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Local Government Commission for England

25 July 2000

Dear Secretary of State

On 20 July 1999 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of Basingstoke & Deane
under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in February
2000 and undertook an eight-week period of consultation. A further round of consultation in
relation to part of the borough took place from 12 May 2000.

We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have
substantially confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been
made (see paragraph 161) in the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final
recommendations for changes to electoral arrangements in Basingstoke & Deane.

Werecommend that Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council should be served by 60 councillors
representing 30 wards, and that changes should be made to ward boundariesin order to improve
electoral equality, having regardto the statutory criteria. We recommend that the Council should
continue to hold elections by thirds.

The Local Government Bill, containing legislative proposals for a number of changes to local
authority electoral arrangements, is currently being considered by Parliament. However, until
such time as that new legislation isin place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.

| would like to thank members and officers of the Borough Council and other local people who
have contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much
appreciated by Commissioners and staff.

Y ours sincerely

fhstoofn .,

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began areview of Basingstoke & Deane on 20 July 1999. We published our
draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 22 February 2000, after which we
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.

. Thisreport summarisestherepresentationswer eceived during consultation
on our draft recommendations, and containsour final recommendationsto
the Secretary of State.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements provide unequal representation of electorsin
Basingstoke & Deane:

. in eight of the 25 wards the number of electors represented by each
councillor variesby morethan 10 per cent from theaveragefor theborough;

. by 2004 electoral equality is not expected to improve, with the number of
electors per councillor forecast to vary by morethan 10 per cent from the
averagein ninewards and by morethan 20 per cent in two wards.

Our main fina recommendations for future electoral arrangements (Figures 1 and 2 and
paragraphs 161 — 162) are that:

. Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council should have 60 councillors, three
mor e than at present;

. there should be 30 wards, instead of 25 as at present;

. theboundariesof 19 of the existing war ds should bemodified and six war ds
should retain their existing boundaries;

. elections should continue to take place by thirds.

These recommendations seek to ensure that the number of el ectors represented by each borough
councillor is as nearly as possible the same, having regard to local circumstances.

. In 17 of the proposed 30 wardsthenumber of electorsper councillor would
vary by no morethan 10 per cent from the borough average.

. This level of electoral equality is forecast to improve further so that the

number of electors per councillor in 25 of the 30 wardsis expected to vary
by no morethan 10 per cent from the borough aver age by 2004.
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Recommendations are also made for changes to parish council electoral arrangements which
provide for:

. new warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillors for the
parishesof Bramley, Dummer, SherborneSt John and Sherfield on L oddon.

All further correspondence on these recommendations and the matters discussed in this report
should be addressed to the Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the Regions,
who will not make an order implementing the Commission’s recommendations before 5
September 2000:

The Secretary of State

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
L ocal Government Sponsor ship Division

Eland House

Bressenden Place

London SW1E 5DU
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Figure 1. The Commission’s Final Recommendations. Summary

(in Basingstoke)

Ward name Number of Constituent areas Map
councillors reference
1 Basing 3 Unchanged (Old Basing, Mapledurwell & Up Map 2
Nately and Newnham parishes)
2 Baughurst 1 Baughurst & Heath End ward (part — Baughurst Map 2
and Baughurst Common wards of Baughurst
parish); Kingsclere ward (part — Wolverton ward
of Baughurst parish)
3 Brighton Hill North 2 Brighton Hill ward (part) Large map
(in Basingstoke)
4  Brighton Hill South 2 Brighton Hill ward (part); Hatch Warren ward Large map
(in Basingstoke) (part)
5 Brookvale & Kings 2 Brookvale ward (part); Eastrop ward (part) Large map
Furlong
(in Basingstoke)
6 Buckskin 2 Buckskin ward (part) Large map
(in Basingstoke)
7 Burghclere 1 Unchanged (Burghclere, Ecchinswell & Map 2
Sydmonton, Litchfield & Woodcott and Newtown
parishes)
8 Cadleva 2 Callevaward (part — Bramley East ward of Map 2 and
Bramley parish as proposed, Hartley Wespall, Map A3
Mortimer West End, Sherfield on Loddon ward of
Sherfield on Loddon parish as proposed,
Silchester, Stratfield Saye and Stratfield Turgis
parishes)
9 Chineham 3 Chineham ward (Chineham parish); Callevaward  Large map
(part — Taylor’s Farm ward of Sherfield on
Loddon parish as proposed)
10 East Woodhay 1 Unchanged (East Woodhay parish) Map 2
11 Eastrop 2 Brookvale ward (part); Eastrop ward (part) Large map
(in Basingstoke)
12 Grove 2 Brighton Hill ward (part); Grove ward Large map
(in Basingstoke)
13 Hatch Warren & 3 Hatch Warren ward (part); Oakley & North Large map
Beggarwood Waltham ward (part — Beggarwood ward of
(in Basingstoke) Dummer parish as proposed)
14 Highclere & Bourne 1 Unchanged (Ashmansworth, Highclere and St Map 2
Mary Bourne parishes)
15 Kempshott 3 Buckskin ward (part); Kempshott ward (part) Large map
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Ward name Number of Constituent areas Map
councillors reference

16 Kingsclere 2 Kingsclere ward (part — Ashford Hill with Map 2
Headley, Hannington and Kingsclere parishes)

17 Laverstoke, Overton 2 Overton & Laverstoke ward (Overton and Map 2

& Steventon Laverstoke parishes); Oakley & North Waltham
ward (part — Steventon parish)
18 Norden 3 Brookvale ward (part); Norden ward (part) Large map
(in Basingstoke)
19 Oskley & North 3 Oakley & North Waltham ward (part — Deane, Map 2
Waltham North Waltham, Oakley and Popham parishes,
Wootton ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish
and Dummer ward of Dummer parish as
proposed)
20 Pamber 1 Cadlevaward (part — Pamber parish) Map 2
21 Popley East 2 Norden ward (part); Popley ward (part) Large map
(in Basingstoke)
22 Popley West 2 Popley ward (part); Sherborne St John ward (part  Large map
(in Basingstoke) — Popley Fields ward of Sherborne St John parish
as proposed)

23 Rooksdown 1 Sherborne St John ward (part — Rooksdown ward ~ Large map
of Sherborne St John parish as proposed);
Winklebury ward (part)

24  Sherborne St John 1 Callevaward (part — Bramley West ward of Map 2 and
Bramley parish as proposed); Sherborne St John Map A3
ward (part — Monk Sherborne parish, Sherborne
St John ward of Sherborne St John parish as
proposed, Ramsdell ward of Wootton St
Lawrence parish)

25 South Ham 3 Brighton Hill ward (part); Buckskin ward (part); Large map

(in Basingstoke) Kempshott ward (part); South Ham ward (part)

26 Tadley North 2 Baughurst & Heath End ward (part — Central Map 2 and
ward (part) and North ward of Tadley Town Map A2
Council); Tadley ward (part — Central ward (part)
of Tadley Town Council)

27 Tadley South 2 Tadley ward (part — East and South wards of Map 2 and
Tadley Town Council) Map A2

28 Upton Grey & The 1 Unchanged Upton Grey ward (Bradley, Map 2

Candovers Candovers, Cliddesden, Ellisfield, Farleigh
Wallop, Herriard, Nutley, Preston Candover,
Tunworth, Upton Grey, Weston Corbett, Weston
Patrick and Winslade parishes)
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Ward name Number of Constituent areas Map

councillors reference
29 Whitchurch 2 Unchanged (Hurstbourne Priors and Whitchurch ~ Map 2
parishes)
30 Winklebury Ward 3 Buckskin ward (part); Winklebury ward (part) Large map

(in Basingstoke)

Notes: 1 Basingstoke isthe only unparished part of the borough and comprises 13 wards as indicated above.

2 Map 2, Appendix A and the large map in the back of the report illustr ate the proposed war ds outlined
above.
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Figure 2: The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Basingstoke & Deane

Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number Variance
of (1999) electors per from (2004) of electors  from
councillors councillor average per average
% councillor %
1 Basing 3 6,211 2,070 8 6,602 2,201 5
2 Baughurst 1 1,942 1,942 1 1,968 1,968 -6

Brighton Hill North

(in Basingstoke) 2 3,938 1,969 3 3,910 1,955 -6

Brighton Hill South

(in Basingstoke) 2 4,268 2,134 11 4,223 2,112 1

Brookvale & Kings
5 Furlong 2 3,949 1,975 3 3,984 1,992 -5
(in Basingstoke)

Buckskin

6 (in Basingstoke) 2 3,619 1,810 6 4,307 2,154 3

7 Burghclere 1 2,054 2,054 7 1,902 1,902 -9

8 Caleva 2 3,907 1,954 2 4,595 2,298 10

9 Chineham 3 5,149 1,716 -10 7,167 2389 14

10 East Woodhay 1 2,205 2,205 15 2,138 2138 2

11 Eastrop 2 3,311 1,656 14 3,744 1,872 -10
(in Basingstoke)
Grove

12 i Basingsioke) 2 4,515 2,258 18 4,651 2,326 11
Hatch Warren &

13 Beggarwood 3 5,073 1,691 12 6,759 2,253 8
(in Basingstoke)

14 Higndere& 1 2,361 2,361 23 2,312 2,312 1
Bourne

15 Kempshoit 3 5,723 1,008 0 6,132 2,044 2
(in Basingstoke)

16 Kingsclere 2 3,796 1,898 1 3,958 1,979 5
Laverstoke,

17 Overton & 2 3,669 1,835 4 3,780 1,890 -10
Steventon

1g Norden 3 5,053 1,084 4 6,534 2178 4
(in Basingstoke) ' ' ' '

19 Oakley & North 3 5,750 1,017 0 5,649 1,883 -10
Waltham
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Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number Variance

of (1999) electors per from (2004) of electors  from
councillors councillor average per average
% councillor %
20 Pamber 1 2,196 2,196 15 2,209 2,209 6
1 Fopley East 2 3,781 1,801 1 3,865 1,933 7
(in Basingstoke)
2o Popley West 2 2,855 1,428 -26 3,789 1,895 -9
(in Basingstoke)
23 Rooksdown 1 502 502 74 1,962 1,962 6
24 Sherborne St John 1 2,348 2,348 2 2,273 2,273 11
o5 South Ham 3 5,791 1,930 1 6139 2046 2
(in Basingstoke)
26  Tadley North 2 4,507 2,254 18 4,570 2,285 9
27 Tadley South 2 4,372 2,186 14 4,308 2,154 3
gg UptonCrey & The 1 2,166 2,166 13 2268 2,268 9
Candovers
29 Whitchurch 2 3,627 1,814 5 4,076 2,038 2
3o Winkleoury 3 5,470 1,823 5 5,507 1,836 12
(in Basingstoke)
Totals 60 115,008 - - 125,330 - -
Averages - - 1,917 — - 2,089 -

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council.
Note:  The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per

councillor variesfromtheaveragefor the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotesalower than average number
of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1 Thisreport contains our final recommendations on the el ectoral arrangementsfor the borough
of Basingstoke & Deane in Hampshire. We have now reviewed 11 districts in Hampshire and
Portsmouth and Southampton city councils as 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 be completed by 2004.

2 Thiswasour first review of the electoral arrangements of Basingstoke & Deane. Thelast such
review was undertaken by our predecessor, the Local Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC), which reported to the Secretary of State in October 1991 (Report No. 613). The
electoral arrangementsof Hampshire County Council werelast reviewed in October 1980 (Report
No. 397). We intend reviewing the County Council’s el ectoral arrangementsin 2002.

3 Inundertaking these reviews, we have had regard to:

 thestatutory criteriacontained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992,ie
the need to:

@ reflect the identities and interests of local communities; and
(b) secure effective and convenient local government;

» the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral Arrangements contained in
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.

4 We are required to make recommendations to the Secretary of State on the number of
councillors who should serve on the Borough Council, and the number, boundaries and names
of wards. We can al so make recommendations on the el ectoral arrangementsfor parish and town
councilsin the district.

5 We have also had regard to our Guidance and Procedural Advice for Local Authoritiesand
Other Interested Parties (third edition published in October 1999), which sets out our approach
to the reviews.

6 In our Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which have
been prepared locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local interests are
normally in a better position to judge what council size and ward configuration are most likely
to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas, while alowing proper
reflection of the identities and interests of local communities.

7 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, so far as practicable, equality of representation
across the district as awhole. Our aim isto achieve aslow alevel of electoral imbalance asis
practicable, having regard to our statutory criteria. We will require particular justification for
schemeswhich would result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance of over 10 per cent in any ward.
Any imbalances of 20 per cent or more should only arisein the most exceptional circumstances,
and will require the strongest justification
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8 Wearenot prescriptive on council size. We start from the general assumption that the existing
council size already secures effective and convenient local government in that district but weare
willing to look carefully at arguments why this might not be so. However, we have found it
necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the number of councillors, and we believethat any
proposal for an increase in council size will need to be fully justified: in particular, we do not
accept that an increasein adistrict’s electorate should automatically result in an increase in the
number of councillors, nor that changes should be made to the size of a district council simply
to make it more consistent with the size of other districts.

9 In July 1998, the Government published a White Paper, Modern Local Government — In
Touch with the People, which set out legidative proposals for local authority electoral
arrangements. In two-tier areas, it proposed introducing a pattern in which both the district and
county councilswould hold elections every two years, i.e. in year one half of the district council
would be elected, in year two half the county council would be elected, and so on. The
Government stated that local accountability would be maximised where every elector has an
opportunity to voteevery year, thereby pointing to apattern of two-member wards (and divisions)
in two-tier areas. However, it stated that there was no intention to move towards very large
electoral areas in sparsely populated rura areas, and that single-member wards (and el ectoral
divisions) would continue in many authorities. The proposals were taken forward in a Local
Government Bill, publishedin December 1999, and are currently being considered by Parliament.

10 Following publication of the White Paper, we advised all authoritiesin our 1999/2000 PER
programme, including the Hampshire districts, that the Commission would continueto maintain
its current approach to PERS as set out in the October 1999 Guidance. Nevertheless, we
considered that local authorities and other interested parties might wish to have regard to the
Secretary of State’ sintentionsand legislative proposalsin formulating electoral schemes as part
of PERs of their areas.

11 Thisreview was in four stages. Stage One began on 20 July 1999, when we wrote to
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council inviting proposal sfor future electoral arrangements. We
also notified Hampshire County Council, Hampshire Police Authority, Hampshire Association
of Parish & Town Councils, parish and town councilsinthe borough, the Members of Parliament
with constituency interestsinthe borough, the M embers 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 apressrel ease and invited the Borough Council to publicisethereview further. The
closing date for receipt of representations, the end of Stage One, was 26 October 1999. At Stage
Two we considered all the representations received during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.

12  Stage Three began on 22 February 2000 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangementsfor Basingstoke & Deanein Hampshire,
and ended on 17 April 2000. Commentswere sought on our preliminary conclusions. Inthelight
of representations received regarding the north-eastern area of the borough, we carried out a
further period of consultation in relation to the most appropriate warding arrangements for the
existing Calleva and Sherborne St John wards. On 12 May 2000, we wrote to the Borough
Council, the relevant parish councils and other interested parties outlining our draft
recommendations and two alternative options for that part of the borough and invited further
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evidenceand submissionsby 13 June 2000. Finally, during Stage Four wereconsidered our draft
recommendationsin the light of the Stage Three consultation and our further consultation, and
now publish our final recommendations.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND 3



4

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



2  CURRENT ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS

13 The borough of Basingstoke & Deane covers an area of some 63,000 hectares in north
Hampshire. Theboroughisbounded by theboroughsof Test Valleytothewest, Hart, Winchester
and East Hampshireto the south and east, and West Berkshireto thenorth. Basingstoke & Deane
has a population of over 153,000 people, the majority of whom reside in Basingstoke town, the
major economic centre of the borough. Over the latter part of this century Basingstoke town has
expandedinto the surrounding countryside. Theremainder of the boroughispredominantly rural,
with the only other concentration of population being in the Tadley and Baughurst area. The
North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty coversalarge areain the west of the
borough. The borough contains 51 parishes, but Basingstoke town itself is unparished.

14 To compare levels of electoral inequality between wards, we cal culated the extent to which
the number of electors per councillor in each ward (the councillor:elector ratio) varies from the
borough average in percentage terms. In the text which follows this calculation may also be
described using the shorthand term ‘el ectoral variance'.

15 The electorate of the borough is 115,006 (February 1999). The Council currently has 57
members who are elected from 25 wards, 11 in Basingstoke which are relatively urban, with the
remainder being predominantly rural. Five of the wards are each represented by one councillor,
eight by two councillors and 12 by three councillors. The Council is elected by thirds.

16 Sincethelast electoral review, there has been anincreasein the electorate in Basingstoke &
Deane borough, with around 5 per cent more electors than eight years ago as a result of new
housing developments. Over the next five years, the electorate of the borough is expected to
increase significantly due to residential developments on the outskirts of Basingstoke town, in
the parishes of Dummer, Sherborne St John and Sherfield on Loddon.

17 At present, each councillor represents an average of 2,018 electors, which the Borough
Council forecasts will increaseto 2,199 by the year 2004 if the present number of councillorsis
maintained. However, due to demographic and other changes over the past two decades, the
number of electors per councillor in eight of the 25 wards varies by more than 10 per cent from
the borough average. Theworst imbalancesarein Hatch Warren and Highclere & Bournewards,
where each councillor currently represents 17 per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average. This level of electoral equality is projected to deteriorate by 2004, with nine
of the 25 wards projected to vary by more than 10 per cent from the borough average, and two
wards by morethan 20 per cent. In particular, Sherborne St John ward isforecast to have 112 per
cent more electors per councillor than the borough average, due to further development.
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Map 1. Existing Wards in Basingstoke & Deane

6 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



Figure 3: Existing Electoral Arrangements

Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number of Variance
of (1999) electors per from (2004) electors from
councillors councillor average per average
% councillor %
1 Basing 3 6,211 2,070 3 6,602 2,201 0
2 Eﬁgghwg & Heath 2 4116 2,058 2 4218 2,109 -4
3 Brignton Hill 3 6,302 2,101 4 6,259 2,086 5
(in Basingstoke)
4 Brookvale 2 4,249 2,125 5 4,383 2,192 0
(in Basingstoke)
Buckskin
5 (in Basingstoke) 2 4,087 2,044 1 4775 2,388 9
6 Burghclere 1 2,054 2,054 2 1,902 1,902 -13
7 Cdleva 3 6,797 2,266 12 8,826 2,942 34
8 Chineham 3 5,130 1,710 -15 5,820 1,940 -12
9 East Woodhay 1 2,205 2,205 9 2,138 2,138 -3
Eastrop
10 (in Basingstoke) 2 4,007 2,004 -1 4,454 2,227 1
Grove
11 (in Basingstoke) 2 4,383 2,192 9 4519 2,260 3
1p HachWarren 3 7,107 2,369 17 7,013 2,338 6
(in Basingstoke)
13 Hignclere& 1 2,361 2,361 17 2312 2,312 5
Bourne
14 Kempshott 3 5,669 1,890 6 6,078 2,026 8
(in Basingstoke)
15 Kingsclere 2 4,065 2,033 1 4,220 2,110 -4
16 Norden 3 5,400 1,800 11 5,903 1,968 11
(in Basingstoke)
17 Oaley & North 3 5,033 1,078 2 7,577 2,526 15
Waltham
1g Overton& 2 3,488 1744 14 3,604 1,802 18
Laverstoke
Popley
19 (in Basingstoke) 3 6,114 2,038 1 6,115 2,038 -7
20 Sherborne St John 1 2,252 2,252 12 4,670 4,670 112
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND 7




Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number of Variance

of (1999) electors per from (2004) electors from
councillors councillor average per average
% councillor %
o SouthHam 3 5,438 1,813 10 5,786 1,929 12
(in Basingstoke)
22 Tadley 3 6,436 2,145 6 6,366 2,122 -3
23 Upton Grey 1 2,166 2,166 7 2,268 2,268 3
24 Whitchurch 2 3,627 1,814 -10 4,076 2,038 -7
g5 Winkleoury 3 5,400 1,803 11 5,446 1,815 17
(in Basingstoke)
Totals 57 115,006 - - 125,330 - -
Averages - - 2,018 - - 2,199 -

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council.

Note:

8

The ‘variance from average' column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor variesfromthe averagefor the borough. Theminussymbol (-) denotesalower than average number
of electors. For example, in 1999, electors in Hatch Warren and Highclere & Bourne wards were relatively
over-represented by 17 per cent, while electorsin Chineham wards were relatively under-represented by 15
per cent. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3 DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

18 During Stage One we received 20 representations, including borough-wide schemes from
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council, the Conservative Group on the Council and the Liberal
Democrat Group on the Council, and representations from 11 parish and town councils, three
local political parties, a borough councillor and two loca residents. In the light of these
representations and evidence availableto us, wereached preliminary conclusionswhich were set
out in our report, Draft recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Basingstoke
& Deanein Hampshire.

19 Our draft recommendationswere based on the Borough Council’ s proposal s, which achieved
some improvement in electoral equality, and provided a mixed pattern of single-, two- and
three-member wards in the borough. However, we moved away from the Borough Council’s
schemeinanumber of areas, affecting Calleva, Oakley & North Waltham and Sherborne St John
wards, aswell aseight wardsin Basingstoketown, using locally generated options, together with
some of our own proposals. We proposed that:

» Basingstoke & DeaneBorough Council should be served by 60 councillors, compared
with the current 57, representing 30 wards, five more than at present;

* the boundaries of 18 of the existing wards should be modified, while seven wards
should retain their existing boundaries,

* thereshould be new warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillorsfor the
parishes of Bramley, Dummer, Sherborne St John and Sherfield on Loddon.

Draft Recommendation
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council should comprise 60 councillors, serving 30 wards.
The Council should continue to hold elections by thirds.

20 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality, with
the number of electors per councillor in 17 of the 30 wards varying by no more than 10 per cent
from the borough average. Thislevel of electoral equality wasforecast toimprove further so that
the number of electors per councillor in 27 of the 30 wards is expected to vary by no more than
10 per cent from the borough average by 2004.
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4  RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

21 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, 49 representations were
received. A list of all respondents is available on request from the Commission. All
representations may be inspected at the offices of Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council and
the Commission.

Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council

22 The Borough Council stated that the Commission’ s draft recommendations for the borough
had been endorsed by its Policy Committee. It proposed, however, that Brookvale ward should
be renamed Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward. The Council also proposed a minor amendment
to the boundary between Sherborne St John ward and Popley West and Rooksdown wards in
order to retain well-established dwellings within Sherborne St John ward and the whol e of the
Popley Fields housing development area within Popley West ward.

Member of Parliament

23 Andrew Hunter, Member of Parliament for Basingstoke, noted that the number of residents
in Bramley had expressed concern regarding the proposals for their area, and requested further
information regarding the extent of local consultation as part of the periodic €lectoral review.

Basingstoke Conservative Association

24 Basingstoke Conservative Association (“the Conservatives’) expressed general support for
the draft recommendations, arguing that our proposals go “some way towards addressing
sentiment that there should be geographically smaller wardsin rural areas’. They supported our
proposed single-member Sherborne St John ward, arguing that “there is a strong local desire to
maintain asingle-member rural seat based on Sherborne St John” . The Conservatives expressed
disappointment however that their proposals for the south-east of Basingstoke town and several
other boundary changes in Basingstoke town had not been adopted.

Basingstoke Liberal Democrats

25 Basingstoke Liberal Democrats (“the Liberal Democrats’) broadly supported our draft
recommendations and proposed some minor boundary amendmentsto our proposed Chineham,
Popley West, Rooksdown and Sherborne St Johnwards. They also proposed retaining the whole
of Wootton St Lawrence parish in Oakley & North Waltham ward and opposed our proposalsto
divide Bramley parish between Callevaand Sherborne St John wards. In Basingstoke town, the
Liberal Democrats proposed that Brookvaleward should berenamed Brookvale & KingsFurlong
ward and proposed several boundary amendmentsin Brighton Hill North, Brookvale, Grove and
Kempshott wards.
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Hampshire County Council

26 Hampshire County Council argued that “the Commission’s proposal inrelation to Taylor’'s
Farm would undermine the parish of Sherfield on Loddon as a strong unified community” and
favoured retaining this areain the same ward as Sherfield on Loddon parish

Parish Councils

27 Wereceived two submissionsfrom Wootton St Lawrence Parish Council expressing support
for our proposed single-member Sherborne St John ward, arguing that the proposal would satisfy
the preference of the rural parishes to form part of arural ward. However, they proposed also
including Wootton ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish in Sherborne St John ward or in the
neighbouring rural ward of Kingsclere, rather than Oakley & North Waltham ward. Dummer
Parish Council unanimously supported the proposalsfor their area, and Oakley & Deane Parish
Council supported retaining Oakley and Deane parisheswithin the sameward. Sherborne St John
Parish Council expressed support for the draft recommendations, but proposed two minor
amendmentsto the boundary between Sherborne St Johnward and Rooksdown and Popley West
wards.

28 Pamber Parish Council opposed our draft recommendation to divide Bramley parish and
proposed several aternative warding arrangements for this area. It proposed combining our
proposed Sherborne St John and Calleva wards in a new three-member ward. Alternatively, it
favoured retaining the whole of Bramley parish in a revised two-member Calleva ward and
combining Mortimer West End and Silchester parisheswith our proposed Pamber and Sherborne
St John ward in a new two-member ward. Pamber Parish Council also proposed that electoral
equality could befurther improved under this second option by transferring Monk Sherborneand
Ramsdell ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish to Oakley & North Waltham ward. Bramley
Parish Council also strongly opposed our proposals for this area, arguing that they would be
detrimental tothewell-being of the Bramley community, and expressed support for the proposals
submitted by Pamber Parish Council.

29 Chineham Parish Council expressed support for our proposal to include the Taylor’s Farm
development in Chineham ward, but proposed amending the western boundary of thisward, in
order to ensure that the proposed Chineham railway station would form part of Chineham.
Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council opposed the draft recommendation to include the Taylor’'s
Farm areain Chineham ward, arguing that “this would create an administrative nightmare”. It
proposed combining the whole of Sherfield on Loddon parish with Bramley, Hartley Wespall,
Stratfield Turgis and Stratfield Saye parishes in a two-member Calleva ward, transferring
Pamber, Mortimer West End and Silchester parishesto arevised two-member Sherborne St John
ward, and transferring Monk Sherborne and Wootton St Lawrence parishes to a revised three-
member Oakley & North Waltham ward.
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Other Representations

30 A further 32 representations were received in response to our draft recommendations from
local political groups, local organisations, councillors and residents.

31 County Councillor Allen (Kingsclere & Tadley division) expressed support for our draft
proposals for Baughurst & Heath End, Kingsclere and Tadley wards and opposed the proposals
put forward by the North West Hampshire Conservative Association. The Baughurst Society
supported the draft recommendations for the Baughurst and Wolverton area, arguing that they
are of asimilar rural nature.

32 North West Hampshire Conservative Association generaly welcomed our draft
recommendations, but reiterated its Stage One proposal that the whole of Wootton St Lawrence
parish should form part of either Sherborne St John or Kingsclere wards. They also argued that,
since Overton is the largest village in our proposed Laverstoke, Overton & Steventon ward, it
should berenamed Overton, Laverstoke & Steventonward. A local resident submitted proposals
similar to those submitted by the Liberal Democrats.

33 Councillor Blade (Sherborne St John ward), Ramsdell,Wootton & Monk Sherborne Branch
and Kingsclere & The Sherbornes Division of the North West Hampshire Conservative
Association, and seven local residents supported the draft proposalsfor Sherborne St John ward.
Councillor Blade, however, proposed that the whole of Wootton St Lawrence parish should be
included in either Sherborne St John or Kingsclere wards, and that there should be a minor
boundary amendment to include a number of established residencesin the revised Sherborne St
John ward rather than in Rooksdown ward. A local resident supported including the Taylor's
Farm development (currently in Callevaward) inarevised Chinehamward. Sevenlocal residents
proposed amending the southern boundary of our proposed Sherborne St John ward to include
the residential area between Sherborne Road and Chineham Lane, arguing that they naturally
form part of the Sherborne St John community.

34 Councillor Gardiner (Calleva ward) opposed our draft recommendations in relation to
Bramley parish and proposed creating athree-member ward comprising the proposed Callevaand
Sherborne St John wards. Alternatively, he also favoured including the whole of Bramley parish
in Calleva ward and combining Mortimer West End, Pamber and Silchester parishes with
Sherborne St John wardinanew two-member Pamber Forest ward. Two local residents objected
to the draft recommendations for Sherborne St John ward and proposed warding arrangements
similar to those put forward by Bramley and Pamber parish councils at Stage Three. They also
proposed several boundary amendmentsin Basingstoke town, aswell asanumber of changesto
ward names. Six local residentsal so obj ected to thedraft recommendationsinrelationto Bramley
parish, arguing that Bramley village should not be divided between district wards and that such
aproposal would adversely affect community interests. Threeof theseresidentsal so asserted that
many local residents had not been aware of the draft recommendations for their area.

35 Councillor Gurden (Brighton Hill ward) and six local residents, as well as a petition

containing 133 signatures, opposed our draft recommendation to retain the existing western
boundary of Grove ward, along Cranbourne Lane, and proposed including the whole of the
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Cranbourne area within Grove ward. Councillor Watts (Winklebury ward) proposed that
Brookvale ward should be renamed Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward in order to better reflect
the area covered by the ward. A local resident supported our proposal to include the part of
Norden ward to the north of the A339 and west of the A33 in Popley East ward, but proposed
including the Chineham industrial areain Chineham ward, rather than Popley East ward.

Further Consultation

36 Inthelight of representationsreceived regarding our draft recommendationsfor Callevaand
Sherborne St John wards, we carried out afurther period of consultation on the most appropriate
warding arrangements for the area. On 12 May 2000, we wrote to the Borough Council, the
relevant parish councilsand other interested partiesoutlining our draft recommendationsand two
alternative options and invited further evidence and submissionsby 13 June 2000. As part of this
consultation, we received 35 representations.

37 Basingstoke Conservative Association, Councillor Leek (Sherborne St John ward), North
West Hampshire Conservative Association, Kingsclere & The Sherbornes Division and
Ramsdell, Wootton & Monk Sherborne Branch of the North West Hampshire Conservative
Association, Monk Sherborne, Sherborne St John and Wootton St Lawrence parish councils,
Parish Councillor Todd (Monk Sherborne parish) and four local residents broadly supported our
draft recommendations, arguing that they would retain asingle-member Sherborne St Johnward
and would provide for reasonable levels of electoral equality. Councillor Leek, Wootton St
Lawrence Parish Council and alocal resident also stated that Alternative Option Two would be
their second preference.

38 Andrew Hunter, the Member of Parliament for Basingstoke, noted that “there are strong
feelingsin Bramley that the village should not be divided between two areas’ and requested that
local concerns receive the attention they deserve. Pamber Parish Council, Councillor Gardiner
(Calleva ward) and two local residents expressed support for Alternative Option One, while
Bramley Parish Council favoured either of the alternative proposals put forward during further
consultation. Six local residents opposed our draft recommendations to divide Bramley parish
and favoured the proposals put forward by Bramley Parish Council and borough councillorsfor
Callevaward.

39 Basingstoke Liberal Democrats and alocal resident opposed our draft recommendations to
divide Bramley parish, aswell as Alternative Option Two, which they argued would result in an
unreasonably high electoral variance in Sherborne St John ward. They expressed support for
Alternative Option One, with aminor amendment to transfer the whole of Wootton St Lawrence
parish to Oakley & North Waltham ward. Hampshire County Council, Sherfield on Loddon
Parish Council, Stratfield Turgis Parish Council and three local residents favoured Alternative
Option Two. Two local residentsal so considered that Alternative Option Two would bethemore
realistic option, but reiterated their preference for transferring Monk Sherborne and Wootton St
Lawrence parishes to Oakley & North Waltham ward.
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5 ANALYSISAND FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

40 As described earlier, our prime objective in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Basingstoke & Deane is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we have
regard to the statutory criteria set out in the Local Government Act 1992 — the need to secure
effective and convenient local government, and reflect the identities and interests of local
communities—and Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, which refersto the number
of electors per councillor being “as nearly as may be, the same in every ward of the district or
borough”.

41 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on assumptions as to changes in the number and distribution
of local government electorslikely to take place withintheensuingfiveyears. We al so must have
regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and to maintaining local ties which
might otherwise be broken.

42 Itisthereforeimpractical to design an electoral scheme which providesfor exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every ward of an authority. There must be a degree of
flexibility. However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, isthat such flexibility
must be kept to a minimum.

43 Our Guidance statesthat, while we accept that the achievement of absol ute electoral equality
for the authority as awhole is likely to be unattainable. However, we consider that, if electoral
imbalances are to be kept to the minimum, such an objective should be the starting point in any
review. Wetherefore strongly recommend that, informul ating €l ectoral schemes, local authorities
and other interested parties should start from the standpoint of absolute electoral equality and
only then make adjustmentsto reflect relevant factors, such as community identity and interests.
Regard must also be had to five-year forecasts of change in electorates.

Elector ate Forecasts

44 At Stage One the Borough Council submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2004,
projecting anincreasein the el ectorate of some 9 per cent from 115,006 to 125,330 over thefive-
year period from 1999 to 2004. It expects most of the growth to be in four areas abutting the
urban areas of Basingstoke and Chineham, due to housing developments in Oakley & North
Waltham ward at Beggarwood Lane, in Sherborne St John ward at Popley Fields and
Rooksdown, and in Callevaward at Taylor’s Farm. The Council estimated rates and locations
of housing devel opment with regard to structureand local plans, and the expected rate of building
over thefive-year period and assumed occupancy rates. In our draft recommendations report we
accepted that thisisan inexact scienceand, having given consideration to theforecast el ectorates,
we were satisfied that they represented the best estimates that could reasonably be made at the
time.

45 We received no comments on the Council’s electorate forecasts during Stage Three, and
remain satisfied that they represent the best estimates currently available.
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Council Size

46 Asaready explained, the Commission’s starting point isto assume that the current council
size facilitates effective and convenient local government, although we are willing to look
carefully at arguments why this might not be the case.

47 Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council currently has 57 members. At Stage One, the
Borough Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed a small increase in council size from 57
to 60. They argued that this would reduce the size of wards and make them more community
focused, as well asimproving the accountability of councillors. The Conservatives proposed a
59-member scheme for the borough, which they argued achieved the best possible numerical
solution together with sensible boundaries. Basingstoke Labour Party proposed retaining the
council size of 57, athough it did not provide detailed warding arrangements under such a
council size. It argued that the current number is sufficient given the electorate, and that
increasing the number now would not allow for increasesin thefutureto reflect further increases
in population.

48 Informulating our draft recommendations, we considered carefully the alternative council
sizesand warding arrangements proposed at Stage One. We considered avariety of council sizes
and concluded that 60 members provided a better balance between electoral equality and the
statutory criteriathan council sizesof 57 or 59. In particular, such anincrease would enable many
of the rural wards to remain unchanged, while providing equality of representation for electors
in the new areas of housing development which will be built over the next five years. We
accepted that, if the borough continuesto grow asit hasover thelast 20 years, then afundamental
reappraisa of the council size will be required in the future. However, we stated that in this
review weareonly ableto consider projected growth over the next five years. Having considered
the size and distribution of the electorate, the geography and other characteristics of the area,
together with the representations received, we have concluded that the achievement of electoral
equality and the statutory criteriawould best be met by a council of 60 members.

49 At Stage Three we received no further comments specifically regarding our proposalsin
relation to council size, and are content to confirm our draft recommendation for a council size
of 60 asfind.

Electoral Arrangements

50 As set out in our draft recommendations report, we carefully considered all the
representations received at Stage One, including the borough-wide schemes from the Borough
Council, the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats. From these representations, some
considerations emerged which assisted usin preparing our draft recommendations.

51 Therewassome consensus between the schemeswith regard to largely retaining the existing
warding arrangements in the west of the borough. We also noted that they agreed that the
Beggarwood Lane development in Dummer parish (currently in Oakley & North Waltham ward)
should be combined with the urban area of Hatch Warren, and that the proposed housing
development in Rooksdown should be separately warded from the remaining more rural part of
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Sherborne St John parish. Finally, we noted that all three borough-wide schemes submitted at
Stage One proposed a mixed pattern of one-, two- and three-member wards.

52 We noted that the Conservatives' and Liberal Democrats proposals would provide for a
reasonable level of electoral equality, but considered that the Borough Council’s 60-member
scheme would provide for more clearly identifiable boundaries in Basingstoke town, while
largely addressing the problemsof electoral inequality inthe parished areas surrounding thetown.
While our draft recommendations were based primarily upon the Borough Council’ s proposals,
we sought to build on those proposals in order to put forward electoral arrangements which
would achieve further improvements in electoral equality, while also seeking to reflect the
statutory criteria.

53 At Stage Three, our draft recommendations received a degree of local support and we
propose that our draft recommendations should be substantially endorsed, subject to a number
of boundary modifications. Inthelight of further evidence received, we have reviewed our draft
recommendationsin several areasin order to better reflect community identitiesand interestsand
to providefor moreclearly identifiable boundaries. For borough warding purposes, thefollowing
areas, based on existing wards, are considered in turn:

(@ Burghclere, East Woodhay, Highclere & Bourne and Whitchurch wards;
(b) Baughurst & Heath End, Kingsclere and Tadley wards,

(c) Oakley & North Watham and Overton & Laverstoke wards,

(d) Cadlevaand Sherborne St John wards;

(e)  Basing, Chineham and Upton Grey wards,

(f)  Brighton Hill and Hatch Warren wards;

(g0  Buckskin, Kempshott, South Ham and Winklebury wards,

(h)  Norden and Popley wards;

(i)  Brookvale, Eastrop and Grove wards.

54 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Figures 1 and 2, and illustrated on Map
2, in Appendix A and on the large map inserted at the back of this report.

Burghclere, East Woodhay, Highclere & Bourne and Whitchurch wards

55 The wards of Burghclere, East Woodhay, Highclere & Bourne and Whitchurch cover the
largely rural western part of the borough. Burghclere ward contains the parishes of Burghclere,
Ecchinswell & Sydmonton, Litchfield & Woodcott and Newtown. East Woodhay ward contains
the parish of that name and Highclere & Bourne ward comprises Ashmansworth, Highclere and
St Mary Bourne parishes. Whitchurch ward contains the parishes of Hurstbourne Priors and
Whitchurch. Under the existing arrangements, Burghclere, East Woodhay and Highclere &
Bourne are each represented by one councillor and have 2 per cent, 9 per cent and 17 per cent
more electors per councillor than the borough average (13 per cent fewer, 3 per cent fewer and
5 per cent more by 2004). Whitchurch ward isrepresented by two councillorsand has 10 per cent
fewer electors than the borough average, improving to 7 per cent fewer by 2004.
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56 At Stage One, the Borough Council, Conservatives and Liberal Democrats all proposed no
change to the existing arrangements in this area. They argued that the parishes in Whitchurch,
Burghclere and Highclere & Bourne wards share much in common and favoured retaining a
single-member ward for the relatively isolated East Woodhay parish. Litchfield, Woodcott &
Dunley Parish Meeting, Newtown Parish Council and North West Hampshire Conservative
Association also proposed retaining the existing warding arrangementsin this area.

57 Inour draft recommendations, we proposed retai ning the existing warding arrangementsfor
this area, which enjoy a significant degree of local support and reflect community tieswell. We
also noted that East Woodhay and Highclere & Bournewardswouldinitially have relatively high
levels of electoral inequality under a council size of 60, with 15 per cent and 23 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average. However, by 2004 they areforecast to improve
significantly to 2 per cent and 11 per cent more than the average respectively. Under our draft
recommendations, Burghclere ward would have 7 per cent more electors per councillor than the
borough average (9 per cent fewer by 2004), while Whitchurch ward would have 5 per cent fewer
than the average, improving to 2 per cent fewer by 2004.

58 At Stage Three, we received no further representations specifically regarding our proposals
in this area and therefore are content to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Baughurst & Heath End, Kingsclere and Tadley wards

59 Baughurst & Heath End, Kingsclere and Tadley wards are located in the north and west of
the borough. Baughurst & Heath End ward contains Baughurst and Baughurst Common wards
of Baughurst parish together with North ward and part of Central ward of Tadley town. Tadley
ward contains the remainder of the Tadley Town Council area. Kingsclere ward comprises the
parishes of Ashford Hill with Headley, Hannington and Kingsclere, and Wolverton ward of
Baughurst parish. Under the current warding arrangements, Baughurst & Heath End and
Kingsclerewardsare represented by two councillorseach and have 2 per cent and 1 per cent more
electorsper councillor than the borough average. Tadley ward isrepresented by three councillors
and has 6 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average. All three wards would
have variance of no more than 4 per cent from the average by 2004.

60 At Stage One the Borough Council proposed a revised two-member Kingsclere ward
containing Ashford Hill with Headl ey, Kingsclere and Hannington parishes. It proposed creating
anew single-member Baughurst ward comprising the whole of Baughurst parish, and two two-
member wards for the Tadley Town Council area. The proposed Tadley North & Central ward
would comprisethe North and Central town council wards, and Tadley South & East ward would
comprise the South and East town council wards. Under the Borough Council’s 60-member
scheme, Baughurst and Kingsclere wards would have 1 per cent more and 1 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (6 per cent fewer and 5 per cent
fewer by 2004). Tadley North & Central and Tadley South & East wards would have electoral
variances of 18 per cent and 14 per cent more electors per councillor than the average
respectively, improving to 9 per cent and 3 per cent by 2004.
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61 The Conservatives and Liberal Democrats put forward identical warding arrangements to
those proposed by the Borough Council for this area, although they proposed that the two wards
in Tadley should be named Tadley North and Tadley South. Tadley Town Council’ s proposals
for the Tadley area were also identical to the Borough Council’s proposals. North West
Hampshire Liberal Democrats argued that the existing warding arrangementsin Tadley are the
cause of some concern locally and should be changed.

62 North West Hampshire Conservative Association opposed the Borough Council’ s and the
Conservatives proposals, arguing that they would combine sparsely popul ated rural communities
with largely urban areas. They proposed creating a new Ramsdell ward containing Baughurst,
Hannington, Monk Sherborne and Wootton St Lawrence parishes, and a three-member Tadley
North ward, comprising Baughurst Common ward of Baughurst parish and North and Central
wards of Tadley town. Theremainder of Tadley town (South and East wards) would form atwo-
member Tadley South ward. A loca resident argued that there is little difference between
Baughurst and Tadley, as both contain urban and rural areas. Another resident favoured
combining the rural part of Baughurst parish with adjacent rural areas, such as Kingsclere,
Ramsdell or Sherborne St John, rather than combining it with the urban areas of Baughurst or
Tadley.

63 In our draft recommendations we noted that, with the exception of North West Hampshire
Conservative Association, there was agreement regarding the most appropriate warding
arrangement for this area. In particular we noted the arguments in favour of creating separate
wardsto represent the Baughurst and Tadley communities. We concurred with thisview and put
forward the warding arrangements proposed by the Borough Council, Conservativesand Liberal
Democrats as part of our draft recommendations. However, we welcomed further views from
local residents regarding ward names for the Tadley area at Stage Three.

64 At Stage Three, the Liberal Democrats and alocal resident supported the proposed names
of Tadley North and Tadley South wards. The Borough Council supported our draft
recommendations. The Baughurst Society expressed support for our draft recommendations for
Baughurst ward and disagreed with the views of alocal resident that Baughurst and Tadley are
similar in character. Kingsclere & The Sherbornes Division of the North West Hampshire
Conservative Association endorsed our draft recommendationsfor the Kingsclereand Baughurst
areas. County Councillor Allen (Kingsclere & Tadley Division) expressed full support for our
draft proposals for this area, arguing that they “reflect well the nature of the area and its
residents’, and opposed the proposals put forward by the North West Hampshire Conservative
Association.

65 Having considered the representations received, we are content that our proposals have a
degree of local support, and propose confirming our draft recommendations as final. Under our
final recommendations, Baughurst and Kingsclere wards would have 1 per cent more and 1 per
cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (6 per cent fewer and 5
per cent fewer by 2004). Tadley North and Tadley South wards would initially have 18 per cent
and 14 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average respectively, improving
to 9 per cent and 3 per cent more by 2004. Our proposals for this area are illustrated on Map 2
and Map A2 in Appendix A.
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Oakley & North Waltham and Overton & L averstoke wards

66 These two wards are located to the west of Basingstoke town. The parishes of Deane,
Dummer, North Waltham, Oakley, Popham and Steventon, and Wootton ward of Wootton St
Lawrence parish together form the three-member Oakley & North Waltham ward. Overton &
Laverstokewardisrepresented by two councillorsand comprisesthetwo parishesof Overton and
Laverstoke. Under existing arrangements, Oakley & North Waltham ward has 2 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average. Due to a projected large housing devel opment
at Beggarwood Lane in Dummer parish, the level of electoral inequality in Oakley & North
Waltham ward is expected to deteriorate so that by 2004 it would have 15 per cent more electors
per councillor than the borough average. Overton & Laverstoke ward has 14 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average (18 per cent fewer by 2004).

67 At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed a revised three-member Oakley & North
Waltham ward, combining Wootton St Lawrence and Monk Sherborne parishes (currently in
Sherborne St John ward) with the existing Oakley & North Waltham ward, but excluding
Steventon parish and the Beggarwood L anedevel opment in Dummer parish. It proposed creating
anew three-member Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward containing the Beggarwood Lane area
together with part of the existing Hatch Warren ward, as discussed below. The Council proposed
combining Steventon, Overton and Laverstoke parishes to create a two-member Overton,
Laverstoke & Steventon ward, arguing that they have very similar identities. The Council’s
proposed Oakley & North Waltham and Overton, Laverstoke & Steventon wardswould have 11
per cent more and 4 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average respectively
(equal to the average and 10 per cent fewer by 2004).

68 The Conservatives proposed arevised three-member Oakley & North Waltham ward, atwo-
member Overton & Laverstoke ward and a new three-member Hatch Warren & Beggarwood
ward, identical to the Borough Council’s proposals for the area. The Conservatives proposed
Oakley & North Waltham and Overton & Laverstokewardswould have, on the basis of acouncil
sizeof 59, 9 per cent more and 6 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average
respectively (1 per cent and 11 per cent fewer by 2004).

69 The Libera Democrats also proposed creating a two-member Overton, Laverstoke &
Steventonward and athree-member Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward, identical to the Borough
Council’ s proposals for the area. They proposed including the whole of Wootton St Lawrence
parish in arevised three-member Oakley & North Waltham ward. Under the Liberal Democrats
proposals, Oakley & North Waltham and Overton, Laverstoke & Steventon wards would have
6 per cent more and 4 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average
respectively (4 per cent and 10 per cent fewer by 2004).

70 North West Hampshire Conservative Association opposed the Borough Council’ s and the
Conservatives proposalsfor thisarea and put forward alternative warding arrangements. They
proposed creating anew Ramsdell ward, comprisingtherural parishesof Baughurst, Hannington,
Monk Sherborne and Wootton St Lawrence. North West Hampshire Conservative Association
also proposed combining Oakley, Dummer (excluding the Beggarwood Lane area) and Popham
parishesto create a new two-member Oakley & Dummer ward, and combining the five parishes
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of Deane, Laverstoke, North Waltham, Overton and Steventon to create a new two-member
Overton & North Waltham ward.

71 Councillor Blade (Sherborne St John ward) opposed the Council’ s proposal to divide the
existing Sherborne St John ward between four new wards and expressed support for the North
West Hampshire Conservative Association’ s proposals. We al so received a petition containing
370 signatures from residents of the villages of Ramsdell and Monk Sherborne, which opposed
being combined with the largely urban Oakley ward. Wootton St Lawrence Parish Council
opposed the current division of its parish between Oakley & North Waltham and Sherborne St
John wards and argued that urban and rural areas should be differentiated. It proposed creating
a new ward which would unite the rura communities on the eastern side of the North West
Hampshire parliamentary constituency (including Hannington, Monk Sherborne, Sherborne St
John and part of Baughurst parishes). It al so proposed creating asingle-member ward containing
Popham and Dummer parishes, and arevised Overton & Laverstoke ward containing Overton,
Laverstoke, Steventon, North Waltham and Deane parishes.

72 Oakley & Deane Parish Council argued that the parishes should remain in the same borough
ward sincethetwo villages of Oakley and Deane havevery strong linkswith each other. Dummer
Parish Council argued that including the Beggarwood Lane development in Oakley and North
Waltham ward would beinappropriategiventherural nature of theareaand instead proposed that
it should form part of a new Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward.

73 Inour draft recommendations, we noted that were several opposing views regarding the most
appropriate warding arrangements for the sparsely popul ated parishes of Monk Sherborne and
Wootton St Lawrence. In particular, we noted the views of North West Hampshire Conservative
Association and local residents who opposed proposals to combine theserural parisheswith the
largely urban Oakley community, on the basis that they have distinct interests and share few
direct communication and transport links. While we had some sympathy with thisview, we also
noted that the North West Hampshire Conservative Association’s alternative proposa would
only cover the North West Hampshire parliamentary constituency and, while providing a
reasonablelevel of electoral equality for thisarea, would result in unacceptablelevel sof electoral
inequality in the remaining parished area of the borough. We therefore proposed adopting a
combination of the other schemes submitted to us at Stage One.

74 We proposed creating a two-member ward containing Laverstoke, Overton and Steventon
parishes, as put forward by the Borough Council, Conservatives and Libera Democrats. In the
light of representationsreceived at Stage One, we proposed retaining Ramsdell ward of Wootton
St Lawrence parish and Monk Sherborne parish with therural Sherborne St John area, asdetailed
below. Wenoted Wootton St Lawrence Parish Council’ s proposal to retain the Beggarwood Lane
development within alargely rural single-member ward, but did not consider that this proposal
would adequately reflect community interests and identitiesin this area. We therefore proposed
creating a three-member Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward, as proposed by the Borough
Council, Conservatives, Liberal Democratsand Dummer Parish Council, asdiscussed below. We
al so proposed retai ning the exi sting three-member Oakley & NorthWalthamward (excluding the
Beggarwood Lane area of Dummer parish and Steventon parish).
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75 At Stage Three, the Borough Council expressed support for our draft recommendations. The
Liberal Democrats and a local resident argued that the whole of Wootton St Lawrence parish
should be in one ward, and proposed achieving this by transferring Ramsdell parish ward to
Oakley & North Waltham ward. North West Hampshire Conservative A ssociation, Councillor
Blade, Wootton St Lawrence Parish Council and a local resident generally supported our
proposals for this area, but urged the Commission to reconsider its proposals with regard to the
rural parish of Wootton St Lawrence, arguing that community interests should come before
electoral equality inthisarea. They proposed combining the parish with either Sherborne St John
or Kingsclereward, rather than thelargely urbani sed Oakley & North Waltham ward. North West
Hampshire Conservative Association also proposed that Laverstoke, Overton & Steventon ward
should be renamed Overton, Laverstoke & Steventon ward.

76 Oakley & Deane Parish Council stated that it was pleased that our draft proposals had
retained the two villages of Oakley and Deane within the same ward. Dummer Parish Council
expressed unanimous support for our draft proposals for their area, and one local resident
supported our proposal to retain Wootton ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish in Oakley &
North Waltham ward.

77 Having considered the representationsreceived at Stage Three, we note that there was broad
support for our draft proposalsin thisarea. We have noted that there was some opposition to our
proposal to retain Wootton ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish in Oakley & North Waltham
ward, but we have not been persuaded that our draft proposals arefundamentally flawed, nor that
there exists overwhelming local opposition to the proposed warding arrangements for this area
tojustify the much higher electoral inequality which would result from the alternative proposals.
We havealso not been persuaded by the evidencereceived that our proposed Laverstoke, Overton
& Steventon ward should be renamed and remain of the view that our proposed ward name
adequately reflectsthe areacovered by that ward. We are content, therefore, to confirm our draft
recommendations as final.

78 Under our final recommendations, Laverstoke, Overton & Steventon and Oakley & North
Waltham wards would have 4 per cent fewer and equal to the average number of electors per
councillor than the borough average respectively (both 10 per cent below the average by 2004).

Calleva and Sherborne St John wards

79 Cadlevaand Sherborne St John wards are located to the north of Basingstoke town. Calleva
ward isrepresented by three councillors and contains seven parishes: Bramley, Hartley Wespall,
Mortimer West End, Pamber, Sherfield on Loddon, Silchester, Stratfield Saye and Stratfield
Turgis. Sherborne St John is asingle-member ward comprising Monk Sherborne and Sherborne
St John parishes and Ramsdell ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish. Under existing
arrangements, both wardshave 12 per cent more el ectorsper councillor thanthe borough average.
However, dueto projected housing devel opments at Popl ey Fieldsand Rooksdown in Sherborne
St John parish, and at Taylor’ sFarmin Sherfield on Loddon parish, thelevel of electoral equality
in Sherborne St John and Callevawardsis expected to deteriorate to 112 per cent and 34 per cent
more electors per councillors than the borough average respectively by 2004.
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80 At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed creating a new single-member Pamber ward
comprising Pamber parish, and arevised Callevaward comprising the existing Callevaward, less
the Taylor’ s Farm development, and Sherborne St John parish, less the Rooksdown and Popley
Fields areas. In this way, they would be able to retain a largely rural ward for this area. It
proposed creating asingle-member Rooksdown ward and including the Popley Fieldsareawithin
anew Popley West ward, asdiscussed bel ow. They proposed that the Taylor’ sFarm devel opment
should be combined with Chineham parish, as also discussed below. Under the Council’s
proposals, Callevaand Pamber wardswould have 2 per cent fewer and 15 per cent more electors
per councillor than the borough average (equal to the average and 6 per cent more by 2004).
Rooksdown ward would have initially an electoral variance of 73 per cent below the borough
average. However, it is predicted that the level of electoral equality would improveto 5 per cent
below the average by 2004.

81 The Conservatives proposed a revised single-member Sherborne St John ward comprising
the existing ward, less the Rooksdown area of Sherborne St John parish. They proposed
combining the Rooksdown devel opment with Winklebury ward to create a new Rooksdown &
Winklebury ward. The Conservatives proposed creating anew single-member Pamber ward and
a three-member Bramley & Sherfield ward, which would contain the existing Calleva ward
(excluding Pamber parish). Under their proposals, Bramley & Sherfield, Pamber and Sherborne
St John wards would initialy have 21 per cent fewer, 13 per cent more and 44 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average respectively, improving to 4 per cent more, 4
per cent more and 6 per cent fewer by 2004.

82 TheLibera Democrats proposed arevised Callevaward, combining the existing ward (less
Pamber parish and the Taylor’s Farm development in Sherfield on Loddon parish) with Monk
Sherborne parish and part of Sherborne St John parish. Similar to the Borough Council and the
Conservatives, they also proposed creating a single-member Pamber ward. The Liberal
Democrats proposed combining the Rooksdown and Popley Fields areas of Sherborne St John
parish with the adjacent urban areas in Basingstoke town, as discussed below. Their proposed
Calleva and Pamber wards would initially have 3 per cent and 15 per cent more electors per
councillor than the borough average respectively (5 per cent and 6 per cent more by 2004).

83 North West Hampshire Conservative Association opposed the Borough Council’s and the
Conservatives proposalsfor this area and put forward aternative warding arrangements. They
proposed creating anew Ramsdell ward, comprisingtherural parishesof Baughurst, Hannington,
Monk Sherborne and Wootton St Lawrence, and a revised Sherborne St John ward containing
Sherborne St John parish. Chineham Parish Council favoured including the Taylor's Farm
development (currently in Calleva ward) in Chineham ward, arguing that the future electorsin
this area would have close community links with Chineham. Councillor Blade opposed the
Council’ sproposal to divide the existing Sherborne St John ward and supported the North West
Hampshire Conservative Association’s proposals. We aso received a petition containing 370
signatures from residents of the villages of Ramsdell and Monk Sherborne, which opposed the
area being combined with the much larger urban area of Oakley.

84 In our draft recommendations we noted the opposition of North West Hampshire
Conservative Association and local residents to combining the Monk Sherborne and Ramsdell
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communitieswith thelargely urban Oakley area. We concurred with their assessment that these
areas have distinct interests and share few direct communication and transport links, and
proposed to broadly retain the existing Oakley & North Waltham ward. Asaconsequence of our
proposal and in the light of the views expressed at Stage One, we proposed a revised single-
member Sherborne St John ward, comprising Ramsdell ward of Wootton St Lawrence parish,
Monk Sherborne parish and part of Sherborne St John parish (excluding the Rooksdown and
Popley Fields areas). To further improve electoral equality in thisward, we proposed including
the part of Bramley parish to the west of the Basingstoke to Reading railway line (currently in
Calleva ward). We recognised that in order to reflect the community ties between Monk
Sherborne and Sherborne St John we divided the parish of Bramley. However, we considered that
on the basis of the evidence presented at Stage One, thiswould be the best option for the areaas
awhole.

85 We noted that there was a consensus in favour of a new single-member Pamber ward,
comprising Pamber parish. We considered therewas some merit in thisproposal, which reflected
community ties well, and put it forward as part of our draft recommendations. We noted,
however, that therewasalack of consensusregarding the most appropriate warding arrangements
for Calleva ward (excluding Pamber parish). We therefore proposed a revised two-member
Callevaward, comprisingthe parishesof Hartley Westpall, the eastern part of Bramley, Mortimer
West End, Silchester, Stratfield Saye, Stratfield Turgis and Sherfield on Loddon, excluding the
Taylor's Farm area, thereby uniting the rural communities in the north-east of the borough. We
proposed that the Tayl or’ s Farm housing devel opment areaof Sherfield on Loddon parish should
be combined with the existing Chineham ward, as described below.

86 We proposed creating a single-member Rooksdown ward, as largely proposed by the
Borough Council. We considered that the housing devel opment at Rooksdown would constitute
adistinct community, separated from therest of Basingstoke town by the A339 (Ringway North).
While we noted that the area has some community ties with the Winklebury area, we noted that
combining the two areas would mean dividing the Winklebury community. We were not
persuaded therefore that the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats' proposed Winklebury &
Rooksdown ward would adequately reflect community tiesin this area. We also proposed that
the Popley Fields area of Sherborne St John parish should form part of anew Popley West ward,
as discussed below.

87 Under our draft recommendations, Rooksdown and Sherborne St John wardswould initially
have electoral variances of 73 per cent below and 20 per cent above the borough average,
improving to 5 per cent below and 9 per cent above the average by 2004. Calleva and Pamber
wards would have 2 per cent and 15 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average (10 per cent and 6 per cent more by 2004). In formulating our draft recommendations,
werecognised that the particular configuration of parish boundariesin thisareapresented limits
to the number of acceptable warding arrangements and considered that our proposals would
provide a better balance between electoral equality and community interests and identities than
the existing arrangements. We noted, however, that our draft proposals for this area departed
from the schemes put to us at Stage One and considered that there might be alternative warding
configurations that would prevent the division of Bramley parish, involving a different ward
structure for the north-east of the borough. We therefore particularly welcomed further views
from local residents at Stage Three regarding this area.
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88 At Stage Three the Borough Council supported our draft recommendations, but proposed
minor amendments to the northern boundaries of our proposed Rooksdown and Popley West
wards, in order to retain more established dwellings along Aldermaston Road, EIm Road,
Sherborne Road and Chineham Lane within Sherborne St John ward. The Basingstoke
Conservative Association stated that although our proposals would result in the division of
Bramley parish, it supported them because of “astrong local desire to maintain asingle-member
rural seat based on Sherborne St John” and argued that our proposals would go “some way
towards addressing the sentiment that there should be geographically smaller wards in rural
areas’.

89 Similarly, the Liberal Democrats stated that while they were unhappy about our proposals
to divide Bramley parish between Sherborne St John and Callevawards, they recognised that the
only other solution would be to unite these two wards. They proposed amending the boundary
between Sherborne St John and Rooksdown and Popley West wards in order to include more
established dwellingsin Sherborne St John ward, as al so proposed by the Borough Council. The
Liberal Democrats also proposed transferring an area to the north of the Ringway North, which
under our draft recommendationswould form part of our proposed Popley West and Winklebury
wards, to Rooksdown ward. Finally, as described above, they proposed including the whole of
Wootton St Lawrence parish in Oakley & North Waltham ward. A local resident proposed
changesidentical to those put forward by the Liberal Democrats.

90 North West Hampshire Conservative Association, Wootton St Lawrence Parish Council and
Councillor Blade broadly supported our proposed Sherborne St John ward, but proposed
transferring the whole of Wootton St Lawrence parish to either Sherborne St John or Kingsclere
ward, as detailed above. Sherborne St John Parish Council generally supported our draft
recommendations for Sherborne St John ward, but proposed two minor boundary amendments
to transfer the established dwellings on Aldermaston Road, EIm Road, Sherborne Road and
Chineham Lane to Sherborne St John ward. Councillor Blade also proposed amending the
boundary between Rooksdown and Sherborne St John wards, arguing that it would provide for
amore clearly identifiable boundary, while six local residents favoured retaining the established
properties on Sherborne Road and Chineham Lane in Sherborne St John ward, arguing that this
areawill sharefew tieswith the new housing developmentsin our proposed Popley West ward.
Kingsclere & The Sherbornes Division and Ramsdell, Wootton & Monk Sherborne Branch of
the North West Hampshire Conservative Association and seven local residents also expressed
support for our proposed Sherborne St John ward.

91 Pamber Parish Council opposed the draft recommendation to divide Bramley parish between
wards and proposed several aternative warding arrangements for this area. It proposed
combining our proposed Sherborne St John and Calleva wards in a new three-member ward.
Alternatively, it proposed retaining the whole of Bramley parish in a revised two-member
Calleva ward and combining Mortimer West End and Silchester parishes with our proposed
Pamber and Sherborne St John wards in a new two-member ward. Pamber Parish Council also
argued that electoral equality could be further improved under this second option by transferring
the whole of Monk Sherborne and Wootton St Lawrence parishesto Oakley & North Waltham
ward. Bramley Parish Council strongly opposed our proposalsfor thisareaand broadly favoured
Pamber Parish Council’ sproposalsfor thearea. Councillor Gardiner (Callevaward) and six local
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residents also opposed our proposals with regard to Bramley parish, arguing that they would
arbitrarily divide the village and would disrupt community tiesin this area.

92 Two local residents opposed our draft recommendations for this area. They proposed a
revised Callevaward comprising Bramley, Stratfield say, Stratfield Turgis, Hartley Wespall and
part of Sherfield on Loddon parishes, and anew Pamber ward comprising Pamber, Silchester and
Mortimer West End parishes and the rural part of Sherborne St John parish. They also proposed
transferring Wootton St Lawrence and Monk Sherborne parishes to Oakley & North Waltham
ward.

93 Mr Andrew Hunter, the Member of Parliament for Basingstoke, expressed concern that a
number of residents in the village of Bramley had not been aware of the proposed warding
arrangements for their area.

94 Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council objected to our draft recommendation to transfer the
Taylor's Farm development area to Chineham ward, arguing that “this would create an
administrativenightmare’. It proposed creating atwo-member Callevaward comprising Sherfield
on Loddon, Bramley, Hartley Wespall, Stratfield Saye and Stratfield Turgis parishes, a two-
member Sherborne St John ward comprising Sherborne St John, Pamber, Silchester and
Mortimer West End parishes, and a revised three-member Oakley & North Waltham ward
combining our proposed ward with Monk Sherborne parish and Ramsdell ward of Wootton St
Lawrence parish. Chineham Parish Council and alocal resident expressed support for our draft
recommendation to include the Taylor’s Farm development area in a revised Chineham ward.
Hampshire County Council opposed our proposal inrelation to Taylor’ s Farm, arguing that “the
Commission’ sproposal inrelation to Taylor’ s Farm would undermine the parish of Sherfield on
Loddon as a strong unified community”.

95 At the end of Stage Three we noted that at there was a lack a consensus among the
submissions received and considered that we required further information and evidence on the
most appropriate warding arrangementsfor thisareabefore reaching our final recommendations.
We considered, however, that we should confirm some aspects of our draft recommendations.
In particular, we considered that the balance of the evidence received suggested that the new
urban devel opments at Rooksdown, Popley Fields and Taylor’ s Farm should be combined with
their neighbouring urban areasrather than forming part of predominantly rural wards. Inaddition,
we considered that there are strong community ties between Monk Sherborne and Ramsdell and
the village of Sherborne St John and that these should be reflected in any revised warding
structures.

96 We therefore conducted a further period of consultation focused specifically on the area
covered by the proposed Calleva, Pamber and Sherborne St John wards, from 12 May 2000 to
13 June2000. Weoutlined our draft recommendationsand two alternative proposal's, asproposed
by Pamber Parish Council, and requested further views. Alternative Option One would combine
our proposed Sherborne St John and Callevawardsin anew three-member ward and wouldretain
the proposed single-member Pamber ward. Alternative Option Two would retain Bramley parish
in arevised two-member Callevaward and create a two-member Sherborne St John & Pamber
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ward, combining our proposed Sherborne St John and Pamber wards together with Mortimer
West End and Silchester parishes.

97 We received 35 representations during this period of further consultation. Basingstoke
Conservative Association, Councillor Leek (Sherborne St John ward), North West Hampshire
Conservative Association, Kingsclere & The Sherbornes Division and Ramsdell, Wootton &
Monk Sherborne Branch of the North West Hampshire Conservative Association, Monk
Sherborne, Sherborne St John and Wootton St Lawrence parish councils, Parish Councillor Todd
(Monk Sherborne parish) and four local residents expressed support for our draft
recommendations, arguing that they would retain a single-member Sherborne St John ward and
would provide for reasonable levels of electoral equality. Councillor Leek and Wootton St
Lawrence Parish Council also stated that the creation of a two-member Sherborne St John &
Pamber ward, asproposed under Alternative Option Two, would be preferableto creating alarge
three-member Calleva & Sherborne St John ward, as proposed under Alternative Option One.
Another local resident expressed support for our draft recommendations, but also stated that her
second preference would be Alternative Option Two, amended by dividing Pamber parish so as
to create two single-member wards.

98 Mr Andrew Hunter, the Member of Parliament for Basingstoke, noted that “there are strong
feelings in Bramley that the village should not be divided between two areas’ and that there
appeared to be considerable local support for the proposals put forward by Pamber Parish
Council. Pamber Parish Council, Councillor Gardiner (Calleva ward) and two local residents
expressed support for Alternative Option One, while Bramley Parish Council favoured either of
thealternative proposal s put forward during further consultation. Six local residents opposed our
draft recommendationsto divide Bramley parish and stated that they favoured the proposals put
forward by Bramley Parish Council and borough councillors for Calleva ward.

99 Basingstoke Liberal Democrats and alocal resident opposed our draft recommendations as
they would divide Bramley parish between wards, but they al so opposed Alternative Option Two
which they argued would result in an unreasonably high electoral variancein Sherborne St John
ward. They supported creating a single-member Pamber ward and expressed support for
Alternative Option One, with aminor amendment to transfer the whole of Wootton St Lawrence
parish to Oakley & North Waltham ward.

100 Hampshire County Council, Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council, Stratfield Turgis Parish
Council and three local residents favoured Alternative Option Two. Two local residents also
considered that Alternative Option Two would be the more realistic option, but reiterated their
preference for transferring Monk Sherborne and Wootton St Lawrence parishes to Oakley &
North Waltham ward.

101 We have carefully considered the evidence received at Stage Three and during the further
consultation, and anumber of considerations have emerged. First, we note that there was broad
support for our proposed single-member Rooksdown ward and are content to put it forward as
part of our final recommendations, subject to aminor boundary amendment as discussed below.
Similarly, we propose confirming our draft recommendations to combine Taylor’s Farm with
Chineham parish in arevised Chineham ward, as also discussed below.
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102 We note, however, that there is a continued lack of local consensus regarding the most
appropriate warding arrangementsfor thisarea. Upon analysis, the submissions received during
Stage Three and during further consultation wereequally divided in termsof their support for our
draft recommendations and either of the aternative options. Moreover, we noted that both
support for and opposition to our proposal swas geographically localised, with interested parties
in Sherborne St John, Monk Sherborne and Ramsdell expressing support for our draft
recommendations, while those from the existing Callevaward, and particularly Bramley parish,
largely opposed them.

103 We note that the arguments in favour and against each proposal for this area are finely
balanced. Our draft recommendations would create three rel atively compact rural wards, would
recognise the strong community ties between the communities of Sherborne St John, Monk
Sherborne and Ramsdell and would provide for reasonable levels of electoral equality by 2004.
Werecognise, however, that under our draft proposals Bramley parish would bedivided between
wards. The two alternative options would have the benefit of retaining the whole of Bramley
parish in one ward. Alternative Option One would provide for two wards with variances of no
morethan 10 per cent from the averagein 2004. Thisoption, however, would createalargethree-
member rural Calleva & Sherborne St John ward, combining areas which appear to have
relatively littleaffinity with each other. Alternative Option Two would not producewardsof such
an unwieldy size, but would create a Sherborne St John & Pamber ward with avariance of 28 per
cent currently and 18 per cent in 2004. In addition, it would combine communities stretching
from Sherborne St John to Silchester, areas with relatively few ties.

104 While the arguments are finely balanced, we have not been persuaded by the evidence
received that either of the two alternative options would provide for a better bal ance between
electoral equality and the statutory criteriathan our draft recommendations. While we recognise
that there isadegree of local opposition to our proposalswith regard to Bramley parish, we also
note that any alternative warding arrangements would adversely affect the adjoining areas of the
borough or would provide for worsened levels of electoral equality. In the light of these
considerations, we propose to broadly confirm our draft recommendations for this area.

105 We propose, however, aminor amendment to the southern boundary of Sherborne St John
ward. We have noted local residents proposal that the more established dwellings on
Aldermaston Road, EIm Road, Chineham Lane and Sherborne Road should form part of
Sherborne St John ward, rather than being combined with newer developments in Rooksdown
and Popley West wards. We consider that this proposal has some merit and have been persuaded
that, while this change would result in a marginal deterioration in electoral equality, it would
better reflect community ties than our draft proposals. We are content therefore to put forward
this change as part of our final recommendations.

106 Under our final recommendations, Calleva, Pamber and Sherborne St John wards would
have 2 per cent, 15 per cent and 22 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average (10 per cent, 6 per cent and 11 per cent more by 2004). Rooksdown ward would initially
have 74 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average, but would improve
significantly to 6 per cent fewer by 2004. Our proposals for this area are illustrated on Map 2,
Map A3 in Appendix A and on the large map at the back of this report.
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Basing, Chineham and Upton Grey wards

107 Basing, Chineham and Upton Grey wards are located in the east and south-east of the
borough. Basing ward is represented by three councillors and comprises the parishes of
Mapledurwell & Up Nately, Newnham and Old Basing. Chineham ward contains the parish of
that name and is represented by three councillors. The 13 parishes of Bradley, Candovers,
Cliddesden, Ellisfield, Farleigh Wallop, Herriard, Nutley, Preston Candover, Tunworth, Upton
Grey, Weston Corbett, Weston Patrick and Wins ade comprise the single-member Upton Grey
ward. Under existing electoral arrangements, Basing, Chineham and Upton Grey wards have 3
per cent more, 15 per cent fewer and 7 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average respectively (equal to, 12 per cent fewer and 3 per cent more than the average by 2004).

108 At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed retaining the existing wards of Basing and
Upton Grey (renamed Upton Grey & The Candovers), stating that their constituent parisheshave
similar interests. It put forward arevised Chineham ward, combining the existing ward with the
Taylor’ sFarm development area(currently in Callevaward), which it argued “will naturally look
inward to Chineham for much of its needs and will share very much the same identity”. The
Borough Council’s proposed Basing, Chineham, Pamber and Upton Grey & The Candovers
wardswould have electoral variances of no more than 15 per cent from the borough average (14
per cent by 2004).

109 The Conservatives also proposed retaining the existing wards of Basing, Chineham and
Upton Grey (renamed Upton Grey & The Candovers). Under their proposed council size of 59,
Basing, Chineham and Upton Grey & The Candovers wards would have electoral variances of
no more than 12 per cent from the borough average (9 per cent by 2004).

110 The Liberal Democrats proposed arevised Basing ward, containing the existing ward less
Lychpit ward of Basing parish. They proposed creating atwo-member Lychpit ward, comprising
the Lychpit areaof Old Basing parish (currently in Basing ward) and the part of Chineham parish
south of the Reading Road. Like the Borough Council and the Conservatives, they proposed
retaining the existing Upton Grey ward (renamed Upton Grey & The Candovers), and revising
Chineham ward to include the Taylor’s Farm development from Sherfield on Loddon parish.
Under their proposals, Basing, Chineham, Lychpit and Upton Grey & The Candovers wards
would have electoral variances of no more than 21 per cent from the borough average currently,
and 9 per cent by 2004.

111 Newnham Parish Council favoured retaining the existing Basing ward and the number of
councillors serving the ward. Chineham Parish Council favoured including the Taylor’s Farm
development (currently in Calleva ward) in Chineham ward, arguing that the future electorsin
this area would have close community links with Chineham. It also suggested that Chineham
Business Park and Hampshire Business Park (currently in Popley ward) should be included in
Chineham ward, arguing that this would enable the residents to have a greater involvement in
planning issues relating to the area.

112 In our draft recommendations, we noted that there was a consensus in favour of retaining
the existing Upton Grey ward (renamed Upton Grey & The Candovers). Weconsidered therewas
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some merit in this proposal, which enjoyed significant local support and reflects community ties
well, and put it forward as part of our draft recommendations. We al so noted that, except for the
Liberal Democrats, all the submissions received at Stage One proposed retaining the existing
Basing ward and that the Liberal Democrats' proposals would mean dividing Chineham parish.
We considered that the community in the Lychpit area of Basing parish is distinct from that of
the adjoining area of Chineham parish and were not persuaded to adopt the Liberal Democrats
proposals for this area. We proposed, therefore, retaining the existing Basing ward, as proposed
by both the Borough Council and the Conservatives.

113 We aso noted that the majority of the submissions received at Stage One supported
including the Taylor's Farm development in Sherfield on Loddon parish in Chineham ward,
arguing that the urban community in Taylor’s Farm will naturally look towards Chineham for
their public amenities and facilities. We concurred with this assessment and considered that this
proposal would provide a good balance between community ties and electoral equality. We
therefore put forward as part of our draft recommendations a revised three-member Chineham
ward containingthe Taylor’ sFarm area, as proposed by the Borough Council, Liberal Democrats
and Chineham Parish Council.

114 At Stage Three, the Borough Council broadly supported our draft recommendations.
Chineham Parish Council and alocal resident expressed support for our draft recommendation
to include the Taylor’s Farm development areain arevised Chineham ward. Chineham Parish
Council proposed, however, amending the western boundary of the proposed ward to follow the
western side of the railway line, in order to include the new Chineham Railway Station within
Chineham ward. Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council objected to our draft recommendation to
transfer the Taylor’ s Farm devel opment areato Chineham ward, arguing that “thiswould create
an administrative nightmare” and proposed alternative warding arrangements for this area, as
detailed above. Hampshire County Council also opposed our proposal in relation to Taylor's
Farm, arguing that it “would undermine the parish of Sherfield on Loddon as a strong unified
community”. The Liberal Democrats and alocal resident supported transferring the Chineham
Business Park & Hampshire Business Park to Chineham ward, rather than our proposed Popley
East ward.

115 We have carefully considered the representations received during the consultation period.
We have noted theviewsof Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council, Hampshire County Council and
the Liberal Democrats regarding our proposed Chineham ward, together with the evidence
received at Stage One, and remain of the view that our proposalsfor this areareflect community
tieswell, in addition to providing for areasonablelevel of electoral equality both now andinfive
years time. We note that a large number of parishes are warded and divided between district
wards, and are not persuaded that such a proposal in relation to the Taylor’'s Farm area would
cause significant administrative problems or would prove to be detrimental to the local
community. We have not been persuaded to transfer the Chineham Industrial estate area from
our proposed Popley East ward to Chineham ward. Such achangewould involvenot el ectorsand
would combine an unparished part of Basingstoke Town with the parish of Chineham. We
consider thisissueis better addressed as part of a future parishing review.
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116  While we consider that Chineham Parish Council’s proposal to amend the western
boundary of Chineham ward has some merit, such an amendment would require warding asmall
area of Bramley parish containing no electors, which is not permitted under existing legidation.
We consider that such issuesinvolving external parish boundaries would be better addressed as
part of afuture parish review which can be carried out by the Borough Council under the Local
Government & Rating Act 1997.

117 Having received no further views regarding our proposals for this area, we are content to
confirm our draft recommendations as final. Under our final recommendations, Basing,
Chineham and Upton Grey & The Candovers wards would have 8 per cent more, 10 per cent
fewer and 13 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (5 per
cent, 14 per cent and 9 per cent more by 2004). The proposed boundary between Calleva and
Chineham wards isillustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Brighton Hill and Hatch Warren wards

118 The two wards of Brighton Hill and Hatch Warren cover the south-western part of
Basingstoke town, adjacent to Oakley & North Waltham and Upton Grey wards. Under existing
arrangements, each ward is represented by three councillors. Brighton Hill and Hatch Warren
wards have 4 per cent more and 17 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average (5 per cent fewer and 6 per cent more by 2004).

119 At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed creating anew Hatch Warren & Beggarwood
ward comprising the Beggarwood L ane devel opment areaof Dummer parish (currently in Oakley
& North Waltham ward) and part of Hatch Warren ward. It argued that the urban devel opment
of Beggarwood Lanewill naturally look towards Basingstokefor itsservicesand facilities. It al'so
proposed creating atwo-member Brighton Hill South ward, comprising the southern part of the
existing Brighton Hill ward and part of Hatch Warren ward, and a two-member Brighton Hill
North ward, comprising the remainder of Brighton Hill ward, excluding the areato the north of
The Harrow Way, which it proposed should form part of a revised Grove ward. The Borough
Council argued that its proposals for this area would “recapture the community identity which
truly belongs to this traditional area of town”. Under the Borough Council’s proposals, Hatch
Warren & Beggarwood, Brighton Hill North and Brighton Hill South wards would have 12 per
cent fewer, 4 per cent more and 8 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average
respectively (8 per cent more, 6 per cent fewer and 2 per cent fewer by 2004).

120 The Conservatives proposed three new wards for this area, Hatch Warren & Beggarwood,
Brighton Hill Northand Brighton Hill South, identical to those proposed by the Borough Council.
Under the Conservatives proposed council size of 59, Hatch Warren & Beggarwood, Brighton
Hill North and Brighton Hill South wards would have 13 per cent fewer, 2 per cent more and 6
per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (6 per cent more, 8
per cent fewer and 3 per cent fewer by 2004).

121 The Liberal Democrats also proposed a revised three-member Hatch Warren ward

containing the Beggarwood Lane area of Dummer parish, and two new wards for the Brighton
Hill area, Brighton Hill North and Brighton Hill South. Under their proposal's, Lehar Closewould
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form part of Brighton Hill South rather than Brighton Hill North ward, as proposed by the
Borough Council and Conservatives. They aso proposed transferring the part of Brighton Hill
ward to the north of The Harrow Way to arevised Grove ward, which they argued would have
strong boundaries and represent a distinct community in Basingstoke, thereby justifying a
relatively high level of electoral inequality. Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposed council size
of 60, Hatch Warren, Brighton Hill North and Brighton Hill South wards would have electoral
variances of 12 per cent below, equal to and 12 per cent above the borough average respectively
(7 per cent above, 9 per cent below and 2 per cent above by 2004).

122 In our draft recommendations we noted that there was consensus between the submissions
received regarding the most appropriate warding arrangementsfor thisarea, and were content to
usethem asthe basisof our draft recommendations. We proposed creating athree-member Hatch
Warren & Beggarwood ward, a two-member Brighton Hill South ward and a two-member
Brighton Hill North ward. Our proposed Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward would contain part
of Hatch Warren ward and the Beggarwood Lane area of Dummer parish, which we considered
would have anatural affinity with the adjacent urban area of Hatch Warren. Brighton Hill South
ward would containtheremaining areaof Hatch Warren ward and the western part of theexisting
Brighton Hill ward. The boundary between these two wards would follow the rear of the
properties (east side) forming part of the Cathedral Estate and the east side of Hatch Warren Lane
and Birches Crest to the M 3.

123 Our proposed Brighton Hill North ward would comprise the eastern part of the existing
Brighton Hill ward. We proposed retai ning the existing ward boundary along Cranbourne Lane,
rather than including the areato the north of The Harrow Way in Grove ward, which would result
inwhat we considered to be an unacceptably high level of electoral inequality in Groveward. We
proposed that the boundary between Brighton Hill North and Brighton Hill South wards should
run along Strauss Road, to the rear of Beech Down Primary School, eastwards along Brighton
Way, to the rear of Chopin Close (east side) and the properties on Brahms Road, Mozart Close,
Wagner Close (east side) and westwards along Hatch Warren Lane.

124 Under our draft recommendations, Hatch Warren & Beggarwood, Brighton Hill North and
Brighton Hill South wardswould have 12 per cent fewer, 6 per cent more and 11 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (8 per cent more, 3 per cent fewer
and 1 per cent more by 2004).

125 At Stage Three, the Borough Council broadly supported our draft recommendations. The
Conservatives, the Liberal Democrats, Councillor Gurden (Brighton Hill ward) and six local
residents, as well as a petition containing 133 signatures, opposed our draft recommendation to
retain the Cranbourne Laneareato the north of The Harrow Way in Brighton Hill North ward and
proposed transferring thisareato Groveward. They argued that thereisanatural affinity between
the Cranbourne Lane area and the adjoining area of Grove ward, and that The Harrow Way isa
significant boundary between communities on either side of it. Onelocal resident proposed that
the boundary between Brighton Hill North and Grove wards should follow the rear of the
propertiesleading from Cranbourne Lane, whilethe Liberal Democrats, Councillor Gurden, one
local resident and the petition favoured utilising The Harrow Way as a ward boundary.
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126 Having considered the representations received during Stage Three, we propose amending
our draft recommendations for Brighton Hill North ward, in the light of the significant local
opposition to our proposed boundary between Brighton Hill North and Grove wards. We have
been persuaded by the evidence received that community tiesin the Cranbourne Lane areawould
be adversely affected under our draft proposals and that our proposed warding arrangements
would therefore not be conducive to effective and convenient local government in thisarea. We
propose that the northern boundary between Brighton Hill North and Grove wards should run
along The Harrow Way, which we consider is a significant boundary between communities on
either side of it. We consider that our revised proposals provide the most reasonable balance
between el ectoral equality and the statutory criteria. The most appropriate warding arrangements
for the Cranbourne Laneare considered in further detail below. Having received no further views
regarding our proposed Hatch Warren & Beggarwood and Brighton Hill North wards, we are
content to confirm our draft recommendations for these areas asfinal.

127 Under our final recommendations Hatch Warren & Beggarwood, Brighton Hill North and
Brighton Hill South wardswould have 12 per cent fewer, 3 per cent more and 11 per cent more
electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (8 per cent more, -6 per cent fewer
and 1 per cent more by 2004).

Buckskin, Kempshott, South Ham and Winklebury wards

128 These four wards are located to the west of the Ringway West in Basingstoke town,
between the A30 (Winchester Road) and the A339 (Ringway North). Under current
arrangements, Buckskin ward is represented by two councillorsand has 1 per cent more electors
per councillor than the borough average, increasing to 9 per cent more by 2004. Kempshott,
South Ham and Winklebury are each represented by three councillors and have 6 per cent, 10 per
cent and 11 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average (8 per cent, 12 per
cent and 17 per cent fewer by 2004).

129 At Stage One, the Borough Council proposed broadly retaining the existing warding
arrangements in this area, with minor boundary changes to improve electoral equality under a
council size of 60. It proposed transferring the area around the southern part of Old Kempshott
Lane (currently in Buckskin ward) to Kempshott ward and changing the boundary between
Buckskin and South Ham wards to include an additional 270 electors in a revised South Ham
ward. The Council proposed altering the boundary between Kempshott and South Ham wardsto
include all the properties on Pinkerton Road within South Ham ward and all the properties on
High Drive in Kempshott ward. Under its scheme, Winklebury ward would remain unchanged.
The Borough Council’s proposed Buckskin, Kempshott and South Ham wards would have
electoral variances of no more than 6 per cent from the borough average currently (13 per cent
by 2004).

130 The Conservativesalso proposed broadly retaining the existing Kempshott ward, with only
a minor change to its boundary with South Ham ward to improve electoral equality. They
proposed revising the boundary between the existing Buckskin and South Ham wardsto include
the South Ham Extension estate within oneward. The Conservatives put forward two new wards:
atwo-member Buckskin & Wortingward, comprising the mgjority of the existing Buckskinward
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and part of Winklebury ward, and athree-member Winklebury & Rooksdown ward, comprising
the remainder of Winklebury ward and the Rooksdown area of Sherborne St John parish. Under
the Conservatives' proposals, Buckskin & Worting, Kempshott, South Ham and Winklebury &
Rooksdown wards would have electoral variances of no morethan 10 per cent from the borough
average currently (11 per cent by 2004).

131 TheLiberal Democrats put forward atwo-member Buckskin & Worting ward and athree-
member Winklebury & Rooksdown ward, similar to the Conservatives proposals. They argued
that Buckskin constitutes a clearly defined area of the town, but that the residents in Worting
village and Old Worting Road would use the same facilities as those in Buckskin. The Libera
Democratsproposed transferring the areaaround Old Kempshott Laneand Pack Laneto arevised
Kempshott ward, and transferring the South Ham Extension estate area (currently in Buckskin
ward) to arevised South Ham ward, which they argued already has clear boundariesin the south
and east. Their proposed Buckskin & Worting, Kempshott, South Ham and Winklebury &
Rooksdown wards would have electoral variances of no more than 7 per cent from the borough
average (13 per cent by 2004).

132 In our draft recommendations, we noted that there was consensus localy in favour of
broadly retaining the existing Kempshott and South Ham wards. We concurred the assessment
that the existing arrangements reflect community ties well, and proposed retaining the existing
Kempshott and South Ham wards as part of our draft recommendations, with only minor
boundary changesto further improvee ectoral equality. We proposed transferring theareaaround
Old Kempshott Lane and Pack Lane (currently in Buckskin ward) to Kempshott ward, asbroadly
proposed by the Borough Council and the Liberal Democrats. We al so proposed transferring an
area containing around 270 electors (Old Worting Road, Orchard Road, Pinkerton Road, St
Michael’s Road, Salisbury Gardens and St Peter’s Road) from Buckskin ward to South Ham
ward. We proposed no changes in relation to the boundary between Kempshott and South Ham
in the High Drive area.

133 Wenoted, however, that the submissionsreceived at Stage Onediffered withregardtotheir
proposals for Winklebury ward. We considered that the Conservatives' and Liberal Democrats
proposed Winklebury & Rooksdown ward would unite two distinct communities, separated by
the A339 (Ringway North) and woul d dividethe Winklebury areabetween wards. We considered
that each of these communities should have separate representation and, in the light of our
proposed Rooksdown ward, as described above, we broadly endorsed the Borough Council’s
proposals for this area. We proposed largely retaining the existing Winklebury ward, with only
aminor boundary changetoincludethe north side of Worting Road (currently in Buckskinward),
to provide for an improved level of electoral equality.

134 At Stage Three, the Borough Council broadly supported our draft recommendations. The
Liberal Democrats reiterated their proposal for all properties on High Drive and Brackley Way
to be contained in Kempshott ward rather than being divided between South Ham and K empshott
wards. Their proposal swere supported by alocal resident. The Conservatives expressed concern
regarding our proposed Buckskin ward, arguing that it includes the South Ham Extension estate,
which has “transport and community links with the rest of the South Ham estate to the east” and
haslittleaffinity with Buckskin. They al so argued that our proposalswould sever traditional links
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between the Worting and Buckskin areas and in particular, opposed our proposal to transfer the
areanorth of Worting Road from Buckskin ward to Winklebury ward. While the Conservatives
recognised the difficulties in dealing with this area because of the nature of Winklebury to the
north, “which hasvery strong boundarieswithout any clear linesof divisionwithinit”, they urged
the Commission to reconsider its proposals for Buckskin wards.

135 We have considered further the proposed boundary between Kempshott ward and South
Ham ward in the High Drive area. We have not been persuaded to modify our draft
recommendationsinthisareahowever. Wenotethat High Driveisanimportant |ocal accessroad
and consider that it provides a clearly identifiable boundary. While there was a case in el ectoral
equality terms for other minor boundary amendments, this change would not significantly
improve electoral equality in either ward.

136 Wehavecarefully considered the Conservatives viewsin relation to the Buckskin area, but
have not been persuaded to modify our draft recommendations. We consider that the South Ham
Extension estate area, while having agreater affinity with the South Ham area, has some affinity
with the neighbouring areas of Buckskin to which it is linked by a number of footpaths. We
consider that our proposals would have the advantage of broadly retaining current ward
boundariesand ensuring that the community of Winklebury would not bedivided between wards.
We remain of the view that in order to improve electoral equality the area to the north of
Basingstoke town as a whole, we consider that our proposals in this area provide the most
reasonabl e balance between electoral equality and the statutory criteria and we are content to
confirm them asfinal.

137 Under our final recommendations, Buckskin, Kempshott, South Ham and Winklebury ward
would have electoral variances of 6 per cent below, equal to, 1 per cent above and 5 per cent
bel ow the borough average respectively (3 per cent above, 2 per cent below, 2 per cent below and
12 per cent below by 2004).

Norden and Popley wards

138 Norden and Popley wards cover the north and north-eastern part of Basingstoke town and
are currently represented by three councillors each. Under existing arrangements, Norden and
Popley have 11 per cent fewer and 1 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough
average (11 per cent and 7 per cent fewer by 2004).

139 At Stage Onethe Borough Council proposed creating two new two-member wards, Popley
West and Popley East, and a revised three-member Norden ward. Popley West ward would
comprise the western part of the existing Popley ward and the Popley Fields area of Sherborne
St John parish. It argued that the housing devel opments at Popley Fieldswill look to Basingstoke
town for their services and facilities, and will bealogical extension of the urban town area. The
Council’ s proposed Popley East ward would comprise the remainder of the existing Popley ward
and the part of Norden ward to the north of the A339 (Ringway North) and west of the A33
(Reading Road). It also proposed arevised Norden ward containing the majority of the existing
ward and the part of Brookvale ward to the north of the London Waterloo to Southampton
railway line. The Borough Council’ s proposed Norden, Popley West and Popley East wards
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would have 4 per cent more, 23 per cent fewer and 4 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the borough average respectively (4 per cent more, 7 per cent fewer and 10 per cent fewer by
2004).

140 The Conservatives proposed broadly retaining the existing Popley ward, with a minor
boundary change to include the part of Norden ward to the north of the A339 and west of the
A33. They proposed arevised Norden ward, identical to that proposed by the Borough Council.
Under the Conservatives proposals for a59-member council, Norden and Popley wards would
have 2 per cent and 12 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average (3 per cent
more in both wards by 2004).

141 The Liberal Democrats, similarly to the Borough Council, proposed creating two new
wards, Popley East and Popley West, and arevised Norden ward. Their proposed two-member
Popley West ward would contain the Popley Fields area of Sherborne St John parish and the
western part of Popley ward, and their two-member Popley East ward would comprise the
remainder of Popley ward and the part of Norden ward to the north and east of the A339. They
proposed a revised Norden ward containing the majority of the existing ward and the part of
Brookvale ward to the north of the London Waterloo to Southampton railway line. The Libera
Democrats proposed Norden, Popley East and Popley West wardswould haveinitially 4 per cent
more, 1 per cent fewer and 27 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average (4
per cent more, 8 per cent fewer and 12 per cent fewer by 2004).

142 Inour draft recommendations, we considered that the Borough Council’ s proposalsfor this
area would provide the most reasonable balance between electoral equality and the statutory
criteria, and put them forward as part of our draft recommendations. In particular, we concurred
with its assessment, and that of the Liberal Democrats, that the Popley Fields development will
look towards the adjoining urban community in Basingstoke town. We also considered that the
areato the north of the London Waterloo to Basingstoke railway shares a strong affinity with the
adjoining area of Norden and should form part of that ward. However, we proposed two minor
changes to the Borough Council’ s proposed ward boundaries for Popley West ward, to include
34 electors on Sherborne Road and Chineham Lane within Popley West ward, and to include
Tobago Close in Popley East ward, as proposed by the Liberal Democrats.

143 At Stage Three the Borough Council, the Liberal Democrats and seven local residents
proposed amending the northern boundary of Popley West ward to retain longer established
dwellings on Chineham Lane and Sherborne Road within Sherborne St John ward, as outlined
previously. The Liberal Democrats also proposed transferring the Vickers Business Centre from
Popley West ward to Rooksdown ward, and transferring the Chineham Business Park &
Hampshire Business Park to Chineham ward, as outlined above. A local resident supported our
proposal to include the part of Norden ward to the north of the A339 and west of the A33 in
Popley East ward, but proposed including the Chinehamindustrial areain Chinehamward, rather
than Popley East ward.

144 Having considered the representationsreceived at Stage Three, we propose confirming our

draft recommendations for this area as final, subject to aminor boundary amendment in Popley
West ward. In the light of significant opposition to our proposal to transfer the dwellings on

36 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



Chineham Lane and Sherborne Road to Popley West ward, we propose amending the boundary
between Sherborne St John and Popley West wards. We have been persuaded by the evidence
received that the established residential area bounded by Chineham Lane and Sherborne Road,
which contains 34 electors, has astrong affinity with the rural community in Sherborne St John
and is likely to share fewer community ties with the newer Popley Fields housing devel opment
in Popley West ward.

145 Intheabsence of significant opposition to our proposed Popley East and Norden wards, we
remain persuaded that our proposals provide the most reasonable balance between electoral
equality and the statutory criteria, and are content to put them forward as part of our final
recommendations. Under our final recommendations, Norden and Popl ey East wardswould have
4 per cent more and 1 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the borough average (4 per cent
more and 7 per cent fewer by 2004). Popley West ward would initially have 26 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the borough average, but is projected to improveto 9 per cent fewer
by 2004.

Brookvale, Eastrop and Grove wards

146 Brookvale and Eastrop wards cover the Basingstoke town centre, while Grove ward
comprisesthe largely residential area between the A30 (Ringway South) and the M3 in the east
of the town. Each ward is represented by two councillors. Under existing arrangements,
Brookvale, Eastrop and Grove have 5 per cent more, 1 per cent fewer and 9 per cent more
electorsper councillor than the borough average respectively (equal to, 1 per cent moreand 3 per
cent more by 2004).

147 At Stage Onethe Borough Council proposed largely retaining theexisting Groveward, with
a minor boundary change to include the area to the north of The Harrow Way (currently in
Brighton Hill ward). It proposed a revised Brookvale ward comprising the part of the existing
ward to the south of the London Waterloo to Basingstoke railway line and part of Eastrop ward
containing around 700 electors. To improve eectoral equality further, the Council proposed
transferring part of Penrith Road, Hamelyn Close, Devonshire Place and part of Hardy Lane to
arevised Eastrop ward. Under the Borough Council’ s proposals, Brookvale, Eastrop and Grove
wardswould have 2 per cent more, 12 per cent fewer and 20 per cent more el ectors per councillor
than the borough average respectively (6 per cent fewer, 9 per cent fewer and 13 per cent more
by 2004)

148 The Conservatives opposed the Borough Council’ s proposals for this area and proposed
creating four new wards. They proposed a two-member Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward
comprising the southern part of the existing Brookvaleward and an area containing 700 electors
in Eastrop ward. Under their proposals, the remainder of Eastrop ward would form anew single-
member Eastrop & Riverdene ward. The Conservatives proposed creating a two-member
Fairfields & Viables ward, comprising the area to the west of Hackwood Road and the A339,
currently in Eastrop and Grove wards, and the part of Brighton Hill ward to the north of The
Harrow Way. Finally, they proposed that the area to the east of the A339 should form a new
single-member Black Dam ward. The Conservatives' proposed Black Dam, Brookvale & Kings
Furlong, Eastrop & Riverdene and Fairfields & Viableswardswould have electoral variances of
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no more than 6 per cent from the borough average currently (7 per cent from the average by
2004).

149 TheLiberal Democrats proposed creating atwo-member Brookvale & KingsFurlongward,
broadly similar to the Borough Council’ s proposed Brookvale ward. They argued that thisward
would have strong boundaries to the north, west and south, and that it would unite the Brookvale
and Kings Furlong areas in one ward, as they had been prior to the 1991 review. They proposed
arevised two-member Eastrop ward comprising the remainder of the existingward, and arevised
Groveward, asalso proposed by the Borough Council. Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals,
Brookvale & Kings Furlong, Eastrop and Grove wards would have 1 per cent more, 12 per cent
fewer and 20 per cent more electors per councillor than the borough average respectively (5 per
cent fewer, 10 per cent fewer and 14 per cent more by 2004).

150 Inour draft recommendations we noted that the Conservatives proposals would provide
for improved electoral equality and separate representation for the Black Dam community, but
considered that their proposed Fairfield & Viablesward would result inthe creation of adisparate
ward, in which communities would be divided by the significant boundary of the A30 (Ringway
South). With regard to the Grove area, we considered that Hackwood Road acts as afocal point
for communities, rather than as a boundary between communities, as suggested by the
Conservatives, and were not persuaded to put forward their proposals for this area.

151 We considered that the Borough Council’ s and the Liberal Democrats' proposed warding
arrangements for this area would provide the best balance between electoral equality and the
statutory criteria, and put them forward as part of our draft recommendations, with minor changes
to provide more clearly identifiable boundaries and to further improve electora equality. We
proposed that the boundary between Brookval e and Eastrop wards should run southwards along
Essex Road and Pendrith Road to Winchester Road, eastwards on Hawkfield Lane and
southwards along the rear of the properties on Sylvia Close, Cordale Road and Culver Road to
the A30 (Ringway South). As described previously, we also proposed retaining the existing
western boundary of Groveward, rather than including the areato the north of The Harrow Way.

152 For the purposes of consultation, we proposed that the existing ward name of Brookvale
ward should be retained. Nevertheless, we welcomed further comments from local residents at
Stage Three regarding the most appropriate name for this ward.

153 At Stage Three the Borough Council argued that Brookvale ward should be renamed
Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward to “reflect more closely the identity of the ward.” Councillor
Watts (Winklebury ward) expressed broad support for the draft proposal s, but al so requested that
Brookvale ward be renamed Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward arguing that the ward contains
“both Kings Furlong schools (Infants and Primary), the Kings Furlong Public House, the Kings
Furlong Shopping Paradeand alargeresidentia areawhich associatesitself with KingsFurlong”.
The Liberal Democrats also favoured renaming Brookvale ward as Brookvale & Kings Furlong
ward.

154 The Conservatives expressed disappointment that their Stage One proposals for this area
had not been adopted, arguing that their scheme offered clearer community boundaries and
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improved electoral equality. They also argued that, while their proposed Fairfields & Viables
ward would be divided by Ringway South and “is not an ideal solution”, there are strong links
between thetwo partsof theward, including common school catchment areasand threepath links
to thetown centre. The Conservatives also stated they were“ surprised” that the Commission did
not utilise The Harrow Way asaward boundary. While they accepted the simple solution would
be to transfer the area to the north of The Harrow Way to the proposed Grove ward, they
supported the Commission’s view that this would “create far too high a level of electoral
inequality in Grove ward”

155 Asdiscussed previoudly, the Liberal Democrats, Councillor Gurden (Brighton Hill ward)
and eight local residents, as well as a petition containing 133 signatures, opposed our draft
recommendation to retain the Cranbourne Lane areato the north of The Harrow Way in Brighton
Hill North ward and favoured transferring this areato Grove ward. Onelocal resident proposed
that the boundary between Brighton Hill North and Grove wards should follow the rear of the
properties|eading from Cranbourne Lane, whilethe Liberal Democrats, Councillor Gurden, one
local resident and the petition favoured utilising The Harrow Way as a ward boundary.

156 We have carefully considered the evidence received at Stage Three and remain of the view
that our proposals for this area would provide the most reasonable balance between electoral
equality and the statutory criteria. We propose substantially endorsing our draft recommendations
for thisarea, subject to two amendments. Asdiscussed previoudly, inthelight of significant local
opposition, we propose that the areato the north of The Harrow Way should not form part of the
new Brighton Hill North ward. Under our final recommendations, we proposethat theareato the
north of The Harrow Way should form part of Grove ward. We recognise that by making such
a change our proposed Grove ward would have a relatively high level of electoral inequality.
However, we have been persuaded that thereis strong evidencethat thisareashareslittle affinity
with Brighton Hill, has strong tieswith the rest of Grove ward and that our proposed Groveward
would have strong, easily recognisable boundaries.

157 We aso propose renaming Brookvale ward as Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward, as
proposed by the Borough Council, the Liberal Democratsand Councillor Watts. Weconsider that
the new ward name would better reflect the totality of the area covered by the ward.

158 Under our final recommendations, Brookvale & Kings Furlong, Eastrop and Grove wards
would have 3 per cent more, 14 per cent fewer and 18 per cent more electors per councillor than
the borough average respectively (5 per cent fewer, 10 per cent fewer and 11 per cent more by
2004).
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Electoral Cycle

159 At Stage One, wereceived three representations regarding the Borough Council’ s electoral
cycle. The Borough Council, the Liberal Democrats and the North West Hampshire Liberal
Democrats, al proposed no changeto the electoral cyclein Basingstoke & Deane. Accordingly,
we made no recommendation for change to the present system of elections by thirds.

160 At Stage Three no further comments were received to the contrary, and we confirm our
draft recommendation as final.

Conclusions

161 Having considered carefully all the representationsand evidencereceived in responseto our
consultation report, we have decided substantially to endorse our draft recommendations, subject
to the following amendments:

. we propose aminor amendment to the boundary between Sherborne St Johnward
and Rooksdown and Popley West wards;

. we propose a minor boundary amendment, involving no electors, between
Rooksdown and Winklebury wards;

. in Basingstoke town, we propose amending the boundary between Brighton Hill
North and Grove wards, and propose that Brookvale ward should be renamed
Brookvale & Kings Furlong.

162 We conclude that, in Basingstoke & Deane:

. there should be aincrease in council size from 57 to 60;

. there should be 30 wards, instead of 25 as at present;

. the boundaries of 19 of the existing wards should be modified;

. the Council should continue to hold elections by thirds.

163 Figure 4 showstheimpact of our final recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on 1999 and 2004 el ectorate figures.
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Figure 4. Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements

1999 elector ate 2004 forecast electorate
Current Final Current Final
arrangements recommendations arrangements recommendations
Number of councillors 57 60 57 60
Number of wards 25 30 25 30
Average number of electors 2,018 1,917 2,199 2,089
per councillor
Number of wards with a 8 13 9 5
variance more than 10 per
cent from the average
Number of wards with a 0 4 2 0
variance more than 20 per
cent from the average

164 AsFigure 4 shows, our recommendations would result in 13 wards varying by more than
10 per cent from the borough averageinitialy. By 2004, fivewards areforecast to vary by more
than 10 per cent from the average for the borough and none would vary by more than 20 per cent.
We conclude that our recommendations would best meet the need for electoral equality, having
regard to the statutory criteria.

Final Recommendation

Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council should comprise 60 councillors serving 30 wards,
asdetailed and namedin Figures1 and 2, andillustrated on Map 2 and in Appendix A. The
Council should continue to hold elections by thirds.

Parish and Town Council Electoral Arrangements

165 In undertaking reviews of electoral arrangements, we are required to comply asfar asis
reasonably practicablewith the provisions set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule
providesthat if aparishisto bedivided between different borough wards, it must also be divided
into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward of the borough.
Accordingly, in our draft recommendations report we proposed consequential warding
arrangementsfor the parishesof Bramley, Dummer, Sherborne St John and Sherfield on Loddon
to reflect the proposed borough wards.

166 Theparish of Bramley iscurrently served by nine councillorsand isnot warded. In our draft
recommendations, we proposed a revised two-member Calleva ward and a single-member
Sherborne St John ward. As a consequence of our proposals, we proposed that Bramley parish
should berepresented by two wards. Bramley East would form part of arevised Callevaward and
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would be represented by five councillors. Bramley West would form part of arevised Sherborne
St John ward and would be represented by four councillors.

167 Inresponseto our consultation report, asdiscussed previously, we have proposed endorsing
our draft recommendations for a single-member Sherborne St John and a two-member Calleva
ward asfinal. Asaconsequence of our recommendationsfor borough warding arrangements, we
propose confirming our draft proposalsfor the el ectoral arrangements of Bramley Parish Council
asfinal.

Final Recommendation

Bramley Parish Council should comprise nine councillors, as at present, representing two
wards. Bramley East parish ward should return five councillors and Bramley West parish
ward should return four councillors. The parish ward boundaries should reflect the
proposed borough ward boundary between Calleva and Sherborne St John wards, as
illustrated and named on Map A3 in Appendix A.

168 The parish of Dummer iscurrently served by five councillorsand isnot warded. In our draft
recommendations report, we proposed creating a new three-member Hatch Warren &
Beggarwood ward and a revised three-member Oakley & North Watham ward. As a
consequence of our proposal, we proposed that Dummer parish should be divided into two new
parish wards, each to be represented by four councillors - Beggarwood parish ward which would
form part of the proposed Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward, and Dummer parish ward which
would form part of the proposed Oakley & North Waltham ward.

169 In response to our consultation report, we received a degree of support for our draft
recommendations for borough warding arrangements in Dummer and propose confirming our
draft recommendations as final, as discussed previousy. As a consequence of our
recommendationsfor borough warding arrangements, we propose confirming our draft proposals
for electoral arrangementsin Dummer parish as final.

Final Recommendation

Dummer Parish Council should comprise eight councillors, three more than at present,
representing two wards. Beggarwood and Dummer parish ward would each return four
councillors. The boundary between the two parish wards should reflect the proposed
borough ward boundary, as illustrated and named on the large map at the back of the
report.

170 The parish of Sherborne St John is currently divided into two wards, North and South,
returning six and two parish councillors respectively. As part of our draft recommendations we
proposed creating anew single-member Rooksdown ward, atwo-member Popley West ward and
a singlemember Sherborne St John ward. To reflect our proposed borough warding
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arrangements, we proposed that Sherborne St John should be divided between three new parish
wards. We proposed a new Popley Fields parish ward should be represented by three members.
Rooksdown parish ward, which would be broadly the same as the borough ward, would be
represented by five councillors, and Sherborne St John parish ward, which would form part of
the proposed Sherborne St John ward, would be represented by four councillors.

171 In response to our consultation report, we received a degree of support for our draft
recommendations for borough warding arrangements in this area, athough there was some
opposition to our proposals for the adjoining parished areas. As discussed previously, we have
proposed confirming our draft recommendations for Popley West, Rooksdown and Sherborne
St John wards, subject to aminor boundary amendment between these wards. As a consequence
of our recommendations for borough warding arrangements, we propose confirming our draft
proposals for electoral arrangements in Sherborne St John parish as final, subject to a minor
amendment to the boundary between Sherborne St John parish ward and Popley Fields and
Rooksdown parish wards.

Final Recommendation

Sherborne St John Parish Council should comprise 12 parish councillors, three more than
at present, representing three wards: Popley Fields (returning three councillors),
Rooksdown (five) and Sherborne St John (four). The boundary between the three parish
wards should reflect the proposed borough ward boundaries, asillustrated and named on
the large map at the back of the report.

172 The parish of Sherfield on Loddon isrepresented by eight councillors, and is not currently
divided into parish wards. As part of our draft recommendations we have proposed a revised
three-member Chineham ward, containing the Taylor's Farm area of the parish, and a two-
member Callevaward, containing theremainder of the parish. Tofacilitate our proposed borough
wards, we proposed that Sherfield on Loddon should be divided between two new parish wards:
Sherfield on Loddon parish ward would be represented by six councillors and Taylor’s Farm
parish ward would be represented by four councillors.

173 In response to our consultation report, we received a degree of support for our draft
recommendations for this area, although Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council and Hampshire
County Council opposed our proposals in relation to the Taylor’s Farm development area, as
discussed previously. In the light of the evidence received, we have proposed confirming our
draft recommendations for Chineham and Calleva wards as final. As a consequence of our
recommendationsfor borough warding arrangements, we propose confirming our draft proposals
for electoral arrangements for Sherfield on Loddon parish asfinal.
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Final Recommendation

Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council should comprise 10 parish councillors, two morethan
a present, representing two wards: Sherfield on Loddon (returning six councillors) and
Taylor's Farm (four). The boundary between the two parish wards should reflect the

proposed borough ward boundary, as illustrated and named on the large map at the back
of the report.

174 In our draft recommendations report we proposed that there should be no change to the
electoral cycle of parish and town councilsin the borough, and are confirming this as final.

Final Recommendation

For parish and town councils, elections should continue to be held at the same time as
elections for the principal authority.
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Map 2: The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Basingstoke & Deane
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6  NEXT STEPS

175 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Basingstoke & Deane and
submitted our final recommendations to the Secretary of State, we have fulfilled our statutory
obligation under the Local Government Act 1992.

176 It now falls to the Secretary of State to decide whether to give effect to our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an order.
Such an order will not be made before 5 September 2000.

177 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters discussed in
this report should be addressed to:

The Secretary of State

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division

Eland House

Bressenden Place

London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A

Final Recommendationsfor Basingstoke & Deane:
Detailed M apping

Thefollowing mapsillustrate the Commission’ s proposed ward boundaries for the Basingstoke
& Deane area.

Map Al illustrates, in outline form, the proposed ward boundaries within the borough and
indicates the areas which are shown in more detail in Maps A2 and A3, and the large map at the
back of the report.

Map A2 illustrates the proposed warding of Tadley town.

Map A3 illustrates the proposed warding of Bramley parish.

The large map inserted in the back of the report illustrates the existing and proposed warding
arrangements for Basingstoke town.
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Map Al: Final Recommendations for Basingstoke & Deane: Key Map
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Map A2: Proposed Warding of Tadley Town
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Map A3: Proposed Warding of Bramley Parish
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APPENDIX B

Draft Recommendations
for Basingstoke & Deane

Our final recommendations, detailed in Figures 1 and 2, differ from thosewe put forward asdraft
recommendations in respect of anumber of wards, where our draft proposals are set out below.
The only other change from draft to final recommendations, which isnot included in FiguresB1
and B2, isthat we propose to rename Brookvale ward as Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward.

Figure B1: The Commission’s Draft Recommendations. Constituent Areas

Ward name

Constituent areas

Brighton Hill North
(in Basingstoke)

Brighton Hill ward (part)

Grove
(in Basingstoke)

Unchanged

Popley West
(in Basingstoke)

Popley ward (part); Sherborne St John ward (part — Popley Fields ward of
Sherborne St John parish as proposed)

Rooksdown

Sherborne St John ward (part — Rooksdown ward of Sherborne St John parish as
proposed)

Sherborne St John

Cadlevaward (part — Bramley West ward of Bramley parish as proposed);
Sherborne St John ward (part — Monk Sherborne parish, Sherborne St John ward
of Sherborne St John parish as proposed, Ramsdell ward of Wootton St Lawrence
parish)

Winklebury

Buckskin ward (part); Winklebury ward
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Figure B2: The Commission’ s Draft Recommendations: Number of Councillorsand Electorsby

Ward
Ward name Number Electorate  Number of Variance Electorate Number of Variance
of (1999) electorsper from (2004) electors per from
councillors councillor average councillor average
% %
Brighton Hill North 2 4,070 2,035 6 4,042 2,021 3
(in Basingstoke)
Grove
(in Basingstoke) 2 4,383 2,192 14 4,519 2,260 8
Popley West 2 2,889 1,445 25 3,823 1,912 8
(in Basingstoke)
Rooksdown 1 517 517 -73 1,977 1,977 -5
Sherborne St John 1 2,299 2,299 20 2,273 2,273 9
Winklebury 3 5,470 1,823 -5 5,507 1,836 -12

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council.

Note:

54

The ‘variance fromaverage’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor variesfromthe average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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