Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

11 October 2017 19:00
reviews
April Fools Day?

I'm sorry to say, but I think this is just some kind of bad joke.
I live on the border between Horndean and Clanfield and feel very strongly about the proposed boundary changes.
Who in there right mind would propose that the centre of Horndean, The Ship & Bell, Blendworth Centre, Keydales
etc. should be in a parish called Rowlands Castle. They are Horndean and nothing else.
Or is there an underlying plan to take the development to the south east of Horndean away from Horndean, and into
Rowlands Castle, thereby fulfilling their requirement for new housing and leaving Horndean open to further
development.
There must be some kind of law against this kind of Piracy.
Laurence Barnett
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Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Mary Bennett

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Horndean Village should not be cut in half, this is total rid culous. Please use commonsense when dividing up areas, just because a straight line of
motorway seems very convenient, it is not convenient for the local people to find their village centre moved a few miles down the road. What about the
memorial in the square, it makes a mockery of planning department.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10655
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris Birkett
11 December 2017 13:15
reviews
Re: RE:

Hi Lucy
I work in Petersfield but live in Liss and volunteer in whitehill/Bordon so these are the wards in which I would like to
see 1 representative.
Thanks
Chris

Sent from my iPhone
> On 11 Dec 2017, at 12:57, reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:
>
> Dear Chris,
>
> Hope you are well.
>
> Are you able to clarify which review this is in response to?
>
> Kind Regards,
>
> Lucy Porter
>
>
>‐
> Lucy Porter
> Review Assistant
> LGBCE
> 14th Floor Millbank Tower
> London SW1P 4QP
>
>
>
>
> __
> How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.
>
>
>
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
> From: Chris Birkett
> Sent: 11 December 2017 12:54
> To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
> Subject:
>
> Please can we have a single councillor represent one ward.
>
1

> Sent from my iPhone
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Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Mark Brotherton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Please do not put Horndean village under Rowlands Castle ward, this is a ridiculous dea.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10615
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10/6/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Cathy Colwell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Our Business is in Horndean village and I disagree that the A3M acts as a boundary and splits the village. You only need to be in the village centre during
school run time to see all the children crossing the bridge to get to and from schools which would be the other side of the boundary.The infant and junior
children walk down into the village every year when doing local studies in the school curriculum. Also I much prefer to have local parish council so close
and easily acessible rather than miles away in Rowlands Castle. I feel that Horndean would become a forgotten village if the boundary change was to
proceed.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10638
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Starkie, Emily
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Graeme Cottam
11 December 2017 14:13
reviews

Importance:

High

East Hampshire District Council Electoral Review

FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE REVIEW OFFICER (EAST HAMPSHIRE)
Dear Review Officer
I am writing as a resident of the Parish of Froxfield & Privett, one of the parishes covered in your “draft
recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for East Hampshire District Council”, dated October 2017.
I have had the benefit of reading the comments submitted by Mr Evans, the Chairman of the Parish Meeting of
Colemore & Priors Dean, my neighbouring parish. I fully support all Mr Evans’s objections and, to save repetition,
should be grateful I could adopt his comments as my own.
Yours sincerely

Graeme Cottam

_______________________________________________________________________________

From: Martin Evans
Sent: 11 December 2017 12:25
To: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
Subject: FW: District Council boundary review URGENT RESPONSE
Importance: High

Dear Sir/Madam
Sorry to say we missed the importance of these issues, partially due to the way they were presented. We have now
reviewed and comment as follows:
The first and perhaps most critical issue is that the presentation of the issues makes it all sound like low key issue
and appears to make it based on a ‘current position’ which is not of course the actual status quo. I hope this is not
intentional but its difficult to see how this can have been done accidentally.
The issue that those of us wholly or mainly within the SDNP has is that the sensitive issues that relate to the most
sensitive areas of the park get lost in the large volumes of issues that apply to non‐park and particularly built up
areas and therefore we are not able to give Park issues the attention they deserve. Suggesting that Colemore &
Priors Dean join the Ropley PC could of course have a further massively detrimental effect on our ability to get Park
issues properly prioritised.
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We are therefore writing to object to four aspects of the draft recommendations on the new electoral arrangements
for East Hampshire District Council, October 2017 and to highlight that we do not believe the full intent of these
proposals has been communicated properly to Parishes.
First, the recommendations do not consider the position of the South Downs National Park Authority, the sole Local
Planning Authority for about 57% of the area covered by East Hampshire District. This is currently of limited
significance as there is a common Local Plan in the form of a Joint Core Strategy which is administered in the Park
areas of the District by EHDC under an agency agreement with SDNPA. However, both EHDC and SDNPA are well‐
advanced in preparing separate local plans, with a new South Downs plan heading for adoption in 2018. Given the
significance of planning issues in local government, it would have been helpful if the report had identified the Park
boundary in order to show which wards were wholly or partly inside the Park. This is an essential piece of
information to demonstrate the impacts of the proposals and the presented impacts of the proposals are
misleading without this.
Some consideration should also have been given to the impact on individual councillors of representing wards with
two different local plans, and on the Council as a whole in being composed of a mixture of representatives (wholly
in, wholly out and part in/out). Does such division meet the Commission’s objective of “effective and convenient
local government”? Has EHDC consulted SDNPA on this matter under its duty to cooperate? Has the LGBC
consulted directly with SDNPA?
Secondly, the document fails to include a clear statement of the impact of the recommendations on the composition
of the council in terms of single‐councillor and multi‐councillor wards. Using the information in paragraph 55 of the
report and information on EHDC’s website, the recommendations are very significant in this regard:

Single‐councillor wards
Two‐councillor wards
Three‐councillor wards
Total number of wards
Total number of councillors

Before
33
3
1
38
44

After
12
11
3
26
43

Change
‐21
+8
+2
‐12
‐1

The recommendations should be much more open about the magnitude of the changes it is proposing so that
they may be properly understood and assessed by Parishes and members of the public. The recommendations
should also explain how these changes meet the Commission’s primary objective of delivering the fundamental
democratic principle that any elector’s vote is worth the same as another’s. On the contrary, it seems that the
changes will increase the likelihood that larger political parties will secure more seats at the expense of smaller
parties. In the absence of a power to allocate votes proportionately in multi‐member wards, it would be fairer to
maintain or even increase the number of single‐councillor wards, thereby reducing the chances that minority‐party
candidates will be swamped within majority‐party strongholds. Does “good electoral quality” really outweigh voter
fairness?
Thirdly, the recommended inclusion of the parishes of Hawkley and Colemore & Priors Dean within an enlarged
ward of Ropley & Tisted fails to meet the Commission’s objective of community identity. What analysis has been
undertaken by the Commission in reaching its recommendation?
In our view, the Parish of Colemore & Priors Dean has only a very limited identity with the Parish of Ropley and a
much greater identity with the Parish of Froxfield & Privett. For example:

Landscape
Population
Facilities

Ropley
Western Downs
Strong village centre
Sports grounds, Village
Halls, Local Societies,

Colemore & Priors Dean Froxfield & Privett
Froxfield Plateau, Scarp Slopes
Dispersed rural, no major centres
Two Churches (one
Village Hall, Three
redundant)
Churches (one
redundant), Shop
2

Main shopping
centres
Bus service
Local Planning
Authority.
Anglican Diocese
History

Church, Community
Shop
Alresford and Alton
Alton/Winchester –
regular daily
East Hampshire District
Council
Winchester
Kingdom of Wessex

Petersfield
Petersfield – one return journey on two days only
South Downs National Park Authority
Portsmouth (mainly)
Kingdom of Sussex

There is no common identity with Ropley in school catchment or NHS areas, or even in administrative matters such
as post codes or telephone exchanges. The name of the enlarged ward itself shows no regard for the identity of the
imported parishes. For these reasons, Colemore & Priors Dean should remain linked with Froxfield & Privett, as at
present.
Finally, we do not believe that the Commission’s changes have been sufficiently advertised within the District,
particularly in view of proposed increase in the use of multi‐member wards.
This consultation has not been properly summarised to ensure it gets the attention it deserves. It requires to be
properly introduced so PC’s and PM’s understand the sweeping changes and impacts that will result. The
Commission should extend or re‐consult to allow further and properly informed comments to be made.
We’d be very pleased to meet up and discuss further but due to this large time delay and today’s deadline, we have
had to respond in writing first.
Best regards
Martin
Chairman
Colemore & Priors Dean Parish Meeting
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11/3/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Nicholas Crang

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It is not clear how the interests of the res dents of Horndean would be best served by dividing the village in two and putting half of it under the name
and influence of a separate community several miles away. Using the A3 as a Ward boundary might look convenient on a map but it does not reflect how
the actual community operates. The A3 merely passes through Horndean. It does not divide the community, use of local amen ties and services or how
res dents identify themselves. The natural boundary between Horndean and Rowlands Castle is created by the distance of open countryside between the
two separate communities. Beyond the phys cal, Horndean and Rowlands Castle both have their own identities and commun ty spirit and do not rely on or
identify w th each other as one community. It is gratifying that the commission actually vis ted Horndean on their tour and reassuring that they were able
to ascertain for themselves that a road runs through the village. I understand that it may not have been possible to talk to residents when on the tour
and so t is to the commiss on’s great credit that their report particularly requests comments from local residents so that what might look like a good idea
on a map can be rejected in the face of common sense.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10853
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Submission to the Boundary Commission’s 2017 Draft Recommendations regarding
the Size of Wards in East Hampshire District Council (EHDC) Version 3
Currently my Parish of Bramshott & Liphook is classified by EHDC as one Ward which has
three District Councillors (Multi Councillor Ward) allocated to it due to the number of Voters
within the geographic size of the Ward, which in our case is about 10 square miles.
Following public disquiet on the 2000 Boundary Commission’s original Draft
Recommendations, most of EHDC’s large Multi Councillor Wards were reduced to smaller
Single Councillor Wards. I am therefore very disappointed to see this year’s 2017 Draft
Recommendations have reversed this trend to single councillor Wards in that it is
recommending increasing these Multi Councillor Wards from 5 to 14 across EHDC.
For those of us who have stood for “Election” in our Parish will know, because we currently
have one Ward instead of three, you are obliged to print three times as much literature and
deliver these to every house in the Parish, whilst with three Wards you would only have to
print a third of the number, and as importantly, only required to deliver to a third of the total
number of houses within the Parish. It currently takes about 120 hours/15 days of walking to
deliver a leaflet to each house within our current Multi Councillor Ward.
Multi Councillor Wards favour major Political Parties, who have by their very nature, many
more people who can deliver, and more importantly have the money to pay for printing costs
etc. They can also put up a “block” of three “Prospective Councillors”, which again, acts as a
big disincentive or even a deterrent to a “single” non-party Candidate wishing to stand for
election.
There is also the problem that Voters in each of these Multi Councillor Wards don’t know who
their “local” Councillor is as they have three to choose from and they probably don’t live in
“their neighbourhood”. If there were three Single Councillor Wards in our Parish split into three
defined areas and if you and the Candidate/Councillor live in that area, you would more likely
know who your local Candidate/Councillor is.
The current large Multi Councillor Ward approach is anti-democratic, and against the “spirit”
of encouraging anybody to put themselves forward as a Prospective Councillor. It also acts as
a big disincentive to those who live in the more rural settlements (Conford, Passfield etc in our
Parish) to stand for election as a “single” non-party Candidate.
There is another major problem with large multi councillor wards in that the Ballot Paper starts
to be physically very long. Consequently, it is much more difficult for Voters to find an individual
Candidate as Voters often forget the Ballot Paper is in alphabetical Surname order. The “tribal
party” vote then starts to influence how people vote as the Party Emblem becomes more
prominent than the individual’s name. Coupled to this problem is the “multi vote” requirement
of a Multi Councillor Ward. If there are three Candidates standing in the election you have
three votes you can cast on the Ballot Paper. If you look at the actual Ballot Paper as it is
being processed at the “Count” many of them do not have the required/possible number of
votes on them. Again a sign that minority Candidates are losing out. The answer to this to
keep the choice small i.e. Single Councillor Wards.
I am sure this is one of the main reasons the number of voters, even if they are on the Voters
Register, are just not bothering to vote. Actual voting numbers at local elections are steadily
falling year on year, and they only ever seem go up if a national election is called for on the
same date as a local district/parish one, which hardly ever happens. Analysis of the actual
vote on these occasions shows this scenario favours the larger political parties, which again
is anti-democratic.

In summary
Let us just keep it simple for everyone and have Single Councillor/Member Wards to
help the Candidate/Councillor build up a proper relationship with their Voters, which
will encourage citizens to return to the ballot box and feel part of society again.
This will enable all candidates to compete equally on a level playing field thereby
making it easier for independent candidates to stand and thus improve the democratic
representation.

To go onto the Boundary Commission’s Website to make your own submission please click in
the Link below.
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk
Then select “East Hampshire District Council” from the Selection Consultation “dropdown List”
and then click on the Have you say box to bring up the online Form.
At its simplest just put in the first box:
I would like Single Councillor/Member Wards throughout East Hampshire District Council
and then complete your name and other details and then click on the Submit button to
complete your submission to them.

If you want to make a more detailed submission this can be done by placing your own
Document in Section 2.
For some legal reason, public feedback to LGBCE’s Recommendations are not going to
appear on the website unlike the feedback on the original consultation period. Doesn’t seem
particularly democratic to me!

If you would like to read all the submissions prior to the Boundary Commission making its
final Recommendations please click on the link below.
https://www.lgbce.org.uk/current‐reviews/south‐east/hampshire/east‐hampshire

Author Michael Croucher

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

Peter Desmond-Thomas
05 October 2017 21:36
reviews
WARD BOUNDARY REVIEW PROPOSALS: ALTON TOWN: HAMPSHIRE.

Sir/Madam,
ALTON TOWN: HAMPSHIRE
I note that the proposed ward boundary changes for Alton Town (Hants), include, inter alia, a proposal to dissolve
the ward known as "Wooteys";and the two councillors representing that ward to be included in another ward, as
part of the proposed "rationalisation".
I understand that the proposals do not recommend a reduction in the number of councillors, overall, for the town.
However, I submit that the Wooteys area deserves to retain its continued separate representation.
My reason is that this area is, by contrast with the other town wards, relatively deprived socially and economically. It
is ill‐served by public amenities, and currently benefits from having its own community representatives.
I am confident that the electrorate of the housing estate of Wooteys ward have distinct and separate issues that
need a focused representation; and would feel betrayed by losing it within a wider electorate, as proposed.
I am, personally and politically, a disinterested party in this matter, as these proposals do not impact upon me
directly. (I live in the centre of the town, in Westbrook ward.)
Yours,
Peter Desmond‐Thomas
(Retired Civil Servant)

0772‐594‐1500
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10/6/2017

Local Government Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

East Hampshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

Sian Evans

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Please can some common sense be applied to this situat on. If Rowlands Castle and Clanfield Parishes should be each in one ward, why does this not
apply to Horndean. The A3 does not form any kind of boundary at this point, as there are many bridges over and under it. Blendworth is as much part of
the village as Catherington with free access between the two via the historical village centre, which is about to be severed across the heart, with the War
Memorial, doctors surgery and many residential properties being in the new Rowlands Castle ward. In contrast the natural woodland barrier to the east of
Horndean containing the golf course would naturally div de the two villages and prevent them from becoming one suburban sprawl as has already
happened in many other areas. The new developement at Hazelton Farm must take this into account. Very few people in Horndean would consider
Rowlands Castle a convenient destination or part of their village; in fact until I had a peripatetic job in Rowlands Castle I only ever visited t to pass
through on the way to Havant or Emsworth, and i don't think changing the boundaries would change this view.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/10639
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