different outlooks’.
He felt that the proposals for Wealden should achieve more of a balance between the
statutory criteria than under the County Council’s scheme, to better reflect community
interests.
162 We carefully considered all representations received during Stage One. We
noted that the County Council’s proposals would provide good levels of electoral
equality and coterminosity. However, the County Council did not offer any strong
community identity arguments to justify its proposals. We noted that the County
Council and Liberal Democrat groups proposed identical Crowborough North,
Crowborough South, Hailsham South and Heathfield divisions. We considered that
these divisions would provide good levels of electoral equality (all four divisions would
have electoral variances of no more than 6% by 2007), 100% coterminosity between
the divisions and district wards and would also have the benefit of ensuring that
Crowborough town would be contained within two urban divisions. In light of this, we
adopted these divisions as part of our draft recommendations.
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163 We put forward a Forest Row division comprising Forest Row and Hartfield
wards and Withyham parish and Eridge & Mark Cross parish ward of Rotherfield
parish in Frant/Withyham ward. We also proposed a Wealden North East division
comprising Mayfield, Rotherfield and Wadhurst wards and Frant parish of
Frant/Withyham ward. We noted that this division is the same as that proposed by the
Liberal Democrat groups, less the inclusion of Frant parish. We considered that these
proposed divisions would better reflect community identity than the County Council’s
proposals. Similarly, we proposed to adopt Hartfield Parish Council’s proposal for a
division comprising Buxted & Maresfield and Danehill/Fletching/Nutley wards and to
name it Wealden West division. We acknowledged that this division would link areas
which may not be particularly well connected. However, in light of our proposals to
reflect community identity in the surrounding area and to reduce the number of
divisions containing both urban and rural areas, we considered this the best available
option. Due to the number of similarly sized villages in each of these two divisions, we
decided to name them Wealden North East and Wealden West as we could not
determine accurate division names without producing unduly long names.
164 We concurred with the Liberal Democrat groups’ statement that Uckfield
contains too many electors for a single-member division. Although we acknowledged
that it is not ideal to include part of Uckfield with outlying areas, having visited the
area we noted that Uckfield Ridgewood ward is linked to the parishes to its east via
Eastbourne Road. In light of this, we adopted the Liberal Democrat groups’ Uckfield
division. We considered that this proposal would provide good electoral equality and
would also ensure that the majority of the town is in one urban division. We also put
forward a Framfield & Horam division comprising Cross in Hand/Five Ashes,
Framfield, Horam and Uckfield Ridgewood wards. This division would provide good
electoral equality and would benefit from good road links.
165 We proposed to adopt the County Council’s proposed Hailsham North,
Herstmonceux & Ninfield and Pevensey & Westham divisions in view of the good
electoral equality they would provide. The two divisions would have electoral
variances of 4% above and 8% below the county average respectively by 2007.
166 We noted the County Council’s proposal for a Polegate division. Officers from
the Committee visited the area and considered that the County Council’s proposal
would divide Willingdon ward using a poorly defined boundary, which would not be
easily identifiable to the electorate. We could not identify a sensible proposal to
transfer part of Willingdon into a division with Polegate while providing a good
reflection of community identities. We therefore proposed a two-member Polegate,
Willingdon & East Dean division comprising East Dean, Polegate North, Polegate
South and Willingdon wards. Our proposed division would be coterminous and would
ensure that the whole of the Polegate and Willingdon conurbations would be in the
same division, along with the sizeable settlement of East Dean.
167 We proposed an Alfriston, East Hoathly & Hellingly division, comprising Alfriston,
Chiddingly & East Hoathly and Hellingly wards. We considered that this would create
a predominantly rural division for this area, in line with the concerns of Arlington
Parish Council. The division would also be coterminous and provide reasonable
electoral equality.
168 Under our draft recommendations Alfriston, East Hoathly & Hellingly,
Crowborough North and Crowborough South divisions would have councillor:elector
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ratios 7%, 2% and 2% above the county average respectively (12%, 6% and 3%
above by 2007). Forest Row and Framfield & Horam divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios 10% and 6% above the county average respectively (8% and
6% above by 2007). Pevensey & Westham and Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean
divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 7% and 9% below the county average
respectively (8% and 12% below by 2007). Uckfield, Wealden North East and
Wealden West divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 10%, 15% and 3% above
the county average respectively (8%, 12% and 3% above by 2007). Hailsham North,
Herstmonceux & Ninfield and Hailsham South divisions would both have
councillor:elector ratios of 7% above the county average initially (4% and 5% above
by 2007). Heathfield division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 0% (2% below by
2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve 85% coterminosity between
divisions and district wards.
169 At Stage Three we received 17 submissions on Wealden district. The County
Council supported the draft recommendations. Wealden District Council supported
the majority of the draft recommendations for the district. It supported the twomember Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division as ‘it keeps the whole of Polegate
and Willingdon together’ and ‘reflects the community identity of the area’. It supported
the proposed Forest Row, Framfield & Horam, Heathfield, Pevensey & Westham and
Uckfield divisions, arguing that they fulfil our statutory criteria. Wealden District
Council also supported our proposed Alfriston, East Hoathly & Hellingly, Wealden
North East and Wealden West divisions but put forward alternative division names for
them. It proposed that Alfriston, East Hoathly & Hellingly division should be renamed
East Hoathly & Hellingly as the division name is ‘too long’. It proposed that Wealden
North East division should be renamed Wadhurst, the name of the largest settlement
in the division and the name of the existing division, much of which is contained in this
division. It proposed Ashdown as an alternative name for Wealden West division,
arguing that electors would be more likely to associate with this name because the
division includes areas of Ashdown Forest. It noted that a division name including the
names of the component villages would be too long.
170 Wealden District Council also put forward alternative proposals for a twomember division to cover the town of Crowborough. It proposed a Crowborough
division comprising Crowborough East, Crowborough Jarvis Brook, Crowborough
North, Crowborough St Johns and Crowborough West wards. It argued that its
proposal would keep ‘the whole of the Crowborough community together’, would be
coterminous and ‘would enable Crowborough to be seen as one for strategic planning
purposes’. It put forward an identical argument in support of a two-member Hailsham
& Herstmonceux division, comprising Hailsham Central & North, Hailsham East,
Hailsham South & West, Herstmonceux and Ninfield & Hooe with Wartling wards. Its
proposed Crowborough and Hailsham & Herstmonceux divisions would both have
variances of 5% by 2007.
171 The Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council supported the draft
recommendations for Wealden district in their entirety, including. Along with
Willingdon & Jevington Parish Council, it supported the division our proposed twomember Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division.
172 In a joint submission, the Liberal Democrat Group on Wealden District Council
and Wealden Liberal Democrats expressed broad support for our proposals in
Wealden district. They stated that they are ‘particularly supportive’ of the draft
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recommendation for a two-member Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division which
they considered ‘a considerable improvement’ on their Stage One proposal.
Eastbourne Constituency Liberal Democrats also supported this draft
recommendation. They stated that the County Council and Polegate Town Council’s
Stage One proposals for the area were ‘highly inappropriate’ as they would result in a
ward being divided for purposes of electoral equality. They were ‘strongly of the view
that it would be wrong for this area to be divided to provide electoral equality, whilst
still keeping to identifiable boundaries’. In light of this, they supported our proposed
Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division.
173 In a joint submission, the Liberal Democrat Group on Wealden District Council
and the Wealden Liberal Democrats also proposed a two-member Crowborough
division. They stated that they had avoided proposing two-member divisions during
Stage One as they wished to be ‘as non-controversial as possible’. However, in light
of the draft recommendations, which include two-member divisions, they felt able to
put forward an alternative proposal. They maintained that their Stage One proposal
for two single-member divisions for Crowborough town was the ‘only solution’ they
could find at the time which would fulfil the statutory criteria. It ‘outweighed [their]
reservations about the arbitrary grouping of Crowborough district wards within the
divisions that [they] felt did not reflect the historical associations and current interests
in the town’. They ‘now believe that a two-member division would better promote the
interests of Wealden’s principal town and would work well with the thriving
Crowborough Partnership/Crowborough Town Council’. They also argued that a twomember division would better reflect historical associations within the town.
174 Polegate Town Council noted how its proposals for its area had been adopted
as part of the County Council’s Stage One scheme, which would create an urban
division comprising Polegate town and part of Willingdon parish. The Town Council
objected to the draft recommendation for a two-member Polegate, Willingdon & East
Dean division ‘which is a mix of urban and rural with no natural coterminosity and no
natural links’. It expressed concerns that such a division would result in either the
rural or urban areas being ‘ignored’ and in Polegate town’s identity being eroded. It
argued that Polegate town should have its own county councillor and so put forward
alternative single-member divisions, one comprising Polegate North and Polegate
South ward and Watermill parish ward of Polegate parish, part of Willingdon ward. Its
second division would comprise East Dean ward and the remainder of Willingdon
ward. The Town Council claimed that there is a lack of strong links between the urban
Polegate wards and the primarily rural East Dean and Willingdon wards.
175 Heathfield & Waldron Parish Council highlighted its concerns regarding the
division boundary within Heathfield town, which it claimed would divide the town and
confuse the electorate. It also argued that dividing Heathfield town and the
surrounding villages between two divisions would make it ‘more difficult to provide a
cohesive approach’ to County Council issues. In order to avoid this, it put forward two
alternative single-member divisions. The Parish Council proposed to transfer
Warbleton parish from our proposed Heathfield division to Framfield & Horam division
and to transfer Cross in Hand/Five Ashes ward from Framfield & Horam division to
Heathfield division. It stated that its proposal would reduce confusion among the
electorate and would recognise the ‘long established link between one end of
Heathfield High Street and the other … by putting all of High Street in the same
[division]’. It also provided some historical information about the town of Heathfield
and its links with neighbouring villages.
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176 Rotherfield Parish Council objected to the draft recommendation to divide its
parish between our proposed Forest Row and Wealden North East divisions to be
‘represented by councillors who will not have an affinity with our main commercial and
cultural centre of Crowborough’. It also objected to the loss of the existing
Crowborough Rotherfield division name and stated that it would prefer Rotherfield
parish to be included within one division with the name of Rotherfield ‘reflected in the
division title’.
177 Uckfield Town Council opposed our draft recommendations for Uckfield town. It
stated that its members ‘felt that the idea of isolating the Uckfield Ridgewood ward
and combining this with a number of adjacent parishes was inappropriate’. It argued
that Uckfield is ‘a coherent community’ with ‘no natural links to outside areas’ and
should all be part of the same division. The Town Council contended that as a result
of housing developments the electorate of Uckfield town is likely to significantly
increase in the immediate future. It therefore proposed that the four wards covering
Uckfield town should comprise a two-member division, and, if necessary for purposes
of improving electoral equality, ‘villages immediately adjacent to the town such as
Buxted, Framfield etc’ could be incorporated. It stated that ‘this would be a better
option than trying to ‘shoe-horn’ part of the town into a completely separate division’
and ‘it may be appropriate to have Uckfield slightly under represented in the
immediate future’ as it is likely that the electorate of the town would be close to the
county average by 2007.
178 We received seven submissions from county, district and parish councillors in
support of the District Council’s proposals for two-member Crowborough and
Hailsham & Herstmonceux divisions. County and District Councillor Shing expressed
support for Wealden District Council’s proposals, which he noted had the unanimous
support of the whole council. Councillor Shing argued that the proposed divisions
would be more ‘meaningful’ to electors and would allow the communities to be united
in a single division, avoiding ‘artificial boundaries and groupings’. Councillor Watkins
submitted a very similar argument in support of the additional two-member divisions.
District Councillors Seabrook and Whittaker and Parish Councillor Noden all stated
their support for the proposed Crowborough and Hailsham & Herstmonceux divisions.
Councillors Watkins and Noden both noted that ‘if those closest to these communities
are actually promoting this arrangement’ and it fits the criteria and enjoys support,
then these divisions deserve proper consideration. Councillor Murphy did the same
and added her opposition to our Hailsham division claiming it would create an
‘artificial boundary’ through Hailsham town, as ‘residents throughout the town
consider themselves to be part of Hailsham, using the same schools, shops, health
services, police station and bus service whether they live in the south of the town or
north’. She argued that Hailsham should be treated ‘as a cohesive whole, with regard
to provision of services and representation’. District Councillor Clark supported a twomember Crowborough division, arguing that the two Crowborough divisions proposed
under the draft recommendations are ‘artificial’ and ‘disparate’. She contended that
one division for Crowborough town ‘will help us develop a community spirit … [and]
enable us to work more effectively with our partners especially the Town Council and
the Crowborough Partnership’.
179 We have carefully considered the representations received during Stage Three.
We note the support from the Liberal Democrat Group on Wealden District Council,
Wealden Liberal Democrats and seven various types of councillors, for the District
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Council’s proposals for a two-member Crowborough division. We note that this
division would be coterminous and would have a good electoral variance of 5% above
the county average by 2007. We concur with the argument put forward by the Liberal
Democrat Group on Wealden District Council, Wealden Liberal Democrats,
Councillors Shing, Watkins and Clark that a two-member Crowborough division would
allow the whole town to fall within one division and its electors would benefit from
cooperation between existing partnerships. We agree that the wards of Crowborough
town would form an excellent two-member division. We would not normally
recommend a two-member division where it is possible to create coterminous urban
single-member divisions, and we have some reservations about adopting twomember divisions at this stage. However, the case for two-member divisions has
been discussed locally and, in light of the strong local support and the good electoral
equality for this proposal, we are content to adopt this division as part of our final
recommendations.
180 We have also considered the proposal for a two-member Hailsham &
Herstmonceux division from the District Council and Councillors Murphy, Noden,
Seabrook, Shing, Watkins and Whittaker. We note that this division would place the
majority of Hailsham town in one division and, as Councillor Shing and Councillor
Murphy argued, would broadly treat the community a whole, as its members all use
the same services and facilities. We do have some concerns that Hailsham town
would not be entirely contained in the proposed division due to parish and district
warding arrangements in the area. However, if we are to maintain coterminosity this is
unavoidable and we note that this issue has not been raised in the submissions
received. We note that a Hailsham & Herstmonceux division would include rural and
urban areas, something which we try to avoid if possible. However, we acknowledge
that we have recommended a similar division combining rural and urban areas in our
proposed Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division covering the nearby Polegate
area. Thus, it would be inconsistent on our part if we did not adopt a Hailsham &
Herstmonceux division on the basis of not combining such areas. We have received
significant local support for this locally generated two-member division from various
local organisations and councillors. We also note that we have not received any
opposition to this proposal. On balance, in light of the evidence received at Stage
Three, we therefore consider that a two-member Hailsham & Herstmonceux division
would better reflect community identity than our draft recommendations for this area.
In light of this and the good electoral equality provided by such a division, we are
adopting the District Council’s proposal for a two-member Hailsham & Herstmonceux
division as part of our final recommendations.
181 We note Polegate Town Council’s objection to our recommendation for a twomember Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division and its concern that combining
rural and urban areas would be detrimental to both and would erode Polegate town’s
identity. We also note it proposed two alternative single-member divisions based on
the same area and divided by a parish ward boundary. Having considered this
proposal, we are not convinced that it would improve upon our proposed two-member
division. The boundary between the two divisions would divide the urban area to the
south of Polegate, which we were reluctant to do under our draft recommendations.
Instead, we created a division comprising the whole of Polegate and Willingdon
towns, as we could not identity a suitable boundary to divide this urban area. We note
that there is no clear separation between the two towns and so remain reluctant to
divide this urban area. We concede that Polegate Town Council’s proposed divisions
would provide reasonable levels of electoral equality. However, its proposal would
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divide Willingdon ward and so reduce coterminosity. We consider that Polegate Town
Council did not provide sufficient evidence and argumentation to persuade us to
move away from our draft recommendations in this area, especially in light of the
support our proposed Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division received from
Wealden District Council, the Liberal Democrat Group on Wealden District Council,
Wealden Liberal Democrats, Willingdon & Jevington Parish Council and Councillor
Watkins. We are therefore adopting our draft recommendation for a two-member
Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean division as final.
182 We note Heathfield & Waldron Parish Council’s comments regarding the draft
recommendations for its parish and its alternative proposal to prevent Heathfield town
being divided by a division boundary. We note that its proposal would worsen
electoral equality as the division containing Heathfield town would have an electoral
variance of 13% above the county average by 2007, compared to our proposed
Heathfield division which would have an electoral variance of 2% above the average
by 2007. It would also be non-coterminous and would place Warbleton parish in a
division with areas with which it has few road links. We acknowledge that under our
draft recommendations a small part of Heathfield town would be in our proposed
Framfield & Horam division. However, our recommendations are based on ward
boundaries and the majority of the town would be in Heathfield division. In light of this
and the District Council’s support for our Framfield & Horam and Heathfield divisions,
we propose to adopt them as part of our final recommendations.
183 We have considered Uckfield Town Council’s proposal that Uckfield town should
comprise a two-member division. As we acknowledged in our draft recommendations,
it is not ideal to include part of Uckfield town with outlying areas. However, the town
contains too many electors to form a single-member division and too few to form a
two-member division. If all four Uckfield wards were placed in a two-member division,
it would have an electoral variance of 32% below the county average by 2007, which
we do not consider is justified in this instance. In light of the Town Council’s
comments regarding an expected increase in the Uckfield electorate, we consulted
the County Council as they provided us with the forecast electorate figures. The
County Council informed us that ‘with regard to Uckfield, the electorate forecasts take
account of a total of 135 new dwellings anticipated before 2007’ and it is ‘satisfied’
that its data have taken account of the level of development referred to by Uckfield
Town Council. We also note the support of Wealden District Council, the Liberal
Democrat Group on Wealden District Council and Wealden Liberal Democrats for our
Uckfield division. In view of all the above points, we do not propose to adopt Uckfield
Town Council’s proposal as part of our final recommendations. We consider that its
proposal would adversely affect electoral equality both initially and by 2007 and we
have not received sufficient argumentation to justify this. We therefore propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Uckfield town as final.
184 We note Rotherfield Parish Council’s objection to the draft recommendation to
divide its parish between two divisions and to place it in a different division to
Crowborough. We also note that the parish is already divided between wards and that
the Parish Council did not put forward specific proposals as to how its parish could be
united in the same division. We investigated an alternative option to transfer Eridge &
Mark Cross parish ward of Rotherfield parish and Frant/Withyham ward from the draft
Forest Row division to our proposed Wealden North East division. However, this
would result in an electoral variance of 20% above the county average by 2007 for
the latter division. This option would also not improve the coterminosity of the two
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divisions. We consider that Rotherfield Parish Council did not provide sufficient
evidence of community identity to persuade us to amend our recommendations in this
area.
185 In our draft recommendations, we stated that we named two divisions Wealden
North East and Wealden West as we could not determine accurate division names
without producing unduly long names. We therefore welcome the District Council’s
proposals for three alternative division names. We consider that its proposed division
names of Ashdown and Wadhurst would better reflect the areas included in Wealden
West and Wealden North East divisions respectively and would avoid creating long
division names. We therefore propose to adopt these two division names as part of
our final recommendations. However, we do not propose to adopt the District
Council’s alternative division name of East Hoathly & Hellingly in place of Alfriston,
East Hoathly & Hellingly. We can see no justification for removing the name of
Alfriston from the division title, as Alfriston is one of the principal settlements in the
division.
186 In Wealden district we propose to broadly adopt our draft recommendations
except for the two two-member divisions and two division name changes described
above. These changes will not adversely affect electoral equality or coterminosity.
187 Under our final recommendations, Alfriston, East Hoathly & Hellingly, Ashdown,
Crowborough and Forest Row divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 7%, 3%,
2% and 10% above the county average respectively (12%, 3%, 5% and 8% above by
2007). Framfield & Horam, Hailsham & Herstmonceux, Uckfield and Wadhurst
divisions would have councillor:elector ratios 6%, 7%, 10% and 15% above the
county average respectively (6%, 5%, 8% and 12% above by 2007). Pevensey &
Westham and Polegate, Willingdon & East Dean divisions would have
councillor:elector ratios 7% and 9% below the county average respectively (8% and
12% below by 2007). Heathfield division would have a councillor:elector ratio of 0%
(2% below by 2007). Our final recommendations would achieve 82% coterminosity.
Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Conclusions
188 Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in
response to our consultation report, we propose that:
•

There should be 49 councillors, an increase of five, representing 44 divisions, the
same as at present.

189 The boundaries of all existing divisions will be subject to change as the divisions
are based on district wards, which have themselves changed as a result of the district
reviews. We have decided to substantially confirm our draft recommendations subject
to the following amendments:
•

In Lewes district, we propose to change the names of Newhaven & Kingston,
Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West, Peacehaven & Telscombe and
Ringmer divisions to Newhaven & Ouse Valley West, Ouse Valley East,
Peacehaven & Telscombe Towns and Ringmer & Lewes Bridge respectively to
better reflect these divisions’ constituent parts.
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•

In Rother district, we propose to change the division names of Bexhill Central,
Rother Levels & Salehurst, Rye & Winchelsea and Ticehurst divisions. We
propose to name these divisions Bexhill King Offa, Northern Rother, Rye &
Eastern Rother and Rother North West respectively to better reflect these
divisions’ constituent parts.

•

In Wealden district, we are replacing the single-member Crowborough North and
Crowborough South divisions with a two-member Crowborough division. We are
proposing a two-member Hailsham & Herstmonceux division in place of our
Hailsham North, Herstmonceux & Ninfield and Hailsham South single-member
divisions. We are proposing these divisions to provide a better reflection of
community identities.

•

In Wealden district, we also propose to change the division names of Wealden
North East and Wealden West to Wadhurst and Ashdown respectively to better
reflect their constituent parts.

190 Table 4 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements, based on 2002 and 2007 electorate
figures.
Table 4: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2002 electorate
Final
Current
recommendarrangements
ations

2007 forecast electorate
Final
Current
recommendarrangements
ations

Number of
councillors

44

49

44

49

Number of
divisions

44

44

44

44

8,741

7,849

9,087

8,160

21

8

22

9

7

1

11

0

Average number of
electors
per councillor
Number of
divisions with a
variance of more
than 10% from the
average
Number of
divisions with a
variance of more
than 20% from the
average
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191 As shown in Table 4, our final recommendations for East Sussex would result in
a reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10%
from 21 to eight. By 2007, nine divisions are forecast to have an electoral variance of
more than 10% and no divisions are projected to have an electoral variance of more
than 20% from the county average. We note that the number of divisions with
electoral variances of over 10% would increase from eight in 2002 to nine by 2007.
However, we consider that our proposals would provide a good balance between
reflecting community identities, providing effective and convenient local government
and providing electoral equality, especially given the large rural areas in the county
and the allocation of councillors under a council size of 49. We are therefore content
to allow this small decrease in electoral equality. We also note that the number of
divisions with an electoral variance of over 20% would decrease over the five-year
period, from one to none. Our final recommendations are set out in more detail in
Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large maps at the back of this report.
Final recommendation
East Sussex County Council should comprise 49 councillors serving 44 divisions, as
detailed and named in Tables 1 and 2, and on the large maps inside the back cover.

Parish and town council electoral arrangements
192 When reviewing parish electoral arrangements, we are required to comply as far
as is reasonably practicable with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Local
Government Act. The Schedule states that if a parish is to be divided between
different county divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that each parish
ward lies wholly within a single division of the county. Accordingly, in our draft
recommendations report we proposed consequential changes to the warding
arrangements for Newhaven parish to reflect the proposed county divisions in this
area.
193 The parish of Newhaven in Lewes district is currently served by 18 councillors
representing two wards: Newhaven Denton & Meeching (returning 11 councillors) and
Newhaven Valley (returning seven councillors). We did not receive any submissions
at Stage One regarding parish arrangements for Newhaven parish.
194 In order to reflect our draft recommendations for county divisions in the area, we
proposed that Newhaven Denton & Meeching parish ward be divided into two parish
wards, Newhaven Denton and Newhaven Meeching, which would be represented by
six and five councillors respectively. Newhaven Denton parish ward would form part
of Newhaven East, Ouse Valley & Seaford West division, while Newhaven Meeching
parish ward would form part of Newhaven & Kingston division. We invited comments
on this proposal from local people, especially Newhaven Town Council, Lewes
District Council and East Sussex County Council.
195 In response to our draft recommendations, the County Council, Lewes District
Council, Newhaven Town Council and Councillor Rogers maintained that our draft
recommendations for Newhaven Town Council allocated town councillors incorrectly
among the proposed parish wards. The County Council stated that an ‘arithmetical
error’ appeared to have been made and considered that ‘better elector-to-councillor
ratios would be achieved by having a Newhaven Denton [parish] ward of five
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councillors, a Newhaven Meeching [parish] ward of seven councillors and a
Newhaven Valley [parish] ward of six councillors’. Lewes District Council provided
detailed figures demonstrating that the County Council’s proposals would result in
each town councillor representing a similar number of electors. We note that these
proposals would provide better electoral equality than our draft recommendations for
the distribution of town councillors. Therefore, although we have no statutory
obligation to provide electoral equality at parish level, we are adopting this revised
allocation as part of our final recommendations.
196 Having considered all the evidence received, and in light of our confirmation of
the proposed divisions in the area, we confirm the boundaries of our draft
recommendation for warding Newhaven parish as final.
Final recommendation
Newhaven Town Council should comprise 18 councillors, as at present,
representing three parish wards: Newhaven Denton (returning five councillors),
Newhaven Meeching (representing seven councillors) and Newhaven Valley
(returning six councillors). The boundary between Newhaven Denton and
Newhaven Meeching parish wards should reflect the proposed county division
boundary, as illustrated and named on Sheet 1.
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6

What happens next?

197 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in East Sussex and
submitted our final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have fulfilled
our statutory obligation under the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended by SI No.
2001/3962).
198 It is now up to The Electoral Commission to decide whether or not to endorse
our recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means
of an Order. Such an Order will not be made before 7 September 2004, and The
Electoral Commission will normally consider all written representations made to them
by that date.
199 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters
discussed in this report should be addressed to:
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
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Appendix A
Final recommendations for East Sussex County Council:
Detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the East Sussex
County Council area.
Sheet 1 of 2 inserted at the back of this report illustrates the proposed electoral
divisions for East Sussex, including constituent district wards and parishes.
Sheet 2 of 2 inserted at the back of this report includes the following map:
Map 1 illustrates the proposed divisions in Newhaven in Lewes district.
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