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From:
Sent: 14 June 2016 19:30
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Objecting to proposed boundaries for Wealden District Electoral Reviews
To: The Review Officer (Wealden)

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP
14th June 2016.

I am writing to object to the proposal/draft recommendation of the Boundary Commission for East
Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews. I live in Isfield village which is greatly
affected by the proposals.
Main points of objection:
1) I understand that that one of the principles guiding the Boundary Commission changes,
supported by East Sussex County Council and Wealden District Council, is that wards “should
reflect the interests and identities of local communities”. Isfield and Little Horsted have long been
closely linked parishes. Indeed, given the particular circumstance where Little Horsted is
represented by a Parish Meeting, rather than a Parish Council, it has frequently been the case
that residents of Little Horsted have been elected members of Isfield Parish Council. When action
was needed to speed the development of a broadband network within the villages, both bodies
acted together to achieve their requirements. Children from both villages attend the same school,
in Little Horsted; younger children from both villages attend the pre-school, which is in Isfield
village hall. Community activities are frequently shared between the two villages; for example, the
Bonfire Society, a significant part of many rural communities in East Sussex, is the
Isfield and Little Horsted Bonfire Society. It would be incorrect to typify the two parishes as entirely
independent. They are not; rather, they are semi-detached from each other with community and
social links that go back for many years.
2) The proposal is that Isfield would be grouped in a ward with Uckfield West and Little Horsted
with Uckfield Ridgewood. Both Isfield and Little Horsted are rural communities; the two Uckfield
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segments with which it is proposed to group them are urban communities, and indeed ones in
which further development is to take place. Given the intention, quoted above, of wards reflecting
the interests and identities of local communities, I would suggest that this grouping is
inappropriate. The interests and requirements of rural communities are very different from those of
urban ones, and, given the relative sizes of the populations, I am convinced that the rural voice
would be lost. It cannot be otherwise; the inhabitants of the rural parishes would always be able to
be outvoted by the greater number of those in the urban area, with an obvious conclusion as to
the direction which would have to be taken (on pure democratic grounds) by the councillor
representing them.
The Solution:
3) All Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council wards with
Fletching in a rural ward which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District
Council ward of Danehill/ Fletching/Isfield/Little Horsted (much as it is now, but without Nutley)
with 3,138 electors projected in 2021. The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the
clearly identifiable boundary of the A22 which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown,
Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood. Total projected
Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield (12,272) could be split up into 4
district wards, (or even 3 wards with one a two member ward,) the average for each ward being
3,195, which is less than the numbers of electors being proposed in a Hailsham district ward.
Regards, Sharon Knight
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Objection to the Boundary Commission Review of wards of Wealden District Council and
electoral divisions of East Sussex County Council.
I am Mrs Pauline Laxton of
in Piltdown for 56 years and am a resident in Fletching Parish.

I have lived

My first objection is that there is immediate confusion between the labels given to County
divisions and the wards for Wealden District. The most obvious is the creation of a new Ward
proposed as Uckfield West and Isfield (WDC) and Uckfield North and Isfield (ESCC). Surely
there can be closer consultation so that the electorate are not confused or mislead.
My main concern is the proposal to remove half of Piltdown, a rural area, from Fletching and
Danehill (WDC) or Maresfield and Buxted (ESCC) and to join it with Uckfield, a large urban
electorate. Whilst I understand the need to reduce the number of District Councillors the overall
electorate within the District Ward and the Council Division would still be within the variance
exhibited elsewhere.
The Boundary Commission’s proposed redrawn boundary at the southern edge of the Fletching
Parish cuts across the Piltdown Community, which has a strong Piltdown Residents Association
and the movement away from the natural boundary of the stream/river to an artificial edge
following the golf course, but cutting out the adjoining houses, appears senseless. This appears
to fly in the face of the Commissions stated desire to reflect community interests and be based
on strong and easily identifiable boundaries.
I understand that Wealden have responded to your proposals by suggesting a detached ward for
Uckfield and Isfield, which I would support, but failing that I would propose that, if our existing
Parish boundary is unsuited for the Ward or Division boundary then at least have the boundary
follow the River Ouse and road as far as the bypass, hiving off Copwood to Isfield.
The proposed separate parish ward for Shortbridge affects my democratic rights to vote on 9
councillors for Fletching Parish and destroys the cohesiveness of Piltdown. Currently the
number of residents in Piltdown is not far short of the numbers of Fletching villagers.

Mrs Pauline Laxton
2 June 2016
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East Sussex County
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Chris LEWCOCK

E-mail:
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Comment text:
Please can we have a display which shows the existing and revised County divisions overlaid
against existing and proposed Ward boundaries and Parliamentary Constituencies? It is
extremely difficult to cross-refer without this.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Emily Starkie
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
LONDON
SW1P 4QP
Dear Ms Starkie,
I am writing to lodge objections to the Boundaries Commission's (BC) draft recommendation to create
a new District ward (West Uckfield and Isfield) incorporating what is a rural Parish ward (Isfield) into
an urban area, and, in order to provide a territorial link between the Isfield and Uckfield area, also
splitting the existing rural Fletching Parish ward by annexing electors from the southern area of
Piltdown into a proposed separate Parish ward (Shortbridge) within the proposed West Uckfield and
Isfield District ward.
Objections:
1. Neither Isfield nor Piltdown, as rural areas, share the same interests as the urban area of
Uckfield. Planning and Highways issues are materially different between rural and urban areas, and
the requirement to deal with different County and District Councillors for electors, because of the way
that boundaries are proposed to be split on all the roads and lanes in Piltdown, is confusing and will
require duplication of Councillors time and, therefore, is ineffective government.
2. Electors in the rural areas of Piltdown and Isfield do not share the same concerns as urban
Uckfield. The desire to preserve the countryside environment, reduce speeding on country lanes
(especially in Buckham Hill, Isfield where the expanding deer population and speeding is causing
great concerns to residents), waste collections from remote locations, maintenance of footpaths,
maintenance of grass verges and hedges/overhanging trees on roads, need for ditching to avoid
flooding are all examples of concerns that are not those of an urban area.
3. Isfield has a very active Parish Council and a strong community spirit and identity evidenced by
support for:
i) The multiplicity of events at the (self‐funded and independent charity Trust) local Village Hall with
its thriving Pre School, Play Scheme, Art Group, Dancing Club, over 55s club, Women's Club, many
talks and workshops, Open days, Race nights and Frost Fairs.
ii) The Isfield Community Enterprise field with its fund raising events such as the village fete which
provided a bus shelter for the community recently.
iii) The Isfield and Little Horsted Bonfire Society again with its fund raising events.
4. Piltdown has a very active Residents Association which has brought the community together and
instigated various initiatives to improve the environment, like the village sign, speed survey,
proposed village gates. To have to deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors
for licences for proposals such as these is ineffective government. Piltdown has a strong identity too
evidenced by the Piltdown Golf Club and the nationally known Piltdown Man.
1

5. The BC's requirement to create a Parish ward for Shortbridge (which is a little known name even
within the Parish) means that electors in the proposed new ward would only have one vote in a
Fletching Parish Council election, whereas now they have the ability to vote up to nine Parish
Councillors. This clearly creates an inequality of voting through limiting the choice between electors
in different parts of Piltdown and the rest of Fletching.
Solution:
The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22 which
the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new developmen
Ridgewood. Total projected Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield (12,272) co
split into 4 District wards (or even 3 wards with a one or two member ward) the average for each war
3,195 which is less than the number of electors being proposed in a Hailsham District ward.
All Piltdown electors should be kept in the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a
being comprised of a District ward (of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted) with 3,138 elector
projected in 2021.
Yours sincerely
in
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The Review Officer (Wealden),
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
14th Floor, Millbank Tower,
Millbank,
London,
SW1P 4QP.

13th June, 2016

Dear Sirs,
I am writing to you to strongly object to the recent proposals resulting from the Boundaries
Commission Review for Electoral Divisions and Wards for East Sussex County Council and Wealden
District Council.
Quite apart from any other consideration, I regard these proposals to be one of the most
undemocratic acts of government I have ever witnessed and would like to make the following
points:
1. By creating a new Parish of Shortbridge (to be part of the wider District ward of West of
Uckfield and Isfield) these proposals will divide a close‐knit community who have collectively
and tirelessly worked for the interests of Piltdown, Shortbridge and Fletching (among
others).
2. Should such a division take place, the proposals would mean that in any local election the
interests of a predominantly Urban Community would be up against those of a
predominantly Rural Community – while it is vitally important than everyone is able to “have
their say” it is not realistic or egalitarian to ask two such conflicting interest groups to
potentially compete against each other.
3. The current structure of our Parish Council allows each Parishioner to have nine votes to
elect their Councillors – my understanding is that with the Boundary Changes this would go
down to one.
4. As well as individual efforts, Piltdown has a long established Residents Association which
exists, inter alia, to protect the identity and interest of our community – it is my
understanding that this is a clear statutory objective of the Boundaries Commission.
From a personal perspective, I have lived in Golf Club Lane, Piltdown for 11 years and have been
actively involved in trying to help and improve many elements of Parish work ‐ I have been
particularly focussed on the provision of Sport for the Children (and Adults!) of the Parish and have
been a Coach for seven years and Treasurer for five years of the Local Cricket Club – in addition I

have managed to secure Grant Money to improve the facilities of our local Recreation Ground as
well as working with others on a continuous basis to raise funds.
I feel privileged to be part of this Parish and have been uplifted by the collective spirit and
determination of the community to achieve the best for all who live in it.
I very much hope therefore that these proposals are reconsidered so that all Piltdown Electors can
be kept within the same District and County Council wards, with Fletching in a Rural ward, to
preserve the many long years of dedication from so many for the greater good of others.

Yours faithfully,

CHARLES MYRTLE>

‐
‐

‐

The BC’s suggested splitting up of the boundaries on the same roads/lanes does not provide strong easily
identifiable boundaries.
Electors in the rural area of Piltdown do not share the same interests or concerns as the urban area of
Uckfield. The desire to preserve the countryside environment, reduce speeding on country lanes, waste
collection from remote locations, ‘quiet lanes” initiative, maintenance of footpaths in the countryside,
maintenance of grass verges and hedges/overhanging trees on roads/lanes, are some examples of interests
that a rural area does not share with an urban area.
The BC’s requirement to create a Parish Ward for Shortbridge means electors in this newly created ward
have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had the ability to vote for up
to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of voting through limiting of choice between
electors in both the different parts of the Piltdown community and the rest of Fletching Parish.

The Solution
All Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council wards with Fletching in a
rural ward which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District Council ward of Danehill/
Fletching/Isfield/Little Horsted (much as it is now, but without Nutley) with 3,138 electors projected in
2021. The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22,
which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from Uckfield and its new
development in Ridgewood. Total projected Electoral numbers in 2021 for the existing 5 wards of Uckfield
(12,272) could be split up into 4 district wards, (or even 3 wards with one a two member ward,) the average
for each ward being 3,195, which is less than the numbers of electors being proposed in a Hailsham district
ward.
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From: Derek Richardson
Sent: 14 June 2016 14:43
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: East Sussex County & Wealden District Electoral Reviews
We wish to raise objection to the proposed inclusion of Isfield into the new ward of 'West Uckfield'. To us it doesn't
make sense.
Isfield is a rural community and does not share the same interests as urban Uckfield. Here in Isfield we are
interested in preserving the countryside environment, along with maintenance of grass verges, hedges and footpaths
and we have concerns with speeding in country lanes etc. Isfield therefore has completely different issues to
Uckfield.
We do not believe the urban area of Uckfield should stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22 by pass
which at the moment separates the urban environment from the rural areas of Little Horsted and Isfield. Please
continue to recognise this as a boundary for Uckfield..
We would like the Boundaries Commission to seriously consider keeping us as a rural District ward and therefore a
County ward with Danehill Piltdown and Little Horsted, much as we are now.
Joan and Derek Richardson (Isfield residents)

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Wealden District
Personal Details:
Name:

Chris Rothery

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in the Parish of Fletching and do not agree with the proposed change to the Danehill and
Fletching boundary. It does not make sense to split the Piltdown area between Danehill and
Fletching and Uckfield Ridgewood & Little Horsted as is being proposed. Piltdown have their own
Resident Association and have a strong feeling of bond in their community that has been
strengthened significantly in the last few years. Splitting this area makes no sense to me. (I do
not live in Piltdown but know the Fletching/ Piltdown area well.)

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7960

15/04/2016

Ms Emily Starkie
The Review Officer (Wealden)
The Local Government Boundary Commission
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank, London SW1P 4QP

12th June 2016

Dear Ms. Starkie,
East Sussex County Council and Wealden District Council Electoral Review
I was very appreciative of the time you so kindly devoted to answering some of my queries
when I rang you earlier this month. The conversation has helped others and myself to crystallise
some of the issues that the Draft Recommendations have raised. Nevertheless, I have to write to
object strongly to these published Draft Recommendations for the above, particularly in respect
of the proposed Uckfield West and Isfield District ward, which in turn affects the proposed
Uckfield North County ward, in that I believe they do not meet the three statutory criteria of
electoral equality, community identity, clearly identifiable boundaries and effective and
convenient local government.
As you will see, I live in Sharpsbridge Lane and in an area that is proposed to be part of the
above District and County wards, so am directly affected by your draft recommendations for
them. I did mention to you in our conversation that I am a member of the Piltdown Residents
Association, being Deputy Chairman when it was founded, and am a member of Fletching Parish
Council and one of the two Wealden District Councillors for the existing
Danehill/Nutley/Fletching/Isfield/Little Horsted ward. Within Wealden District Council I also
sit on the Planning Committee for the Northern part of Wealden, and am a member of the
Planning Portfolio Holder’s Cabinet Advisory Group. In this respect I may be in a good position
especially to comment on the effective and convenient local government aspect of your
proposal, as well as understanding the practical issues faced by a District or County Councillor
and the Parish Council, especially on Planning.
I know you will receive further letters of objection from Mr Wayne Emerson, Mrs Katrina Best
and Mr Robert White on aspects of community identity and electoral equality as well as
proposing solutions. I would thoroughly endorse their comments and suggestions, and I hope
that you will agree that it makes little sense in regurgitating all the points that they make in
their letters, I would rather comment about practical issues that I encounter as a District and
Parish Councillor, which I hope you may find helpful.
As I have mentioned, we have two District Councillors in the existing Danehill etc. ward and,
although I am a member of Fletching Parish Council, wearing my District Councillor hat I do
attend the other Parish Council meetings in the ward – being Danehill, Maresfield (because the
Nutley ward lies in that Parish) and Isfield. Little Horsted does not have a Parish Council but
falls within the District ward. I therefore see first hand how unnecessary duplication of my and
other Councillors time happens. As an example, for the current Maresfield Parish Council
meetings, 5 District Councillors and 2 County Councillors could attend, and there was one
notable parish council meeting there when the number of County and District Councillors

outnumbered the Parish Councillors attending! I therefore thoroughly support Wealden’s move
to have single member wards, although in your draft recommendations in other Districts in
Wealden I do see that you have proposed two two-member wards. Nevertheless, the
establishment of this precedent may provide two of the possible solutions to realigning the
Uckfield West ward although, from my experience, this is certainly not the ideal from a practical
point of view, as it mostly leads to ineffective local governance. The argument for two member
wards may however be slightly different in a denser populated and less spread out urban area.
For the areas of Piltdown that are threatened with being annexed to make up electoral numbers,
and to justify the new proposed Parish ward of Shortbridge, this in turn to justify the territorial
link between Isfield Parish and the Rocks Park and Bell Lane Industrial Estate areas of Uckfield,
west of the A22 by-pass, this would result in the Shortbridge part of Fletching parish being in
another District ward to the rest of the Parish, as well as being in another County division.
Therefore, two different County Councillors and two different District Councillors would be
responsible for representing Fletching Parish Council, since Fletching parish and its electorate
would be split between the proposed Danehill & Fletching and “Uckfield West & Isfield” District
Wards, and also between two newly created County districts – Danehill & Fletching and
“Uckfield North with Isfield”. These latter councillors would only be representing approx. 100
Fletching electors out of 2,800 in the Uckfield West District ward, and 100 out of approx. 9,000
in the Uckfield North County division. Apart from regarding this as ineffective local governance
through duplication of Councillors time for tiny percentages of Fletching electors, it will also
lead to extra administration for the Parish Council and confusion as to who is responsible for
what, especially on highways issues where a road/lane goes through two district/county wards.
One could surmise that Shortbridge issues might not practically be top of the Uckfield West and
Uckfield North Councillors’ list of priorities.
I would hope that you would consider the very different issues that confront these urban and
rural Councillors. From a District Councillor point of view for Fletching, we have planning issues
of AONB, Conservation areas, implications of Ashdown Forest conservation and Habitats
Regulations, as well as Agricultural applications. These are completely different to planning
issues in an urban area, which need to consider commercial/retail and new housing
development in accordance with Wealden’s intended Local Plan. There is no intention for any
new housing in Fletching in the Local Plan, which rather questions the validity of the 5% growth
rate in electors that is being used for the ward by 2021. However, more about that later in this
letter. There might be the odd agricultural barn conversion into a residence or garage
conversion for ancillary use to a main dwelling, but AONB and Ashdown Forest considerations
will very severely restrict, if not deny, any new housing development in Fletching, and indeed in
Danehill and Chelwood Gate. In contrast, Uckfield has over 1000 new houses planned for
delivery in the medium to long term, and by 2021 Wealden’s planning Department estimate
around 250 (one quarter) of those houses might be built out by then.
I hope therefore you can appreciate that the Shortbridge ward of Fletching has very few
interests in common with urban Uckfield in terms of the day-to-day issues that face a District
Councillor.
Similarly from a County perspective, I have seen that highways issues tend to be the most time
consuming. For the rural area of Fletching, it is speeding on country lanes and roads,
conservation of grass verges, cutting back overhanging trees in country lanes, grass/hedge
cutting to improve visibility, quiet lanes, maintenance of footpaths and bridleways through the
countryside, the dangers of recreational cycling (we had the unfortunate instance of an
organised timed event sweeping through the High Street on a Sunday morning, frightening a
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horse being ridden by a child that reared up, the horse breaking its leg and having to be put
down). None of these issues would you be likely to have in urban Uckfield. Are we to expect a
County Councillor representing 8,400 urban electors to be giving priority to these rural issues
facing 100 Fletching electors, or indeed the 500 Isfield electors?
Turning to easily identifiable boundaries, it does seem self-evident looking in detail at the
proposed map, that the way that the roads and lanes that have been reapportioned to find 100
electors within Shortbridge to justify a new Parish ward, cannot be considered as providing
clearly identifiable boundaries nor indeed do they have any natural boundaries.
With respect to solutions as to how District wards could be redrawn, it is not easy for any
individual to do this unless they have considerable IT skills (which I have to confess I don’t!) and
a good knowledge of the geography and communities in Wealden (which I would like to believe
I do!), as well as being familiar with the various Guidance documents that you have on your
website. At the end of the day I feel we have to trust in your skills to help us validate alternative
solutions that are put forward.
It is now becoming quite puzzling as to why Wealden DC put forward the proposed Uckfield
West/Isfield District ward, and the Ridgewood Little Horsted ward, both incorporating a small
percentage of rural electors (yet a substantial rural area in terms of geographic size) into
predominately urban wards. The existing wards in Uckfield would seem to me to have had the
ability to be redrawn without requiring electors from the rural areas to the west. I believe Mr
Emerson’s letter illustrates this very effectively. Even within the proposed urban part of
Uckfield West, unnatural boundaries are being suggested, viz the small section of Uckfield New
Town to the south west of the natural boundary of the River Uck and the old railway line. It
would therefore seem logical and quite possible for the whole of urban Uckfield to be redrawn,
in keeping with the other towns and urban areas in East Sussex, and this time adhering to
natural boundaries such as the A22, to provide 4 (or even 5, depending on projections/ratios)
District Councillors. You would then have several options of how to divide Uckfield while
adhering to the figures – I believe it would be possible to create four single member wards, or
two single member wards and a two-member ward, or indeed two two-member wards. Whilst
not advocating two-member wards generally, there could be a greater argument that they are
less ineffective in governance in an urban area, because of proximity and shared interests.
The western side of Uckfield has the most easily identifiable constructed boundary being the
A22 by-pass, and in Wealden’s proposed Local Plan covering development until 2037, no new
housing is being proposed west of the A22. Therefore, to draw rural Little Horsted, Isfield and a
third of Piltdown into urban Uckfield simply does not make sense. It is also regrettable that
Wealden in their original proposal did not appear to appreciate the consequences of annexing
the Copwood part of Fletching Parish into the Uckfield West ward, in that it would require the
need for the creation of a viable Parish Ward within Fletching, hence the need to annex further
electors from Piltdown. If I had known that at the time, I certainly would have made
representations. Subsequently, after receiving your Draft recommendations, it appears that
your Guidance can permit a Detached ward, which could in theory provide a solution and is
what Wealden are suggesting, but it is clear from my conversation with you that this is not your
favoured option.
I am not sure that Wealden Council fully appreciates your position over a Detached ward and
whether they have had any similar contact with you to be aware of your perspective after you
published the Draft Recommendations. Perhaps they should have understood it was a potential
sticking point, and more time then could have been spent on exploring other solutions, much as
3
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Dear Ms Starkie
I am writing to express my objections to the draft recommendations for the new ward boundaries in relation to the
Parish of Fletching and the County ward of Danehill, Fletching and Nutley.
The recommendation to create a new ward of West Uckfield and Isfield would mean splitting Piltdown in two. This
would be mixing a rural environment with and urban one and likely changing the culture of both over time.
The proposed boundary changes would compromise both rural and urban communities with no advantage for
either.
I would urge the commission to leave Piltdown, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted as they are so that their
identities and character are not changed and lost for ever.
Yours sincerely
Elizabeth Sargent
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Dear Ms Starkie
New Ward Boundaries for Wealden and East Sussex
I write as Chair of the Governors of Fletching Church of England Primary School to pass on strong
objections to the draft recommendations for new ward boundaries in relation to the Parish of Fletching
and the existing County ward of Danehill, Fletching and Nutley.
The proposals to transfer a measurable proportion of Piltdown into the new ward of West Uckfield
would reduce the school's catchment area. We are a small school of approximately 80 pupils and like so
many of a similar size, we are permanently challenged by rising costs and ever tightening governmental
budgets. These proposed changes would create additional pressures for attracting new pupils.
I urge the Boundaries Commission not to inadvertently add to the list of schools forced to close by
demographics.
Yours sincerely
Richard Sargent
Chair of Governors
Fletching Church of England Primary School
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For more info visit www.bullguard.com
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The Review Officer (Wealden)
LGBCE
14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
London
SW1P 4QP
14th June 2016
Re: New Ward Boundaries for Wealden and East Sussex
Dear Madam
I write to you to express my strong objections to the draft recommendations for new district ward
boundaries for Wealden. My specific area of objection is in relation to the Parish of Fletching and the
existing ward of Danehill, Fletching, Piltdown, Nutley, Isfield and Little Horsted. We feel the concerns
highlighted below are much more important than reaching an arbitrary ‘acceptable level of electoral
equality’.








They do not reflect the identity and interests of the Piltdown Local Community by splitting the
community geographically within Piltdown.
Piltdown has a very active Residents Association, which has brought the community together
and instigated various initiatives to improve the environment. To have to deal with two
separate County Councillors and District Councillors for proposals such as these is not
effective local government. It would also undermine the value central and regional government
placed on this type of important local, community activism.
The creation of a Parish Ward for Shortbridge would mean electors in this newly created ward
have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had the ability
to vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of voting by
limiting of choice between electors in both the different parts of the Piltdown community and
the rest of Fletching Parish.
The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the
A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from
Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood.
The concerns of a Shortbridge resident and elector such as myself are very different from that
of an Uckfield resident and elector. It is unrealistic to expect an Uckfield based councillor with a
large population in an urban area to have the time and capacity to deal with the issues of a
small population in Shortbridge (120 residents) who will be removed, both geographically and
in terms of need, from the majority of their electorate.

I believe all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council wards with
Fletching in a rural ward, which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District Council
ward of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted.
Yours faithfully
Julia and Gerald Shelley
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From: Penelope Steel [
]
Sent: 16 June 2016 10:13
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Fwd: BOUNDARY COMMISSION ELECTORAL REVIEW FOR WEALDEN AND EAST SUSSEX

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Penelope Steel
Date: Thu, Jun 16, 2016 at 10:11 AM
Subject: Fwd: BOUNDARY COMMISSION ELECTORAL REVIEW FOR WEALDEN AND EAST
SUSSEX
To: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
Dear Sirs,
Please see attached an email regarding BOUNDARY COMMISSION ELECTORAL REVIEW FOR
WEALDEN AND EAST SUSSEX
Penelope Steel
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Penelope Steel
Date: Thu, Jun 16, 2016 at 10:08 AM
Subject: BOUNDARY COMMISSION ELECTORAL REVIEW FOR WEALDEN AND EAST SUSSEX
To:
Dear Sirs,
I am a resident of Isfield and have lived in this rural area for 40 years. I am writing to object to the proposal
to include Isfield in a new "West Uckfield" ward.
My objections are as follows::
1. The A22 Uckfield bypass is a natural boundary between the urban area of Uckfield and the rural area of
Isfield and Little Horsted.
2. The needs of the rural population of this area are completely different to the needs of the urban
population in Uckfield, and because of the larger numbers in the urbanised area their voice will be heard
more loudly than the voice of the rural community. Therefore, the rural area will suffer, and less effort will
put into meeting the needs of our community.
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3. It is important for this rural community, to remain RURAL and continue to be in the same District Ward
with Danehill, Fletching and Little Horsted so that the needs of this rural community are properly reflected
and catered for.
Yours faithfully,
Penelope Steel (Mrs)
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15th June 2016
The Review Officer (Wealden)
LGBCE
14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
London
SW1P 4QP
Dear Madam
Re: New Ward Boundaries for Wealden and East Sussex
I write to you to express my strong objections to the draft recommendations for new district
ward boundaries for Wealden as well as new county council divisions for East Sussex. My
specific area of objection is in relation to the Parish of Fletching and the existing ward of
Danehill, Fletching, Piltdown, Nutley, Isfield and Little Horsted.
These are my objections:
• I do not believe that the draft recommendations meet the three statutory criteria of
the review process.
• They do not reflect the identity and interests of the Piltdown Local Community by
splitting the community geographically within Piltdown.
• Piltdown has a very active Residents Association, which has brought the community
together and instigated various initiatives to improve the environment. To have to
deal with two separate County Councillors and District Councillors for proposals such
as these is not effective local government.
• The creation of a Parish Ward for Shortbridge would mean electors in this newly created
ward have only one vote in a Fletching Parish Council election, whereas before they had
the ability to vote for up to nine Parish Councillors. This clearly produces an inequality of
voting by limiting of choice between electors in both the different parts of the
Piltdown community and the rest of Fletching Parish.
• The urban area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of the
A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown, Isfield and Little Horsted from
Uckfield and its new development in Ridgewood.
I believe all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council
wards with Fletching in a rural ward, which, for equality of electoral numbers, should
comprise a District Council ward of Danehill, Fletching, Isfield and Little Horsted.
Yours faithfully,
Hedley Tardrew
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Jonathan Vening
Sent: 14 June 2016 17:41
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews
To whom it may concern,
As a long standing resident of Golf Club, Lane Piltdown I am extremely concerned to hear that the Boundaries
Commission are proposing to annex part of my lane into a new West Uckfield electoral ward.
Piltdown has a thriving community as part of the wider Parish of Fletching. The Piltdown Residents Association has
been very active and, in my opinion, plays a vital role in our hamlet. The electoral breakup of Piltdown cannot be in
the interests of the residents. The proposed changes to the electoral arrangements will effectively disenfranchise
me from the rest of Piltdown and the parish of Fletching and mean that my current opportunity to vote for 9 parish
councillors will be reduced to 1.
Piltdown is a rural area with associated issues. The proposed new ward is largely urban with very different concerns.
It does not seem logical to pair the two. Similarly illogical to me is splitting a lane where I vote for a different district
councillor to my neighbour.
I ask you to consider a different approach being to keep Piltdown electors within the same District and County
Council wards with Fletching in a rural ward which, for equality of electoral numbers, should comprise a District
Council ward of Danehill/ Fletching/Isfield/Little Horsted (much as it is now, but without Nutley) with 3,138 electors
projected in 2021. The urban electoral area of Uckfield should not stray west of the clearly identifiable boundary of
the A22, which separates the rural areas of Fletching, Piltdown.
Please acknowledge receipt of this e mail.
Yours
Jonathan Vening
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Please reconsider your decision to support the Boundaries Commission’s proposal to split our community and
endeavour to ensure that we can remain a community with common values and concerns.
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From: Jonathan Vening
Sent: 14 June 2016 17:12
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

To whom it may concern,
I have lived in
Piltdown for nearly 23 years and I am very disturbed to hear that the
Boundaries Commission are proposing to annex part of my lane into a new West Uckfield ward.
We have always had strong links with Fletching, Danehill and the Parish Council and have contributed and
supported the community, in fact I have been on the church cleaning rota for more than10 years.
Piltdown have their own Residents Association which has created an even stronger bond amoungst the
residents. Through the Piltdown Residents Association (PRA) we now have a village sign, we are looking at
the speed limits through our village both on the country lanes and the A272 to the north and we have
occasional suppers and “meet the residents” events at The Golf Club to cement our village relationships. It
is difficult to understand how part of Piltdown and especially from my point of view, part of Golf Club Lane
can be hived off to a West Uckfield ward. Clearly, my views and opinions as a rural resident are going to
be completely different to those living in Uckfield. How can, for example, planning matters be dealt with,
having such a strange split in our lane, set aside the rest of Piltdown? We are a rural community and
Uckfield is an urban area and it is patently obvious that those living in West Uckfield and the associated
County and District Councillors will have different views to ours in a rural environment. I feel that we will
be more properly represented by Fletching Parish Council and urge you to reconsider the redrawing of
electoral boundaries.
As a rural area, we obviously have stronger links with the rest of Piltdown and Fletching than we do with
west Uckfield.
By moving us into a different ward you are disenfranchising me by taking away my voting rights reducing
my ability to vote for 9 Parish Councillors, down to one. This creates an imbalance between residents of
Piltdown depending on which Ward they are in.
Surely it makes more sense to keep all of Piltdown in the same District and County Council ward as
Fletching as we have common concerns. There is a clear identifiable boundary between Piltdown, Fletching,
Isfield, Danehill and Little Horsted from Uckfield, in the A22. If Nutley is excluded from this group, this
would make the number of electors 3138.
With the projected growth of Uckfield likely to have 12272 electors by 2021, surely it could be split into
wards of equal numbers, keeping the wards at an acceptable level. This will achieve the objectives sought.
Please reconsider your decision to support the Boundaries Commission’s proposal to split our community
and endeavour to ensure that we can remain a community with common values and concerns.
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Thank you.
Yours faithfully
Mrs Shirley Vening
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Objection to the East Sussex County and Wealden District Electoral Reviews

Dear members,
We are writing to register our objection to the proposal to change the boundaries wards for Wealden and East
Sussex that would affect the portion of Piltdown that is to be annexed into a new Uckfield West Ward.
Our objection is based on the negative impact that splitting the rural community of Shortbridge from the rest of
Piltdown and incorporating it into the Uckfield West Urban ward, that is neither close geographically nor culturally,
will have.
We fear, that in the event of such an incorporation, the very real and active identity and community of Piltdown will
be compromised, and feel that the newly created Shortbridge ward will be inadequately represented in the new
council, and the needs of this rural community faces being overlooked in various policy decisions.
We believe that all Piltdown electors should be kept within the same District and County Council wards with
Fletching as this is how they will best serve their local communities.
Furthermore, we believe that the clearly identifiable boundary of the A22 should serve as an obvious geographical
man made boundary that separates the Rural Community of Uckfield from the Rural area of Fletching and helps to
preserve our Rural landscape.
Yours Sincerely
Shane Warriker and Ali Pery
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The PRA runs events for residents of the village and its members have spent considerable
time and effort integrating with the Parish Council and with the neighbouring village of
Fletching. Piltdown residents have played a major part in the organization of the new
Fletching Festival.
I fail to understand how the council will “deliver effective and convenient local government”
if the boundary proposal is implemented.
As an example, if the Golf Club needed to consult their local councillor, they’d have to work
with one Councillor for some issues and a different one if the issue related to a different area
of the course. If the matter concerned the whole course, both councilors and council would
have to be involved.
Presently the PRA has been working on a traffic survey and the erection of village “Gates”.
This has required consultation with the relevant District and County councilors. In the future
the consultations would have to be duplicated which is hardly delivering the aim of the
Boundary Commission.
I realize that in the interests of efficiency and budgetary restraint that changes to local
government must take place. However, I do not think that the proposed changes to Danehill,
Fletching and Isfield will achieve the objective.
Uckfield is in transition as a town. There are significant plans to increase housing. This is not
the case in the rural villages between the town and Ashdown Forest.
I wish there were a simple solution but mixing urban and rural wards just to make the
numbers look right is not the way to go. Especially when villages are split and responsibilities
duplicated.
I would sincerely suggest that Uckfield should be looked at as an entity in itself while the
rural villages with their shared amenities and interests could be linked rather than divided.
I have concentrated on the effect of changes to District Ward boundaries but I believe that the
changes to County Electoral divisions in East Sussex will have a similar detrimental effect.
The divisions may differ but the issues are the same.
Yours sincerely
John Weddell

14th Floor,
Millbank Tower,
London
SW1P 4QP

10th June
Re: new Ward Boundaries for Wealden District Council and East Sussex County Council Divisions
Dear Ms Starkie,
As a resident for 33 years in
, I have taken an interest in bringing our community
together over the past six years, starting with when we objected to a Land raise site which had been
proposed. This took four years of discussions with the Wealden District Council and The East Sussex
County Council before they decided that we had some very strong alternatives and we won our case.
Following these discussions I personally came up with an idea to keep the residents relationships
alive and I formed the Piltdown Residents Association in January 2014.
The association has had some very positive results from both the Wealden District council and East
Sussex Police, as well as the East Sussex County council, which has amounted to 15 different projects
being confirmed including road safety issues from Speed watch, Highways issues, signage and the
monitoring of vehicles travelling along both Shortbridge Road and Golf Club Lane. This has led to
further discussions with the Lead member of the East Sussex County Council with a decision to be
taken in September 2016 on reducing the speed limits on these two ‘C’ class roads from 60mph to
40mph. Both of these roads have been mentioned in your proposal and would divide our community
which is not what we have worked hard for.
Seven years ago we did not have any shared social interest with other Piltdown residents except for
our historic 114 year‐old golf club, but since we came together to fight the Land raise proposal and
subsequently form the PRA, this has changed, with the community brought together regularly with
various social events during the year and with fund raising to help us meet E.S.C.C. with matched
funding. Should our community be divided, we will not only lose everything we have built up and
value, but will find ourselves being forcibly linked with an Urban community with completely
different interests and preoccupations to our own, and one in which decisions have to be taken by
an Urban council opposed to a distinctly Rural council, with our residents therefore divided.
My concerns are that we will lose a fantastic community spirit which I strongly feel should never be
considered as a possibility.
There has been a Parish Council meeting, Parish Public meeting and two residents association
committee meetings discussing the Boundaries Commission proposals and three members, Peter
Roundell (also one of our ward’s two district councillors and himself a resident and PRA member in
the affected part of Piltdown), Wayne Emerson (a Piltdown resident/neighbour and PRA member in
the Unaffected part of Piltdown) and Katrina Best (a Piltdown resident/neighbour and PRA member
in the affected part of Piltdown), have carried out some very exacting work on suggesting
alternatives and presented these ideas on the 09th June 2016 together with the recommendations
that the Piltdown Residents Association unanimously agreed with and therefore as an individual I
also strongly agree to and support these suggestions.

I therefore write to you to express my strong objections to the draft recommendations for new
district ward boundaries for Wealden as well as new county council divisions for East Sussex. My
specific area of objection is in relation to the Parish of Fletching and the existing ward of Danehill,
Fletching, Nutley, Isfield and Little Horsted.
By creating a new ward of West Uckfield and Isfield the Commission has effectively split a village in
two. Piltdown is a rural community of some 330 people spread over a relatively wide geographical
area, which is part of the Fletching Parish. As a result of these factors there have been significant
efforts made to ensure that there is an active, vibrant and supportive community spirit. The
proposals take a significant part of the village and places it in the new West Uckfield Ward whilst the
rest remains in Danehill and Fletching. This will create a group of rural electors mixed into an urban
ward and portion of a village with no electoral link to its other component part.
I live in the portion of Piltdown that would be effectively annexed from the rest of Fletching as well
as the remainder of the reconfigured Danehill and Fletching Ward, so am acutely aware of how the
current draft proposals will adversely affect me personally and many of my friends and neighbours.
It is my strong belief that the draft recommendations do not meet the three statutory criteria of the
review process and I urge you in the strongest terms to revise the plans to a more suitable solution.
In this submission I will present my evidence as to why each criteria has not been well met and will
attempt so far as is possible to present alternative solutions.

Criteria 1 Delivering Electoral Equality for Local Voters
The current proposals still do not well deliver electoral equality across the District.

Criteria 2 Reflecting the interests and identities of local communities
The Draft recommendations demonstrably fail to meet this criteria
Piltdown, Shortbridge, Sharpsbridge, Isfield and Little Horsted are obviously rural areas, whilst West
Uckfield is an urban conurbation with significant developed land and a different community identify.
This is not only my opinion, it is fact supported by the Office of National Statistics:
Fig1 – Rural / Urban Classification from Office of National Statistics

Residents Association
Piltdown Village has an active Residents Association (PRA) of which I am a member. Over the past
few years, the PRA has successfully completed a number of projects for the benefit of the village and
the surrounding areas. The PRA runs many events for residents of the village and its members have
spent considerable time and effort integrating themselves with the Parish Council and with the
neighbouring village of Fletching.
The screenshot below of the PRA website demonstrates the close nature of the work that the
Residents Association does with the Parish Council. The website can be reviewed at
www.pra2014.co.uk

Fig2 – Screenshot of PRA website news article

The resident’s association also provides a social background to the community and has facilitated
the making of many friendships within the village and the surrounding areas. These important
functions would become harder to serve with a large section of our village being annexed into a
mixed urban / rural ward.
Fig3 – Article about PRA in TN uncovered

Fletching Parish Council
As previously mentioned, Piltdown is a component part of the Fletching Parish. There are residents
of Piltdown that have been elected to this Council and help to ensure fair and balanced governance
for all electors in this Parish, and specifically the Piltdown community.
In the event that a chunk of Piltdown is moved into Uckfield West, we have been informed that this
would alter the makeup of the Parish Council, in effect a single seat being associated with the new
Parish ward of Shortbridge. This would mean that the balance of the Parish Council would be
significantly in favour of electors in the village of Fletching as they would be able to elect eight
councillors compared to Shortbridge’s one.
I believe that the draft recommendations also contravene the guidance given on Parish Councils. The
extract below is from Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction
Act 2009.
(2) The recommendations must secure the following results— (a) every ward of a parish having a parish council
(whether separate or common) must lie wholly within a single electoral area of the district council

I understand that the creation of a Parish Ward has been proposed to resolve this issue, I feel
strongly that this is not appropriate in this situation.
School
The current catchment school for Piltdown is Fletching CE Primary School. Again this strengthens the
link between the entire village of Piltdown and the Parish of Fletching. To re‐draw the ward
boundaries with a large section of Piltdown being outside of the ward of Fletching would cause
concern over future schooling arrangements and governance. The School provides an obvious
evidential link between the communities of Piltdown and Fletching.
Church
The Parish of Fletching is served by the Church of St.Andrew and St. Mary the Virgin which is located
in the village of Fletching, again providing substantive evidence of the link between the two villages.
Fletching Parish Festival
This year the Festival will be held on 16th July and is a celebration of the entire Parish. Whilst the
event is held in Fletching, many residents of Piltdown (including those that are in danger of being
annexed into Uckfield West) volunteer their services to man the stalls, judge competitions and even
to marshal the soap box derby that runs the length of the High Street. This event, and many others
like it prove, without doubt, a clear and intrinsic link between the two communities.

Golf Club
Piltdown Golf Club is a locally renowned course, and makes use of the beautiful natural land around
Piltdown Pond. With over 500 members the Golf Club is a hub of both sporting and social activity for
Piltdown and the surrounding villages.
The draft recommendations are proposing the odd approach of having the Club House and other
facilities in one ward and the course itself in another. This would not again not provide for the
continuity of local community spirit.

Public Houses
The villages of Piltdown and Fletching are fortunate to be well served by some fantastic public
houses (there are two pubs in Piltdown and another two in Fletching). These venues act as a focal
point for the social activities of the communities. As a result, friendships within the community span
the two villages as residents of Piltdown will often socialise in the Public Houses in Fletching and vice
versa.

Criteria 3 Promoting effective and convenient local government
I do not profess to be an expert in the mechanisms of local government, however I would find it hard
to believe that it would be easier to govern a ward that consisted of a somewhat random mix of
rural and urban voters, many of whom would be disenfranchised as a result of this process, than a
cohesive, rural or urban only ward.
The draft recommendations would also significantly alter the makeup of the Parish Council, again
giving rise to complications in government. I would think that any reasonable person would agree
that it would be easier to govern a group with common goals, beliefs and sense of community than
anything more divided.
The division of a community can only make government more complicated. A case in point here is
the Golf Club. In the event that they needed to interact with their local councillor, they’d have to
work with one Councillor for some issues and a different one if the issue related to a different part of
their facility. This cannot be said to be effective or convenient local government.
The Residents Association has been able to deliver on many initiatives which have benefited the
community. These include projects such as the Village Sign, a Traffic Speed Survey and the
commissioning of Village “Gates”. These have all required liaison with the relevant District and
County Councillors. If the Village needed to deal with two separate sets of District and County
Councillors to achieve these type of project in the future, there would be considerable duplication of
effort, in turn increasing the burden of government on the tax payer.
Some of the borders in the North West of the new Uckfield West and Isfield Ward are positioned
somewhat confusingly on a map, with no discernible or understandable geographical boundary. This
is contrary to the LGBCE’s stated aim to use natural demarcation of wards where possible. This again
reduces the convenience of local government.

A Proposed Solution
In an attempt to show that it is possible to create a warding structure for the Wealden District I
present below a high level approach. I have used the electoral data available on your website, but it
is not possible to accurately define exact electors in some areas due to the redrawing of existing
ward boundaries.
I would expect that the LGBCE have staff significantly more skilled in this technical exercise than I,
and as such this is presented as a guide to what might be possible under the more finessed hand of
your staff.

Uckfield
It is my view that Uckfield is an Urban Centre and as such should be ring‐fenced separately from the
rural areas that surround it. There is precedent for this in Crowborough, Hailsham, and Heathfield.
There is an area to the North of Uckfield that is in the Uckfield North Ward in the draft proposals,
this is highlighted in red below. I am not familiar with this area and am therefore not best placed to
recommend whether it should be part of Uckfield or Maresfield. It should be noted that this area
could easily be placed in the new Buxted ward if this achieved better electoral equality.

This would give a total size of 12,782 electors (assuming the red shaded area is not included). Using a
total of 4 councillors this would be within the tolerance area for Electoral Equality, would meet the
requirement for reflection of local community and identity and would provide a convenient and
efficient means of government. To the west there is a natural border point in the A22 road, to the
east a border is formed by a mixture of Rivers and Railway line. This again meets the criteria for
natural boundaries where possible.
As the Elector numbers for Uckfield are difficult to interpret as a result of the changing ward
boundaries within Uckfield I have not attempted to segregate the Uckfield area into individual
Wards, but I assume that the data available to you would make this a relatively straightforward task.

aim to produce a recommendation that is suitable for all the residents and electors of Wealden
District.

I understand that the existing review of County Electoral Divisions would require significant review if
it is found that the current district is not fit for purpose as per my comments above. I understand the
need for coterminosity between district and council wards and would therefore like to register my
objection to the recommendations for the County Electoral Divisions for East Sussex in their current
state. I believe that all of the points I have raised in this letter apply generally to the East Sussex
County draft recommendations as well. They show Uckfield, currently a single urban county council
district, being re‐divided and renamed to incorporate sections of surrounding rural areas including a
section of Piltdown/Fletching Parish. The divisions are different, yet the issues and my objections are
similar, as are the solutions. While I understand that conforming to the required ratio of electorate
per councillor is a challenge, I also believe it is possible and can work.
However you and your team approach the requirement to modify the draft recommendations, I
believe that it is essential to begin by ringfencing Uckfield as an urban area that can be subdivided in
a number of ways to adhere to the numbers. It would also then no longer be an anomaly in our
region, but would be in alignment with the other urban centres in Wealdon and East Sussex, e.g.
Crowborough, which remain contained as urban areas in your current new proposals, with an urban‐
dwelling electorate being served by councillors who understand and can advocate for their interests.
Similarly, it would ensure that the neighbouring rural areas and their electorate remain protected
with their unique interests properly represented, and that no parishes or communities are separated
I would be very happy to have further conversation with LGBCE if this would be useful during the
review period and I’m happy to provide further evidence or clarification as required.

Yours Sincerely,

Robert J. White ‐
Tele:
Emai

