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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England
were transferred to The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002
by the Local Government Commission for England (Transfer of functions) Order 2001 (SI
2001 No.3692). The Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of the
Secretary of State in relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to local
authority electoral arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local
authority in England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by each
councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local
circumstances. We can recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to the
council, division boundaries and division names.
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Summary
We began a review of the electoral arrangements for Hampshire on 6 August 2002.
•

This report summarises the submissions we received during the first stage of the
review, and makes draft recommendations for change.

We found that the current arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in
Hampshire:
•

•

In 52 of the 74 divisions, each of which is currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors varies by more than 10% from the average for
the county, in 20 divisions by more than 20%, in seven divisions by more than
30% and in one division by more than 40%.
By 2006 this situation is expected to improve marginally, with the number of
electors per councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 50
divisions, by more than 20% in 22 divisions, by more than 30% in 10 divisions and
by more than 40% in two divisions.

Our main proposals for Hampshire’s future electoral arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2 and
Paragraphs 176 – 177) are:
•
•

Hampshire should have 78 councillors, four more than at present, representing 73
divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards, which have themselves been
changed as a result of recent district reviews, the boundaries of all divisions will
be subject to change.

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

In 21 of the proposed 73 divisions the number of electors would vary by more
than 10% from the average for the county and one division would vary by more
than 20%.
This level of electoral equality is expected to improve further, with the number of
electors per councillor in 19 divisions expected to vary by no more than 18% from
the average for the county by 2006.

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

Revised warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillors for the
parishes of Bishopstoke and Crondall.

This report sets out draft recommendations on which comments are invited.
•

•

We will consult on these proposals for eight weeks from 13 January 2004. We take
this consultation very seriously. We may decide to move away from our draft
recommendations in light of comments or suggestions that we receive. It is
therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft recommendations.
After considering local views we will decide whether to modify our draft
recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The
Electoral Commission, which will then be responsible for implementing change to
the local authority electoral arrangements.
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•

The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final
recommendations. It will also decide when any changes will come into effect.

You should express your views by writing directly to us at the address below by 8 March
2004.
The Team Leader
Hampshire County Council Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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Table 1: Draft recommendations: Summary

Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Basingstoke & Deane
1

Basingstoke East

1

Brighton Hill North ward; Eastrop ward; Grove ward

2

Basingstoke North

2

Brookvale & Kings Furlong ward; Norden ward; Popley East ward;
Popley West ward; Rooksdown ward; Winklebury ward

3

Basingstoke South

1

Brighton Hill South ward; part of Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward;
part of Kempshott ward

4

Basingstoke West

1

Buckskin ward; part of Kempshott ward; South Ham ward

5

Calleva, Kingsclere &
Tadley

2

Baughurst ward; Calleva ward; Kingsclere ward; Pamber ward;
Sherborne St John ward; Tadley North ward; Tadley South ward

6

Candovers

1

Part of Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward; Oakley & North Waltham
ward; Overton, Laverstoke & Steventon ward; Upton Grey & The
Candovers ward

7

Loddon

1

Basing ward; Chineham ward

8

Whitchurch & Clere

1

Burghclere ward; East Woodhay ward; Highclere & Bourne ward;
Whitchurch ward

East Hampshire
9

Alton Rural

1

Binsted & Bentley ward; Downland ward; Four Marks & Medstead ward;
part of Holybourne & Froyle ward; Ropley Tisted ward; Selborne ward

10

Alton Town

1

Alton Amery ward; Alton Ashdell ward; Alton Eastbrooke ward; Alton
Westbrooke ward; Alton Whitedown ward; Alton Wooteys ward; part of
Holybourne & Froyle ward

11

Catherington

1

Horndean-Catherington & Lovedean ward; Horndean-Downs ward;
Horndean-Hazleton & Blendworth ward; Horndean-Kings ward;
Horndean-Murray ward; Rowlands Castle ward

12

Headley

1

Bramshott & Liphook ward; Grayshott ward; Headley ward

13

Petersfield Rural

1

Clanfield & Finchdean ward; East Meon ward; Froxfield & Steep ward;
Liss ward; The Hangers & Forest ward

14

Petersfield Town

1

Petersfield Bell Hill ward; Petersfield Causeway ward; Petersfield Heath
ward; Petersfield Rother ward; Petersfield St Marys ward; Petersfield St
Peters ward

15

Whitehill

1

Lindford ward; Whitehill Chase ward; Whitehill Deadwater ward;
Whitehill Hogmoor ward; Whitehill Pinewood ward; Whitehill Walldown
ward

Eastleigh
16

Bishopstoke & Fair Oak

1

Bishopstoke East ward; part of Bishopstoke West ward; Fair Oak &
Horton Heath ward

17

Botley & Hedge End

1

Botley ward; Hedge End St John’s ward; Hedge End Wildern ward

18

Chandler’s Ford

1

Chandler’s Ford East ward; Chandler’s Ford West ward; Hiltingbury
West ward

19

Eastleigh

1

Eastleigh Central ward; Eastleigh South ward

20

Hamble-le-Rice & Netley

1

Bursledon & Old Netley ward; Hamble-le-Rice & Butlocks Heath ward;
Netley Abbey ward

21

Hiltingbury East & Eastleigh
North

1

Part of Bishopstoke West ward; Eastleigh North ward; Hiltingbury East
ward
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Division name
(by district council area)
22

West End & Hedge End
Grange Park

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

1

Hedge End Grange Park ward; West End North ward; West End South
ward

Fareham
23

Fareham Crofton

1

Hill Head ward; Stubbington ward

24

Fareham Porchester

1

Porchester East ward; Porchester West ward

25

Fareham Sarisbury

1

Park Gate ward; Sarisbury ward

26

Fareham Titchfield

1

Titchfield ward; Titchfield Common ward

27

Fareham Town

2

Fareham East ward; Fareham North ward; Fareham North West ward;
Fareham South ward; Fareham West Ward

28

Fareham Warsash

1

Locks Heath ward; Warsash ward

Gosport Borough
29

Hardway

1

Elson ward; Forton ward; Hardway ward

30

Lee

1

Grange ward; Lee East ward; Lee West ward; part of Rowner &
Holbrook ward

31

Leesland & Town

2

Alverstoke ward; Anglesey ward; Brockhurst ward; Christchurch ward;
Leesland ward; Privett ward; Town ward

32

Rowner

1

Bridgemary North ward; Bridgemary South ward; Peel Common ward;
part of Rowner & Holbrook ward

33

Church Crookham &
Ewshot

1

Church Crookham East ward; Church Crookham West ward; part of
Crondall ward; Fleet Courtmoor ward

34

Eversley & Yateley

1

Eversley ward; Yateley East ward; Yateley North ward; Yateley West
ward

35

Fleet

1

Fleet Central ward; part of Fleet North ward; Fleet Pondtail ward; Fleet
West ward

36

Hawley, Frogmore &
Hartley Wintney

1

Blackwater & Hawley ward; part of Fleet North ward; Hartley Wintney
ward

37

Odiham

1

Part of Crondall ward; Hook ward; Long Sutton ward; Odiham ward

Hart

Havant
38

Cowplain & Hart Plain

1

Part of Cowplain ward; part of Hart Plain ward

39

Emsworth & St Faith’s

1

Emsworth ward; St Faith’s ward

40

Havant North &
Bedhampton Hermitage

2

Barncroft ward; Battins ward; Bedhampton ward; Bondfields ward;
Warren Park ward

41

Hayling Island

1

Hayling East; Hayling West

42

Purbrook & Stakes South

1

Purbrook ward; part of Stakes ward

43

Waterloo & Stakes North

1

Part of Cowplain ward; part of Hart Plain ward; part of Stakes ward;
Waterloo ward

1

Bashley ward; Boldre & Sway ward; Brockenhurst & Forest South East
ward

New Forest
44

Brockenhurst
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

45

Dibden & Hythe

1

Butts Ash & Dibden Purlieu ward; Dibden & Hythe East ward; Hythe
West & Langdown ward

46

Fawley

1

Fawley, Blackfield & Langley ward; Furzedown & Hardley ward; Holbury
& North Blackfield ward

47

Fordingbridge

1

Parishes of Bramshaw & Copythorne of Bramshaw, Copythorne North
& Minstead ward; Downlands & Forest ward; Fordingbridge ward;
Forest North West ward

48

Lymington

1

Buckland ward; Lymington Town ward; Pennington ward

49

Lyndhurst

1

Ashurst, Copythorne South & Netley Marsh ward; part of Bramshaw,
Copythorne North & Minstead ward; Bransgore & Burley ward;
Lyndhurst ward

50

Milford & Hordle

1

Fernhill ward; Hordle ward; Milford ward

51

New Milton

1

Barton ward; Becton ward; Milton ward

52

Ringwood

1

Ringwood East & Sopley ward; Ringwood North ward; Ringwood South
ward

53

Totton North

1

Totton Central ward; Totton North ward; Totton West ward

54

Totton South & Marchwood

1

Marchwood ward; Totton East ward; Totton South ward

Rushmoor
55

Aldershot East

1

Heron Wood ward; part of Manor Park ward; North Town ward

56

Aldershot West

1

Part of Manor Park ward; Rowhill ward; part of St Mark’s ward;
Wellington ward

57

Farnborough North

1

Fernhill ward; Grange ward; Mayfield ward

58

Farnborough South

1

Empress ward; Knellwood ward; part of St Marks ward

59

Farnborough West

1

Cove & Southwood ward; St John’s ward; Westheath ward

Test Valley
60

Andover North

1

Alamein ward; Bourne Valley ward; St Mary’s ward

61

Andover South

1

Millway ward; Winton ward

62

Andover West

1

Amport ward; Charlton ward; Harroway ward; Penton Bellinger ward

63

Baddesley

1

Ampfield & Braishfield ward; North Baddesley ward; Valley Park ward

64

Romsey Extra

1

Blackwater ward; Chilworth, Nursling & Rownhams ward; Romsey Extra
ward

65

Romsey Town

1

Abbey ward; Cupernham ward; Tadburn ward

66

Test Valley Central

1

Anna ward; Broughton & Stockbridge ward; Dun Valley ward;
Harewood ward; Kings Somborne & Michelmersh ward; Over Wallop
ward

Winchester
67

Bishops Waltham

1

Bishops Waltham ward; Colden Common & Twyford ward; Owlesbury &
Curdridge ward

68

Itchen Valley

1

Itchen Valley ward; Kings Worthy ward; part of Sparsholt ward; The
Alresfords ward; part of Wonston & Micheldever ward

11

Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

69

Meon Valley

1

Cheriton & Bishops Sutton ward; Droxford, Soberton & Hambledon
ward; Shedfield ward; Swanmore & Newtown ward; Upper Meon Valley
ward

70

Winchester Downlands

1

Compton & Otterbourne ward; Littleton & Harestock ward; Olivers
Battery & Badger Farm ward; part of Sparsholt ward; part of Wonston &
Micheldever ward

71

Winchester Eastgate

1

St Bartholomew ward; St John & All Saints ward; St Michael ward

72

Winchester Southern
Parishes

1

Boarhunt & Southwick ward; Denmead ward; Whiteley ward; Wickham
ward

73

Winchester Westgate

1

St Barnabas ward; St Paul ward; St Luke ward

Notes:
1. The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the Hampshire districts which
were completed in 2000. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks, constituent parishes
and parish wards are listed;
2. The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above and the
maps in Appendix A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Figure 2: Committee’s draft recommendations for Hampshire
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Basingstoke & Deane
1

Basingstoke East

1

11,594

11,594

-6

11,994

11,994

-6

2

Basingstoke North

2

22,552

11,276

-9

24,542

12,271

-4

3

Basingstoke South

1

14,131

14,131

14

14,075

14,075

10

4

Basingstoke West

1

10,806

10,806

-13

11,223

11,223

-12

5

Calleva, Kingsclere &
Tadley

2

23,754

11,877

-4

24,361

12,181

-5

6

Candovers

1

11,972

11,972

-3

13,862

13,862

8

7

Loddon

1

11,675

11,675

-6

13,403

13,403

5

8

Whitchurch & Clere

1

10,399

10,399

-16

10,462

10,462

-18

East Hampshire
9

Alton Rural

1

12,898

12,898

4

13,402

13,402

5

10

Alton Town

1

12,787

12,787

3

13,183

13,183

3

11

Catherington

1

12,260

12,260

-1

12,400

12,400

-3

12

Headley

1

12,415

12,415

0

12,723

12,723

0

13

Petersfield Rural

1

13,208

13,208

7

13,445

13,445

5

14

Petersfield Town

1

10,658

10,658

-14

11,286

11,286

-12

15

Whitehill

1

11,023

11,023

-11

11,314

11,314

-11

Eastleigh
16

Bishopstoke & Fair
Oak

1

13,028

13,028

5

13,275

13,275

4

17

Botley & Hedge End

1

14,115

14,115

14

14,026

14,026

10

18

Chandler's Ford

1

12,076

12,076

-2

12,361

12,361

-3

1

12,344

12,344

0

12,304

12,304

-4

1

13,684

13,684

11

14,191

14,191

11

19
20

Hiltingbury East &
Eastleigh North
Hamble-le-Rice &
Netley

21

Eastleigh

1

12,338

12,338

0

13,841

13,841

8

22

West End & Hedge
End Grange Park

1

12,419

12,419

0

14,015

14,015

10

Fareham
23

Fareham Crofton

1

11,515

11,515

-7

11,822

11,822

-7

24

Fareham Porchester

1

14,364

14,364

16

14,349

14,349

12

25

Fareham Sarisbury

1

10,037

10,037

-19

11,474

11,474

-10
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

26

Fareham Titchfield

1

10,636

10,636

-14

11,258

11,258

-12

27

Fareham Town

2

27,219

13,610

10

27,664

13,832

8

28

Fareham Warash

1

10,640

10,640

-14

11,198

11,198

-12

Gosport
29

Hardway

1

10,637

10,637

-14

11,312

11,312

-11

30

Lee

1

11,604

11,604

-6

12,850

12,850

1

31

Leesland & Town

2

24,204

12,102

-2

24,925

12,463

-2

32

Rowner

1

13,086

13,086

6

12,801

12,801

0

33

Church Crookham &
Ewshot

1

12,815

12,815

4

14,014

14,014

10

34

Eversley & Yateley

1

14,205

14,205

15

13,881

13,881

9

35

Fleet

1

12,345

12,345

0

14,144

14,144

11

36

Hawley, Frogmore &
Hartley Wintney

1

13,670

13,670

11

14,002

14,002

10

37

Odiham

1

12,832

12,832

4

14,049

14,049

10

Hart

Havant
38

Cowplain & Hart
Plain

1

13,157

13,157

6

13,344

13,344

4

39

Emsworth & St Faith’s

1

14,692

14,692

19

14,633

14,633

15

40

Havant North &
Bedhampton
Hermitage

2

26,028

13,014

5

25,826

12,913

1

41

Hayling Island

1

14,315

14,315

16

14,399

14,399

13

1

12,354

12,354

0

12,705

12,705

-1

1

11,560

11,560

-6

11,713

11,713

-8

42
43

Purbrook & Stakes
South
Waterloo & Stakes
North

New Forest
44

Brockenhurst

1

11,277

11,277

-9

11,166

11,166

-13

45

Dibden & Hythe

1

14,589

14,589

18

14,940

14,940

17

46

Fawley

1

12,710

12,710

3

12,785

12,785

0

47

Fordingbridge

1

11,215

11,215

-9

11,239

11,239

-12

48

Lymington

1

11,763

11,763

-5

12,102

12,102

-5

49

Lyndhurst

1

12,542

12,542

1

12,791

12,791

0

50

Milford & Hordle

1

13,190

13,190

7

13,517

13,517

6

51

New Milton

1

13,407

13,407

8

13,737

13,737

7

14

Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

52

Ringwood

1

11,575

11,575

-6

11,654

11,654

-9

53

Totton North

1

12,372

12,372

0

13,224

13,224

3

54

Totton South &
Marchwood

1

13,628

13,628

10

13,966

13,966

9

Rushmoor
55

Aldershot East

1

11,696

11,696

-5

12,009

12,009

-6

56

Aldershot West

1

10,855

10,855

-12

11,159

11,159

-13

57

Farnborough North

1

12,444

12,444

1

12,506

12,506

-2

58

Farnborough South

1

12,520

12,520

1

12,682

12,682

-1

59

Farnborough West

1

12,913

12,913

4

12,845

12,845

1

Test Valley
60

Andover North

1

12,949

12,949

5

14,124

14,124

11

61

Andover West

1

12,454

12,454

1

12,976

12,976

2

62

Andover South

1

11,629

11,629

-6

11,884

11,884

-7

63

Baddesley

1

12,319

12,319

0

12,432

12,432

-3

64

Romsey Extra

1

11,875

11,875

-4

11,875

11,875

-7

65

Romsey Town

1

11,749

11,749

-5

12,100

12,100

-5

66

Test Valley Central

1

14,118

14,118

14

14,547

14,547

14

Winchester
67

Bishops Waltham

1

12,171

12,171

-2

12,222

12,222

-4

68

Winchester
Downlands

1

12,481

12,481

1

12,410

12,410

-3

69

Itchen Valley

1

11,966

11,966

-3

12,030

12,030

-6

70

Meon Valley

1

11,048

11,048

-11

11,283

11,283

-12

71

Winchester Southern
Parishes

1

9,803

9,803

-21

11,872

11,872

-7
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

72

Winchester Eastgate

1

13,387

13,387

8

13,371

13,371

9

73

Winchester Westgate

1

13,504

13,504

9

13,320

13,320

4

Totals

78

964,200

–

–

996,819

–

–

Averages

–

–

12,362

–

–

12,780

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on Hampshire County Council’s submission.
Notes:
1. It should be noted that there are a number of discrepancies between the County Council’s electorate figures
for the existing divisions and those of its proposed divisions. These apply to both the 2001 and 2006
forecast figures. With the help of the County Council we have made efforts to find out where these are, but
this has not been possible. Therefore, these discrepancies have been carried through into the draft
recommendations, with the total electorate figures varying across a number of districts, between the existing
divisions and the draft recommendations. However, these discrepancies are not sufficiently large to produce
major variations in the levels of electoral equality that our proposals provide.
2.

The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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1

Introduction

1 This report contains our proposals for the electoral arrangements for the county of
Hampshire, on which we are now consulting. Our review of the county is part of the
programme of periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in
England. This programme started in 1996 and is expected to finish in 2004.
2
•

In carrying out these county reviews, we must have regard to:
the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 no. 3692), i.e. the need to;
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation;
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.
• The general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the
statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for
Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.
3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral Commission’s
Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reports (published by the EC in July
2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on
a council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In each two-tier
county, our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent districts and, when
the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been made, then to commence a
PER of the county council’s electoral arrangements. Orders were made for the new electoral
arrangements in the districts in Hampshire in March 2001 and we are now embarking on our
county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each county
council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been removed by
section 89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of multi-member
county divisions. In areas where we are unable to identify single-member divisions that are
coterminous with ward boundaries and provide acceptable levels of electoral equality we will
consider recommending two-member divisions if they provide a better balance between
these two factors. However, we do not expect to recommend large numbers of multimember divisions other than, perhaps, in the more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory rules state that each division should
be wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should not split
unwarded parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which
have been created locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local people
are normally in a better position to judge what council size and division configurations are
most likely to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas, while also
reflecting the identities and interests of local communities.
8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, as far as possible, equal representation
across the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral
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imbalance of over 10% in any division will have to be fully justified. Any imbalances of 20%
or more should only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and will require the
strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the
correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable importance to
achieving coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards. The term
‘coterminosity’ is used throughout the report and refers to situations where the boundaries of
county electoral divisions and district wards are the same, that is to say where county
divisions comprise either one or more whole district wards.
11 We recognise, however, that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute
coterminosity throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of
electoral equality. In this respect, county reviews are different from those of districts. We will
seek to achieve the best available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity,
taking into account the statutory criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions that will
be coterminous with the boundaries of district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved in a significant majority of divisions. The
average level of coterminosity secured under our final recommendations for the first eleven
counties that we have reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is 70%. We would normally
expect to recommend levels of coterminosity of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be split
between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without dividing
(or further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be exceptions to this,
however, particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals relating
to council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change, should be
supported by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in the introduction
of new political management structures under the provisions of the Local Government Act
2000, it is important that whatever council size interested parties may propose to us they
can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully thought through, and have been
developed in the context of a review of internal political management and the role of
councillors in the new structure. However, we have found it necessary to safeguard against
upward drift in the number of councillors, and we believe that any proposal for an increase in
council size will need to be fully justified. In particular, we do not accept that an increase in
electorate should automatically result in an increase in the number of councillors, nor that
changes should be made to the size of a council simply to make it more consistent with the
size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must
recognise that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions which
contain diverse communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We have
generally sought to avoid this in district reviews in order to reflect the identities and interests
of local communities. Some existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of
distinct communities, which is inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by
each councillor, and we would expect that similar situations would continue under our
recommendations in seeking the best balance between coterminosity and the statutory
criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made some
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recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district reviews. We
therefore expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews only on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review administrative boundaries
between local authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment of new parish areas as
part of this review.

The review of Hampshire
16 We completed the reviews of the 11 district and borough council areas in Hampshire in
July 2000 and Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our
first review of the electoral arrangements of Hampshire County Council. The last such
review was undertaken by the Local Government Boundary Commission, which reported to
the Secretary of State in October 1980 (Report No.397).
17 The review is in four stages (see Table 3).
Table 3: Stages of the review
Stage

Description

One

Submission of proposals to us

Two

Our analysis and deliberation

Three

Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on them

Four

Final deliberation and report to The Electoral Commission

18 Stage One began on 6 August 2002, when we wrote to Hampshire County Council
inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the 11 district and
borough councils in the county, Hampshire Police Authority, the Local Government
Association, Hampshire Local Councils Association, parish and town councils in the district,
Members of Parliament with constituencies in the county, Members of the European
Parliament for the South East Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We
placed a notice in the local press, issued a press release and invited Hampshire County
Council to publicise the review further. The closing date for receipt of submissions (the end
of Stage One) was 25 November 2002.
19 At Stage Two we considered all the submissions received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.
20 We are currently at Stage Three. This stage, which began on 13 January 2004 and will
end on 8 March 2004, involves publishing the draft proposals in this report and public
consultation on them. We take this consultation very seriously and it is therefore
important that all those interested in the review should let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with these draft proposals.
21 During Stage Four we will reconsider the draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation, decide whether to modify them, and submit final recommendations to
The Electoral Commission. The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify
or reject our final recommendations. If The Electoral Commission accepts the
recommendations, with or without modification, it will make an Order and decide when any
changes come into effect.
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Equal opportunities
22 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the approach set out
in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee considered and agreed
at its meeting on 9 April 2003.
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2

Current electoral arrangements

23 The county of Hampshire comprises the 11 districts of Basingstoke & Deane, East
Hampshire, Eastleigh, Fareham, Gosport, Hart, Havant, New Forest, Rushmoor, Test Valley
and Winchester.
24 Hampshire is fringed by Dorset and Wiltshire to the west, by Berkshire to the north and
by West Sussex and Surrey to the east. It has a southern coastline, which is predominantly
on the Solent. Although Hampshire is one of the largest non-metropolitan counties in
England, its urban areas are undergoing strong pressures for growth, due to constraints on
development in its areas of historical and natural interest.
25 The electorate of the county is currently 964,244 (December 2001) and is expected to
increase by 33,033 (3.3%) to 997,277 by 2006. The Council currently has 74 elected
members, each representing a single electoral division with an average of 13,030 electors.
Due to demographic and other changes over the past two decades, the number of electors
per councillor in 52 of the 74 divisions varies by more than 10% from the county average.
Of these, 20 divisions vary by more than 20%, seven divisions by more than 30% and one
division by more than 40%. The worst imbalance is in Fareham Western Wards division
where the councillor represents 98% more electors than the county average. This situation
is expected to be marginally worse by 2006.
26 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this figure
may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
27 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements, we
must have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of the
reviews of district warding arrangements in Hampshire, we are therefore faced with a new
starting point for considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions will be
based on the new district wards as opposed to those which existed prior to the recent
reviews. In view of the effect of these new district wards and changes in the electorate over
the past 20 years, which have resulted in electoral imbalances across the county, changes
to most if not all of the existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 4: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

Basingstoke & Deane
1

Basingstoke East

1

8,349

-36

8,766

-35

2

Basingstoke North

1

10,935

-16

10,847

-20

3

Basingstoke North West

1

11,300

-13

12,763

-5

4

Basingstoke South

1

17,409

34

17,283

28

5

Basingstoke West

1

11,198

-14

11,612

-14

6

Candovers

1

12,634

-3

15,479

15

7

Kingsclere & Tadley

1

14,817

14

14,832

10

8

Loddon

1

16,434

26

18, 832

36

9

Whitchurch & Clere

1

13,947

7

14,294

6

East Hampshire
10

Alton

1

13,215

1

13,828

3

11

Bramshott

1

14,811

14

15,113

12

12

Catherington

1

16,003

23

16,211

20

13

Headley

1

15,234

17

15,687

16

14

Medstead & Selbourne

1

10,611

-19

10,890

-19

15

Petersfield

1

15,339

18

16,024

19

Eastleigh
16

Bishopstoke & Central

1

12,183

-7

13,917

3

17

Botley & Hedge End

1

17,642

35

17,668

31

18

Chandler’s Ford

1

9,362

-28

9,619

-29

19

Fair Oak & West End

1

16,835

29

18,514

37

20

Hound

1

13,120

1

13,617

1
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North

1

11,197

-14

11,099

-18

22

South

1

9,565

-27

9,595

-29

Fareham
23

Fareham North West

1

10,500

-19

10,450

-22

24

Fareham Titchfield

1

11,564

-11

12,300

-9

25

Fareham Porchester

1

11,106

-15

11,154

-17
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

26

Fareham Crofton

1

11,515

-12

11,822

-12

27

Fareham Western Wards

1

25,857

98

28,323

110

28

Fareham South East

1

13,907

7

13,716

2

Gosport
29

Town

1

11,144

-14

11,920

-12

30

Lee

1

13,762

6

14,711

9

31

Leesland

1

11,907

-9

11,851

-12

32

Hardway

1

11,637

-11

12,439

-8

33

Rowner

1

11,091

-15

10,978

-19

34

Fleet

1

12,451

-4

14,380

7

35

Hartley Wintney

1

17,195

32

18,009

34

36

Hawley & Church Crookham

1

9,221

-29

9,266

-31

37

Odiham

1

15,634

20

16,872

25

38

Yateley

1

11,366

-13

11,239

-17

Hart

Havant
39

Barncroft & Warren Park

1

8,583

-34

8,465

-37

40

Battins & Bondfields

1

10,590

-19

10,502

-22

41

Bedhampton & St Faith’s
(west)

1

10,812

-17

10,766

-20

42

Cowplain & Hart Plain

1

13,652

5

13,763

2

43

Emsworth & St Faith’s (east)

1

11,008

-16

10,953

-19

44

Hayling Island

1

14,315

10

14,399

7

45

Purbrook & Stakes (south)

1

12,360

-5

12,663

-6

46

Waterloo and Stakes (north)

1

11,175

-14

11,474

-15

New Forest
47

Brockenhurst

1

9,818

-25

9,798

-27

48

Dibden & Hythe

1

16,127

24

16,459

22

49

Fawley

1

11,172

-14

11,266

-16

50

Fordingbridge

1

9,692

-26

9,761

-28
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

51

Lymington

1

11,763

-10

12,102

-10

52

Lyndhurst

1

10,320

-21

10,565

-22

53

Milford & Hordle

1

15,526

19

15,804

17

54

New Milton

1

13,407

3

13,737

2

55

Ringwood

1

15,133

16

15,431

15

56

Totton North

1

10,351

-21

10,518

-22

57

Totton South

1

14,907

14

15,621

16

Rushmoor
58

Farnborough West

1

14,869

14

14,898

11

59

Farnborough North

1

11,217

-14

11,148

-17

60

Farnborough South

1

11,630

-11

11,706

-13

61

Aldershot North

1

11,377

-13

11,690

-13

62

Aldershot South

1

11,334

-13

12,021

-11

Test Valley
63

Andover North

1

15,988

23

16,671

24

64

Andover Rural

1

12,881

-1

14,430

7

65

Andover South

1

14,245

9

14,494

8

66

Baddesley

1

17,499

34

17,605

31

67

Romsey

1

14,312

10

14,663

9

68

Stockbridge & Wellow

1

11,826

-9

11,996

-11

Winchester
69

Bishops Waltham

1

14,402

11

14,502

8

70

Downlands

1

13,502

4

13,438

0

71

Eastgate

1

13,495

4

13,438

0

72

Itchen Valley

1

12,596

-3

12,724

-6
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

73

Meon Valley

1

16,967

30

19,153

42

74

Westgate

1

13,396

3

13,253

-2

Totals

74

964,244

–

997,277

–

Averages

–

13,030

–

13,477

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Hampshire County Council.
Notes:
1. It should be noted that there are a number of discrepancies between the County Council’s electorate figures
for the existing divisions and those of its proposed divisions. These apply to both the 2001 and 2006
forecast figures. With the help of the County Council we have made efforts to find out where these are, but
this has not been possible. Therefore, these discrepancies have been carried through into the draft
recommendations, with the total electorate figures varying across a number of districts, between the existing
divisions and the draft recommendations. However, these discrepancies are not sufficient to produce major
variations in the levels of electoral equality that our proposals provide.
2.

Each division is represented by a single councillor, and the electorate columns denote the number of
electors represented by each councillor. The “variance from average” column shows how far, in percentage
terms, the number of electors represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The
minus symbol(-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. For example, in 2001, electors in
Fareham Western Wards division in Fareham borough were relatively under-represented by 98%, while
electors in Loddon division in Basingstoke & Deane borough were relatively over-represented by 36%.
Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

25

26

3

Submissions received

28 At the start of this review we invited members of the public and other interested parties
to write to us giving their views on the future electoral arrangements for Hampshire County
Council
29 During this initial stage of the review, officers from The Boundary Committee visited the
area and met officers and members of the County Council. We are grateful to all concerned
for their co-operation and assistance. We received 42 submissions during Stage One,
including the county-wide scheme from Hampshire County Council, all of which may be
inspected at our offices and those of the County Council.

Hampshire County Council
30 The County Council proposed a council of either 77 or 78 members, three or four more
than at present, serving 77 or 78 single-member divisions, compared to the existing 74
single-member divisions. The reason for the two different council sizes results from the
County Council’s treatment of Basingstoke & Deane borough. It argued that council size
(either 77- or 78-members) was dependent on what we considered to be the correct
allocation for Basingstoke & Deane. As a consequence, the County Council put forward two
proposals for this area, based on either nine or ten members.
31 The County Council also put forward two proposals, Option A and Option B, for each of
the following districts: East Hampshire, Eastleigh, Fareham, Rushmoor and Winchester.
However, for each of these districts, the allocation of councillors was the same under both
options. In Havant it put forward three alternative proposals, Options A, B and C, again with
all three options based on the same allocation of councillors. The County Council’s
proposals did not express a particular preference for either of the options. However, it did
supply some argumentation, of varying detail, for each of the options.
32 Under its proposals, Basingstoke & Deane would either retain the existing number of
councillors, or receive an additional councillor. East Hampshire, Fareham, Test Valley and
Winchester would all receive an additional councillor, while Havant would lose one
councillor.

District and borough councils
33 Eastleigh Borough Council put forward proposals for seven divisions in Eastleigh. These
proposals were identical to the County Council’s Option B for Eastleigh.

Political groups
34 Eastleigh Liberal Democrats submitted a proposal for Eastleigh, identical to the County
Council’s Option B. In Havant, the Liberal Democrats Havant Constituency Party submitted
proposals identical to the County Council’s Option C. In Rushmoor, Aldershot Branch
Labour Party submitted proposals identical to the County Council’s Option B. However, it
later submitted a modified version that reflected a proposed development in the Manor Park
area.

County councillors
35 Councillor Ludlow expressed support for the County Council’s Option B in East
Hampshire. Councillor Davidovitz expressed support for the County Council’s Option A in
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Eastleigh. Councillor Price expressed support for the County Council’s Option B in Fareham.
Councillor Wright expressed support for the County Council’s proposals for Gosport.
36 Councillor Randall submitted proposals for New Forest, with particular regard to the
Totton and Marchwood areas. In Rushmoor, Councillor Roberts submitted identical
proposals to the County Council’s Option B. However, these were later modified to take into
consideration a proposed development in the Manor Park area. In Winchester, Councillor
Dickens expressed support for the County Council’s Option A for the Winchester city area.

Borough and district councillors
37 Councillor Booker expressed support for the County Council’s Option B in East
Hampshire. Councillor Davies expressed support for the County Council’s Option B in
Fareham.

Parish and town councils
38 We received responses from 21 parish and town councils. In Basingstoke & Deane,
Cliddesden and Highclere parish councils expressed support for the existing arrangements.
In East Hampshire, we received two submissions from Alton Parish Council expressing
support for the County Council’s Option B. Beech Parish Council requested that it be in a
division with ‘rural parishes of similar character’, rather than linked to the town of Alton.
Greatham Parish Council submitted comments about the timing of the Periodic Electoral
Review. Headley Parish Council expressed support for the existing electoral arrangements.
Horndean Parish Council requested that warded parishes not be divided between divisions.
Lindford Parish Council requested that it remain in a single electoral division. Whitehill Town
Council requested that warded parishes not be divided between divisions.
39 In Eastleigh, Bishopstoke Parish Council requested that it remain in a single electoral
division. Bursledon Parish Council expressed support for the existing electoral
arrangements. In New Forest, Fawley Parish Council submitted comments regarding the
timing of Periodic Electoral Reviews. Hythe & Dibden Parish Council requested that it
remain in a single electoral division. Totton & Eling Town Council submitted comments
about the review process, but also requested that division boundaries be coterminous with
district ward boundaries. In Test Valley, North Baddesley Parish Council submitted
proposals for a Baddesley division comprising North Baddesley and Valley Park wards.
Nursling & Rownhams Parish Council expressed support for the existing electoral
arrangements. In Winchester, Denmead, Itchen Valley and Swanmore parish councils all
expressed support for the existing electoral arrangements.

Other representations
40 One local resident made general comments about the role of councillors. In Basingstoke
& Deane, a local resident expressed support for the County Council’s Option B, but
expressed some concern regarding the projected electorates. In East Hampshire, two local
residents submitted comments requesting that Petersfield Town wards not be mixed with
surrounding rural wards. This is broadly in line with the division pattern put forward in the
County Council’s Option B. Two local residents put forward similar comments regarding
Alton Town, again in line with the County Council’s Option B. A local resident submitted
proposals for the Rushmoor area, and surrounding areas covered by the Aldershot
parliamentary constituency. In Winchester, a local resident expressed support for the
County Council’s Option A for the Winchester city area.
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4

Analysis and draft recommendations

41 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for Hampshire
County Council and welcome comments from all those interested relating to the proposed
division boundaries, number of councillors and division names. We will consider all the
evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final
recommendations.
42 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Hampshire is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we have
regard to section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) – the need to
secure effective and convenient local government, and reflect the identities and interests of
local communities; and secure the matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of Schedule 11 to
the Local Government Act 1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972 refers to the number of electors per councillor being ‘as nearly as
may be, the same in every division of the county’.
43 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number and distribution of
local government electors likely to take place over the next five years. We must also have
regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and maintaining local ties, and to
the boundaries of district wards.
44 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the boundaries of
district wards and in order to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to ensure
that, having reached conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to be elected to
the county council, each district council area is allocated the number of county councillors to
which it is entitled.
45 It is therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the
same number of electors per councillor in every division of a county.
46 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for an authority as a whole
is likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government, so there must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum. Accordingly, we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
minimised, the aim of electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We
therefore strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and
other interested parties should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make
adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of district wards and
community identity. Five-year forecasts of changes in electorate must also be taken into
account and we would aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved electoral
equality over this five-year period.
47 The recommendations do not affect county, district or parish external boundaries, local
taxes, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that these
recommendations will have an adverse effect on house prices, or car and house insurance
premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary boundaries, and we are not
therefore able to take into account any representations that are based on these issues.
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Electorate forecasts
48 Since 1975 there has been a 4% decrease in the electorate of Hampshire County
Council. However, this is largely due to the fact that the districts of Portsmouth and
Southampton became unitary authorities in April 1997. The County Council submitted
electorate forecasts for the year 2007, projecting an increase in the electorate of
approximately 3% from 964,244 to 997,277 over the five-year period from 2001 to 2006. It
expects most of the growth to be in Basingstoke & Deane borough, although a significant
amount is also expected in Eastleigh borough and Hart district. In order to prepare these
forecasts, the Council estimated rates and locations of housing development with regard to
structure and local plans, the expected rate of building over the five-year period and
assumed occupancy rates.
49 In Rushmoor, Councillor Roberts and the Aldershot Branch Labour Party, in line with the
County Council’s Option B, questioned the County Council’s projected figures, highlighting a
development called ‘Project Connaught’. They suggested that this project, which involves
building on Ministry of Defence land, would create a further 3600 electors. However, they
stated ‘Project Connaught is most definitely going to take place but the actual timing is not
firm with the projected time being between four and eight years’. We have sought
clarification on this from the County Council, which stated ‘The Ministry of Defence [...] is
looking to have received planning permission by the end of the year. Development will be
phased over a seven year period. It is proposed that construction will begin, subject to the
grant planning permission, in April 2004 and completion is anticipated around January
2011’. Therefore, given that planning permission has yet to be granted, we are not
convinced that this development will take place within the five-year time frame we require for
projected electorates. Consequently, we cannot take it into account and remain satisfied that
the County Council’s projected figures remain the most accurate available at this time.
50 It should be noted that there are a number of discrepancies between the County
Council’s electorate figures for the existing divisions and those of its proposed divisions.
These apply to both the 2001 and 2006 forecast figures. With the help of the County Council
we have made efforts to find out where these are, but this has not been possible. Therefore,
these discrepancies have been carried through into the draft recommendations, with the
total electorate figures varying across a number of districts, between the existing divisions
and the draft recommendations. However, these discrepancies are not sufficient to produce
major variations in the levels of electoral equality that our proposals provide.
51 We know that forecasting electorates is difficult and, having considered all the evidence
received concerning electorate forecasts, we accept that the County Council’s figures are
the best estimates that can reasonably be made at this time.

Council size
52 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed, whether
it is an increase, decrease or retention of the existing council size.
53 Hampshire County Council presently has 74 members. In its Stage One submission it
proposed a council size of either 77 or 78 members. As stated earlier, the reason for the
alternative council sizes results from its treatment of Basingstoke & Deane borough. It
argued that the exact council size (either 77- or 78-members) was dependent on what we
considered to be the correct allocation for Basingstoke & Deane borough. However, it was
explicit in its preference for an increase to one of these council sizes, rather than
maintaining the existing arrangements.
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54 Therefore, given that the County Council’s evidence on council size can be applied to
either a 77- or 78-member council, we have had to examine the issue of council size in two
parts, first looking at the evidence for an increase and second what the increase should be.
55 In reaching its decision to increase council size, the County Council considered a
number of factors. It adopted a new constitution and Executive arrangements in September
2001 and its Stage One submission set out the County Council’s structure under its new
political management style. It outlined the changing role of councillors under the new
political management structure, arguing that, while councillors have lost their traditional
committee role, they continue to have a variety of new and demanding responsibilities. It
stated that non-cabinet members have key roles in the full Council, the Standards
Committee, the Regulatory Committee, the Employment in Hampshire County Council
Committee and the Pension Fund Panel. They also have roles as members of Policy Review
Committees, service and site-specific advisory panels, area-based management advisory
committees, county council representatives on joint committees and outside bodies, and as
representatives of their electorates and as ‘community champions’ in their electoral
divisions. It added ‘The County Council has also established a raft of advisory panels with a
total of places for county councillors. The County Council places great store not only in
involving members in policy development and review, but also in advising the Cabinet and
individual Executive Members on operational business’.
56 It went on to state ‘In addition to the County Council’s own internal organisation, the
County Council makes appointments to some four hundred places across a wide range of
joint authorities, joint committees and outside bodies. On each of these the member
appointed plays an important representative role to promote and protect the County
Council’s interests and the interests of the community at large’.
57 It emphasised the pressure of members’ representative role and argued that the
increase would enable them to fulfil this function. It stated, ‘within the context of the more
formalised structure within which County Councillors are working, each member is, on
average, also representing a community on average just over 13,000 electors. The role of
members as local representatives or “community champions”, therefore will also place
increasing demands on them’. For these reasons, it argued against any reduction in council
size, since this would mean councillors would be covering even larger (in terms of
electorate) divisions.
58 We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note from the County
Council’s Stage One submission that members continue to have exacting demands placed
on their time. Under the new constitution they will continue to carry out many roles, including
the important role of ‘community champions’. We would concur with the County Council’s
view that a reduction in council size would make this task harder. Indeed, we support its
evidence for an increase in council size. We have concluded that there should be an
increase in council size to either 77- or 78 members.
59 To calculate the actual council size, it has been necessary to examine the proposals for
Basingstoke & Deane, to ensure that the district receives the correct allocation. The County
Council expressed some preference for 10-members, stating ‘Soundings among local
county councillors indicate considerable support for this approach’, but added, ‘There is an
alternative view that nine county councillors […] could be sustained’. While basing our
decision on this evidence, we have also calculated the actual entitlement under each council
size. Under Option A, Basingstoke & Deane is allocated 10 councillors, while by 2006 it is
entitled to 9.7 councillors. Under Option B, Basingstoke & Deane is allocated nine
councillors, while by 2006 it is entitled to 9.6. Therefore, Option A gives the correct
allocation. We note that the County Council’s allocation for the remaining districts is correct.
As a consequence, we recommend a council size of 78 members.
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60 Having looked at the size and distribution of the electorate, the geography and other
characteristics of the area, together with the responses received, we conclude that the
statutory criteria would best be met by a council of 78 members.

Electoral arrangements
61 We have carefully considered all the representations received, including the county-wide
scheme from the County Council. The County Council’s proposals would increase the
council size from 74 to 78. The Council’s proposals would improve electoral equality
compared to the existing arrangements.
62 As stated earlier, the County Council put forward two proposals for each of the following
districts, Basingstoke & Deane, East Hampshire, Eastleigh, Fareham, Rushmoor and
Winchester. It did not express a particular preference for any of these options. In Havant it
put forward three alternative proposals, again expressing no preference for any particular
scheme. These options were supported by varying levels of evidence and, apart from
Basingstoke & Deane, the proposals for each district agreed on the allocation of councillors.
Given the level of argumentation in the County Council’s submission, we requested further
evidence for its proposals. We also received 42 submissions expressing support or
opposition to these proposals.
63 Given the levels of electoral equality and coterminosity secured by the County Council’s
proposals, we have put forward a number of amendments, including the creation of a
number of two-member divisions. While the County Council’s submission did not raise any
specific objection to the creation of multi-member divisions, we are aware that these may not
always be popular. However, in the interests of securing good levels of coterminosity and
electoral equality, we consider that in a number of areas these are suitable while still having
regard for the statutory criteria. In the areas where multi-member divisions have been put
forward, we consider that the proposed divisions still reflect community identity. However,
where people have a specific objection to the creation of multi-member divisions, we would
seek submissions that not only object to the proposals, but also offer evidence and where
possible, suggest viable alternatives, bearing in mind the need to secure good levels of
electoral equality and coterminosity.
64 Given that the County Council’s proposals provided a number of options for some
districts, we have been unable to say exactly what levels of electoral equality and
coterminosity its proposals would achieve.
65 As explained earlier, we consider that the County Council’s Option A gives Basingstoke
& Deane the correct allocation of Councillors. Therefore, given that Option B is based on an
allocation of nine councillors, we are unable to consider it any further. However, we note that
Option A has a number of high electoral variances and only achieves a level of 40%
coterminosity. While we propose basing our draft recommendations on the County Council’s
Option A, we recommend a number of amendments. We propose combining the rural
Calleva and Kingsclere & Tadley divisions to create a two-member division. We also
propose combing Basingstoke West and Basingstoke North West divisions to create a twomember division. In addition to this, we propose a number of minor amendments that seek
to improve electoral equality and coterminosity, while maintaining community interest. This
improves coterminosity to 63% while also improving electoral equality.
66 In East Hampshire we note that there was considerable support for the County Council’s
Option B and objection to Option A. We would concur with the view that Option B, in seeking
to avoid mixing the urban areas of Alton and Petersfield with the surrounding rural areas,
reflects community identity. However, we also note that Option B secures significantly worse
levels of coterminosity than Option A. Therefore, we propose an amendment to Option B.
This improves coterminosity from 43% to 71% without significantly worsening electoral
equality.
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67 In Eastleigh, given the good levels of electoral equality, coterminosity and local support,
we propose adopting the identical proposals of Option A and Option B for the Bishopstoke &
Fair Oak, Botley & Hedge End, Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice & Netley Abbey and West End &
Hedge End divisions. However, for the remaining north-west area, although we note that
Option B secured local support, including that of Eastleigh Borough Council, we did not
consider that it is outweighed by the community identity argument and significantly better
levels of coterminosity that Option A secures. Our draft recommendations secure a level of
71% coterminosity.
68 In Fareham, we note that Option B secured some local support. However, given that this
option only gives a level of 14% coterminosity, we do not consider we can adopt the
proposals, particularly given the 71% coterminosity that Option A secures. Indeed, we
consider that Option A can be improved by combining the proposed Fareham Central and
Fareham North divisions to create a two-member Fareham Town division. Given that the two
proposed divisions cover the whole of Fareham town, we consider that our proposed twomember division would still reflect community identity. The proposed amendment improves
electoral equality to 100%, without significantly effecting electoral equality.
69 In Gosport, given that all the district wards contain three-members, we can see why the
County Council’s proposals secured no coterminosity. While we propose basing our draft
recommendations on the County Council’s proposals, we have made a number of
amendments to improve coterminosity. We propose creating a two-member Leesland &
Town division, covering the south-east area of the district. We consider that the south-east
area forms a large urban community and that the creation of a two-member division would
not adversely reflect community identity, particularly given the boundary that the County
Council has run through Privett ward. In addition, we propose transferring 840 electors from
the County Council’s proposed Hardway division to its proposed Rowner division. Again, this
improves coterminosity while not adversely affect community identity. Under our draft
recommendations, 50% of our proposed four divisions would be coterminous.
70 In Hart, we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals without amendment. We
have examined a number of alternatives aimed at improving the 20% coterminosity that it
achieves, and particularly addressing the division of Crondall parish. We have considered
the possibility of a two-member Fleet division, covering the whole of Fleet town and
Crookham village. However, this results in a number of high variances in the surrounding
area or the creation of large or unwieldy divisions. We would welcome locally generated
schemes based on the creation of a two-member Fleet division.
71 In Havant, due to a lack of information, we have been unable to consider Option B
further. We have examined Options A and C and have sought improvements in both. We
have concluded that Option C provides the best basis for improvement, subject to a few
amendments. We propose combining the proposed Bedhampton Hermitage and Havant
North divisions to form a two-member Havant North & Bedhampton Hermitage division.
While this division may look slightly unwieldy, the southern section is completely
unpopulated, covering a large area of marshland. We consider that a two-member division
would reflect the community identity of this large urban area. We also propose transferring
an area of St Faith’s ward, to the north of the railway line to the proposed Emsworth & St
Faith’s division. As a consequence, this two-member division and the single member
Emsworth & St Faith’s division would be coterminous. In the remaining area we propose
adopting the County Council’s Option C. Given the ward size, it is not possible to avoid a
number of non-coterminous divisions. Our draft recommendations secure 50%
coterminosity.
72 In New Forest, we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals without
amendment. We have considered the proposal put forward by Councillor Randall, but do not
consider that the creation of a Lyndhurst division containing a detached Marchwood would
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reflect this area’s community identity. We do not consider that the levels of electoral equality
and 82% coterminosity under the County Council’s scheme can be improved upon.
73 In Rushmoor, as stated earlier, we have sought clarification from the County Council
with regard to the proposed ‘Project Connaught’ development in the St Marks area. We
remain satisfied that the development will not be completed within the five year period for
which we require electoral projections. Therefore, we are unable to consider the modified
Option B for this area further. However, we do propose adopting the original Option B for
this area. Under Option A and Option B, the proposals for the southern area, Aldershot East,
Aldershot West and Farnborough South, were identical. In the north-west area, we consider
that Option B provides a better configuration of wards, particularly as it groups an area to
the north of the M3 in a single division. Having looked at alternative arrangements, we have
been unable to recommend any alternatives to improve the 40% coterminosity that Option B
secures.
74 In Test Valley, we have given careful consideration to the County Council’s proposals.
We are satisfied with its proposals for Baddesley, Romsey Extra and Romsey Town
divisions. However, we were concerned about the levels of coterminosity and the
configuration of its proposed Andover Rural division, which combines a small finger of the
town centre with surrounding rural areas and rural areas some distance away, with no
access to the town centre area. We have examined a number of proposals to address the
northern area, seeking as far as possible to improve coterminosity, while maintaining
electoral equality and representing community identity. We have considered a two-member
division covering the whole town, however we do not consider the resulting 25% underrepresentation acceptable. Our favoured proposal would give the district 100%
coterminosity, although it has not been possible to avoid the mixing of urban with rural
areas. As a consequence, we propose one wholly urban division, Andover South and two
divisions which join parts of the town centre to neighbouring rural areas, Andover North and
Andover West division. We accept that there may be some objections to this, but given the
levels of electoral equality and coterminosity we are putting them forward as our draft
recommendations. In addition to this, we propose creating Test Valley Central division,
which is broadly similar to the County Council’s Test Valley Central division. Under our draft
recommendations, we secure 100% coterminosity without significantly worsening electoral
equality.
75 In Winchester, we propose adopting the County Council’s Option B in its entirety. We
have been persuaded by the argumentation that Winchester City area should be divided
east to west. In the surrounding rural area, while Option A provides reasonable community
identity argument, we did not consider this sufficient to warrant a division with a variance of
21% by 2006. As a consequence, we have been persuaded to adopt Option B for this area.
Under our draft recommendations 71% of the division would be coterminous.
76 Overall, our draft recommendations secure a level of 68% coterminosity.
77 Our proposals would also involve warding or re-warding a number of parishes in order to
facilitate a balance between electoral equality and community identity. For county division
purposes, the 11 district areas in the county are considered in turn, as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Basingstoke & Deane borough (pages 35 – 37)
East Hampshire district (pages 37 – 39)
Eastleigh borough (pages 39 – 42)
Fareham borough (pages 42 – 44)
Gosport borough (pages 44 – 45)
Hart district (pages 45 – 46)
Havant borough (pages 46 – 49)
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viii.
ix.
x.
xi.

New Forest district (pages 49 – 51)
Rushmoor borough (pages 51 – 53)
Test Valley borough (pages 53 – 55)
Winchester city (pages 55 – 57)

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

Basingstoke & Deane borough
79 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Basingstoke & Deane is represented by
nine county councillors serving nine divisions. Basingstoke East is currently 36% overrepresented (35% by 2006). Basingstoke North division is currently 16% over-represented
(20% by 2006). Basingstoke North West division is currently 13% over-represented (5% by
2006). Basingstoke South division is currently 34% under-represented (28% by 2006).
Basingstoke West division is currently 14% over-represented, both now and in 2006.
Candovers division is currently 3% over-represented (15% under-represented by 2006).
Kingsclere & Tadley is currently 14% under-represented (10% in 2006). Loddon is currently
26% under-represented (36% by 2006). Whitchurch & Clere is currently 7% underrepresented (6% in 2006). Overall, relative to the size of the electorate in the rest of the
county, Basingstoke & Deane is marginally under-represented on the County Council.
80 The County Council submitted two proposals for Basingstoke & Deane, Option A and
Option B. These were based on the allocation of either 10-members (Option A) or 9members (Option B). As stated earlier, Option B does not give Basingstoke & Deane its
correct allocation, therefore we are unable to consider it further. Option A, however, does
have the correct allocation, giving Basingstoke one more councillor than at present. Option
A gives the area a modified division pattern, which achieves 40% coterminosity. Its
Basingstoke East division would comprise Brighton Hill North, Eastrop and Grove wards. It
would be 6% over-represented, both now and in 2006. Its Basingstoke North division would
comprise Popley East and Popley West wards and an area of Norden ward, to the east of
Upper Sherbourne Road, Sherbourne Road and Chapel Hill. Its Basingstoke North West
division would comprise Brookvale & Kings Furlong and Rooksdown wards. It would also
comprise an area of Norden ward to the west of Sherbourne Upper Road, Sherbourne Road
and Chapel Hill and an area of Winkelbury ward, to the east of Roman Road. Its proposed
Basingstoke South division would comprise Brighton Hill South ward, an area of Hatch
Warren & Beggarwood ward to the north of Old Beggarwood Lane and an area of
Kempshott ward to the south of Pack Lane. Its Basingstoke West division would comprise
Buckskin and South Ham wards, an area of Kempshott ward to the north of Pack Lane and
an area of Winkelbury ward to the west of Roman Road.
81 Under Option A, the County Council’s Candovers division would comprise Oakley &
North Waltham and Upton Grey & Candovers wards, Steventon parish of Overton,
Laverstoke & Steventon ward, and an area of Hatch Warren & Beggarwood ward to the
south of Old Beggarwood Lane. It would be 32% over-represented (22% by 2006). Its
proposed Kingsclere & Tadley division would comprise Baughurst, Kingsclere, Tadley North
and Tadley South wards. It would be 20% under-represented (16% by 2006). Its proposed
Calleva division would comprise Calleva, Sherborne St John and Pamber wards. It would be
28% over-represented (25% by 2006). Its proposed Loddon division would comprise Basing
and Chineham wards. It would be 5% over-represented (5% under-represented by 2006). Its
proposed Whitchurch & Clere division would comprise Burghclere, East Woodhay, Highclere
& Bourne and Whitchurch wards, Laverstoke and Overton parishes of Overton, Laverstoke
& Steventon ward. It would be 13% under-represented (12% by 2006).
82 The County Council stated that its proposed Basingstoke East division ‘has been
established since the last county boundary review [...] The housing mix in these wards is
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similar and presents a community affinity based around the east of the town [...] It can
further be argued the division of Brighton Hill into north and south wards reflects differences
within the area’. It stated that in its proposed Basingstoke North division, ‘The ring road is a
natural barrier, however the communities [on either side] have close links associated with
the Housing Association Oakfern’. It considered that its proposed Basingstoke North West
division comprises a number of ‘distinct communities’. It added ‘We feel that the [mixing of]
the east and west of Basingstoke, proposed in the nine [member] option would overly
complicate the community relationships and lead to [the] crossing of natural boundaries,
mixing unconnected communities’. For its proposed Basingstoke West division, it stated
‘South Ham and Buckskin offers a natural community, defined by the ring road and housing
mix. Linked to the Berg estate, which comprises areas across the top of Kempshott ward
and South Ham ward’. It stated that its proposed Basingstoke South division comprises
areas that ‘share housing mix and a natural affinity with socio economic mix’.
83 The County Council provided argumentation for the surrounding rural areas. It stated
that its proposed Candovers division ‘forms a coherent rural division, [unlike] the current
situation of Candovers and Loddon division [which] is geographically cumbersome [and]
creates linkages between communities some 25 miles apart’. It added ‘Upton Grey, The
Candovers, Oakley, North Waltham and Steventon form a very coherent rural division’. Its
proposed Loddon division ‘brings two communities together that form a new and strong
division, [with] a direct link through the area of Lynchpit’. It stated that its proposed Calleva
division joins together ‘Villages [with] a strong community link’, adding ‘this will be the
smallest [division], but that fact does not negate the reality that grouping rural communities
is difficult and that associating natural communities and distinct boundaries will provide the
most sustainable options’. The County Council offered similar arguments for its proposed
Kingsclere & Tadley and Whitchurch & Clere divisions.
84 At Stage One, Cliddesen and Highclere parish councils requested that the existing
division arrangements be retained. A local resident expressed support for Option B,
questioning the County Council’s projected electorate figures for Basingstoke & Deane.
85 We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note the views of
Cliddesen and Highclere parish councils, but given that under the new arrangements
Basingstoke & Deane is entitled to 10 councillors, it is not possible to retain the existing
arrangements. We also note the concerns of the local resident, but remain satisfied that the
County Council’s projected figures remain the most accurate available. As stated above, we
have concluded that the area is entitled to 10 councillors, therefore we do not propose
adopting Option B.
86 We propose basing our draft recommendations for Basingstoke & Deane on the County
Council’s Option A, but subject to a number of amendments to address levels of electoral
equality and coterminosity. The County Council’s proposed Basingstoke East division is
coterminous and secures good levels of electoral equality, while representing community
identity. Therefore, we propose adopting this as part of our draft recommendations.
However, we consider that there is a case for a two-member Basingstoke North ward,
comprising the County Council’s Basingstoke North division and Basingstoke North West
division, but additionally including the area of Winklebury ward to the west of Roman Road.
We note from the County Council’s comments that its proposed Basingstoke North West
division comprises a number of distinct communities. Therefore, we do not consider that the
addition of another community would be problematic, particularly given that the new division
would be served by two councillors. The new division would be coterminous and have good
levels of electoral equality, being 9% over-represented (4% by 2006). We propose adopting
the County Council’s proposed Basingstoke South division and its proposed Basingstoke
West division, less the area in Winklebury ward, which we propose be transferred to our
two-member Basingstoke North division. We do not consider that the creation of a twomember division in this area would be advantageous. In addition, such a division would
remain non-coterminous, again making it less viable. Under our proposals these wards
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would be 14% under-represented (10% by 2006) and 13% over-represented (12% by 2006)
respectively.
87 In the surrounding rural area, we note that under the County Council’s proposals the
rural Calleva division neighbours the rural Kingsclere & Tadley division, with both divisions
having high electoral variances of 20% over-represented and 16% under-represented by
2006 respectively. We do not consider that two such large variances, one over-represented,
one under-represented, in neighbouring divisions is acceptable, given the poor electoral
equality. We therefore propose combining these divisions to create a two-member division.
The resulting two-member Calleva, Kingsclere & Tadley division would still be coterminous
and have a much improved electoral variance of 4% over-represented (5% by 2006). While
we accept that there may be some concerns over the geographical size of our proposed
division, we note that it combines a number of similar rural communities. In addition, it is not
substantially larger than the County Council’s proposed single-member Whitchurch & Clere
division and would be represented by two councillors.
88 We also propose transferring Laverstoke and Overton parishes to the County Council’s
proposed Candovers division. While this worsens electoral equality in Whitchurch & Clere
division (12% under-represented in 2006 under the County Council’s proposals and 18%
over-represented in 2006 with this amendment), it improves electoral equality in Candovers
ward (22% over-represented in 2006 under the County Council’s proposal and 8% underrepresented by 2006 with this amendment). In addition, this amendment improves
coterminosity, while avoiding the division of Steventon parish from North Waltham parish, as
requested by the County Council. Under our draft recommendations, Candovers and
Whitchurch & Clere divisions would be 3% over-represented (8% under-represented by
2006) and 16% over-represented (18% by 2006) respectively. We propose adopting the
County Council’s proposed Loddon ward in its entirety.
As a consequence of our amendments, our draft recommendations would achieve 63%
coterminosity between county and district boundaries. Basingstoke East division would be
6% over-represented both now and in 2006. The two-member Basingstoke North division
would be 9% over-represented (4% by 2006). Basingstoke South division would be 14%
under-represented (10% by 2006). Basingstoke West division would be 13% overrepresented (12% by 2006). The two-member Calleva, Kingsclere & Tadley division would
be 4% over-represented (5% by 2006). Candovers division would be 3% over-represented
(8% under-represented by 2006). Loddon division would be 6% over-represented (5%
under-represented by 2006). Whitchuch & Clere division would be 16% over-represented
(18% by 2006). Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large maps at the back of the
report.

East Hampshire district
89 Under the current arrangements, the district of East Hampshire is represented by six
county councillors serving six divisions. Alton division is currently 1% under-represented (3%
by 2006). Bramshott division is 14% under-represented (12% by 2006). Catherington
division is currently 23% under-represented (20% by 2006). Headley division is 17% underrepresented (16% by 2006). Medstead & Selbourne division is 19% over-represented, both
now and in 2006. Petersfield division is currently 18% under-represented (19% by 2006).
Overall, relative to the size of the electorate in the rest of the county, East Hampshire is
under-represented on the County Council.
90 At Stage One the County Council submitted two proposals, Option A and Option B, for
East Hampshire. Both proposals allocated the area seven councillors. The County Council’s
Option A secured 71% coterminosity across the district. Its proposed Alton Downland
division would comprise Alton Amery, Alton Westbrooke, Alton Whitedown, Downland and
Four Marks & Medstead wards. Its proposed Butser division would comprise East Meon,
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Petersfield Bell Hill, Petersfield Causeway, Petersfield Heath and Petersfield St Peters
wards. It would also include Clanfield parish of Clanfield & Finchdean ward. Its proposed
Catherington division would comprise Catherington & Lovedean, Horndean-Downs,
Horndean-Hazelton & Blendworth, Horndean-Kings, Horndean-Murray and Rowlands Castle
wards. It would also include the Finchdean area of Clanfield & Finchdean ward. Its proposed
Hangers division would comprise Froxfield & Steep, Liss, Petersfield Rother, Petersfield St
Marys, Ropley & Tisted and The Hangers & Forest wards. Its proposed Headley division
would comprise Bramshott & Liphook, Grayshott and Headley wards. Its proposed
Holybourne division would comprise Alton Ashdell, Alton Eastbrook, Alton Wooteys,
Binstead & Bentley, Holybourne & Froyle and Selbourne wards. Its proposed Whitehill
division would comprise Lindford, Whitehill-Chase, Whitehill-Deadwater, Whitehill-Hogmoor,
Whitehill-Pinewood, Whitehill-Walldown wards. Under Option A, only one division would
have an electoral variance of over 10%.
91 The County Council proposed its Option A to ensure that each electoral division covered
roughly the same geographical area, stating ‘when trying to decide on overall fairness, the
geographic size of the area was also considered and this has led to the proposed split of the
Petersfield and Alton urban areas’. It stated, ‘[Catherington division] comprises the parishes
of Horndean and Rowlands Castle, which tend to focus towards the south’. It also
recommended returning Finchdean parish ward to the same division as the remainder of
Rowlands Castle parish, stating ‘Finchdean was added to Clanfield [ward] in order to make
that [ward] big enough to justify two-members’. With both Butser and Hangers divisions, the
County Council suggested that the rural communities in each division look towards
Petersfield town, which is divided between the divisions. The same was broadly true for its
proposed Alton Downlands and Holybourne divisions, which both feature rural areas centred
around Alton town. Its proposed Headley division comprises wards ‘on the borders of Surrey
and West Sussex [...] and tend to look towards Farnham and Haslemere in Surrey for larger
shopping centres’. Commenting on its proposed Whitehill division, the County Council stated
that the area ‘has its own local community interest’, adding ‘Whitehill Town Council has
specifically requested [...] their own county council seat – a view with which we [consider] its
own discrete area’.
92 The County Council’s Option B secured 43% coterminosity. Its proposed Alton Rural
division would comprise Binsted & Bentley, Downland, Four Marks & Medstead, Ropley &
Tisted and Selborne wards. It would also include the Froyle parish of Holybourne & Froyle
ward. Its proposed Alton Town division would comprise Alton Amery, Alton Ashdell, Alton
Eastbrooke, Alton Westbrooke, Alton Whitedown and Alton Wooteys wards. It would also
include the Alton parish area of Holybourne & Froyle ward. Its proposed Catherington
division would comprise Catherington & Lovedean, Horndean-Downs, Horndean-Hazelton &
Blendworth, Horndean-Kings, Horndean-Murray and Rowlands Castle wards. It would also
include the Finchdean area of Clanfield & Finchdean ward. Its proposed Headley division
would comprise Bramshott & Liphook, Grayshott and Headley wards. Its proposed
Petersfield Town division would comprise Petersfield Bell Hill, Petersfield Causeway,
Petersfield Heath, Petersfield Rother, Petersfield St Mary’s and Petersfield St Peters wards.
Its proposed Petersfield Rural division would comprise East Meon, Froxfield & Steep, The
Hangers & Forest and Liss wards. It would also include the Clanfield parish of Clanfield &
Finchdean ward. Its proposed Whitehill division would comprise Lindford, Whitehill-Chase,
Whitehill-Deadwater, Whitehill-Hogmoor, Whitehill-Pinewood, Whitehill-Walldown wards.
Under option B, two divisions would have electoral variances of over 10%.
93 The County Council’s Option B creates two urban divisions for Alton and Petersfield
towns, with large rural wards surrounding them. As with Option A, the Finchdean parish
ward of Rowlands Castle parish is transferred to Catherington division since the area was
only transferred to Clanfield & Finchdean ward as part of the PER of East Hampshire District
Council. Both options seek to reunite the area with the remainder of the parish. Option B
would provide the same arrangements for Headley and Whitehill divisions.
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94 We received a further 14 submissions concerning the proposals for East Hampshire.
Five expressed support for Option B, while a further five expressed the wish that the town
areas not be mixed with rural areas, which is broadly in line with the proposals in Option B.
They all expressed broadly similar concern about creating divisions that cover both rural and
urban areas which, they consider, have very different concerns and issues. Whitehill Parish
Council put forward proposals for its area, identical to those in the County Council’s Option
B. Headley Parish Council expressed support for the County Council’s proposals for its
area. Two other parishes made general comments about the review process.
95 We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. Although there was some
evidence for creating divisions that mix urban and rural areas, we were not persuaded to
adopt these given the evidence against them. We consider that the town and rural areas
have separate community issues and, where possible, we seek to avoid mixing these. The
County Council’s Option B keeps Alton and Petersfield towns in divisions separate from the
surrounding rural areas. We consider that this best reflects community identity and therefore
propose adopting the County Council’s Option B. However, we do note that while both
options secure broadly similar levels of electoral equality, Option A secures better levels of
coterminosity than Option B. Therefore, we are proposing a minor amendment to Option B
to improve coterminosity. Although the County Council provided some evidence for the
inclusion of the Finchdean parish in the Catherington division, we do not consider this
sufficient, given the improvements to coterminosity that can be achieved by retaining the
Finchdean parish ward with Clanfield & Finchdean ward in Petersfield Rural division. While
we understand the County Council’s concerns about reflecting community identity, we do
not consider the evidence sufficient in the light of options that can significantly improve
coterminosity.
96 As a consequence of our amendments, our draft recommendations would achieve 71%
coterminosity between county and district boundaries. Under our draft recommendations for
East Hampshire all divisions would be represented by a single member. Alton Rural division
would be 4% under-represented (5% by 2006). Alton Town division would be 3% underrepresented, both now and in 2006. Our modified Catherington division would be 1% overrepresented (3% by 2006). Headley division would have an electoral variance equal to the
county average both now and in 2006. Petersfield Rural division would be 7% underrepresented (5% by 2006). Petersfield Town division would be 14% over-represented (12%
by 2006). Whitehill division would be 11% over-represented, both now and in 2006. Our
draft proposals are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Eastleigh borough
97 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Eastleigh is represented by seven
county councillors serving seven divisions. Bishopstoke & Central division is overrepresented by 7% (under-represented by 3% in 2006). Botley & Hedge End is currently
35% under-represented (31% in 2006). Chandler’s Ford division is currently 28% overrepresented (29% by 2006). Fair Oak & West End division is currently 29% underrepresented (37% by 2006). Hound division is 1% under-represented, both now and in 2006.
North division is currently 14% over-represented (18% by 2006). South division is currently
27% over-represented (29% by 2006). Overall, relative to the size of the electorate in the
rest of the county, Eastleigh is very marginally over-represented on the County Council.
98 At Stage One the County Council submitted two proposals, Option A and Option B, for
Eastleigh borough. Both proposals allocated the area seven councillors. The County
Council’s Option A secured 71% coterminosity across the district. Its proposed Bishopstoke
& Fair Oak division would comprise Bishopstoke East and Fair Oak wards and part of
Bishopstoke West ward to the east of Sayers Road, East Drive, West Drive, Church Road,
Longmead Avenue and Edward Avenue. It would be 5% under-represented (4% by 2006).
Its proposed Botley & Hedge End division would comprise Botley, Hedge End Wildern and
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Hedge End St John’s wards. It would be 14% under-represented (10% by 2006). Its
proposed Chandler’s Ford division would comprise Hiltingbury West, Chandler’s Ford East
and Chandler’s Ford West wards. It would be 2% over-represented (3% by 2006). Its
proposed Eastleigh division would comprise Eastleigh Central and Eastleigh South wards. It
would have an electoral variance equal to the county average (8% under-represented in
2006). Its proposed Hamble-le-Rice & Netley division would comprise Bursledon & Old
Netley, Hamble-le-Rice & Butlocks Heath and Netley Abbey wards. It would be 11% underrepresented, both now and 2006. Its proposed Hiltingbury East & Eastleigh North division
would comprise Eastleigh North and Hiltingbury East wards and part of Bishopstoke West
ward to the west of Sayers Road, East Drive, West Drive, Church Road, Longmead Avenue
and Edward Avenue. It would have an electoral variance equal to the county average (4%
over-represented in 2006). Its proposed West End & Hedge End Grange Park would
comprise Hedge End Grange Park, West End North and West End South wards. It would be
1% under-represented (10% by 2006). This proposal would give 71% coterminosity.
99 The County Council stated ‘Bishopstoke and Fair Oak are two adjacent settlements.
Each of the villages have shopping centres, active church communities and share several
primary schools, a secondary school, recreation and sporting facilities’. Referring to its
proposed Botley & Hedge End division it stated, ‘Hedge End is a large residential area [that]
has grown due to its proximity to Southampton, extending the boundaries of the village of
Hedge End. There are strong community links through active youth and church
organisations. There are community links with the village of Botley on the eastern side of
Hedge End, which has a unique character of its own’. It stated that its proposed Chandler’s
Ford division ‘is a thriving community with a growing town centre with a range of shopping.
The many churches in the area combine to provide a variety of youth and community
services. Employment is available from a large industrial estate and business park’. Its
proposed Eastleigh division ‘contains the borough’s substantial town centre and hub of its
civic, commercial and transport links. Employment is provided by both heavy and light
industries on a variety of industrial estates and office and retail developments. The
community is closely integrated through a number of clubs and community centres’. Its
proposed Hamble-le-Rice & Netley division ‘comprise four settlements on the Hamble
Peninsula. It is a centre for tourism with many restaurants and pubs and housing consists of
a range of residential areas, social housing and leisure apartments. The main shopping
centres are in Hamble-le-Rice and Netley’. It stated that the original Hiltingbury East &
Eastleigh North division ‘fell well short of the number of electors required to ensure electoral
equality’. Therefore, it proposed transferring an area from Bishopstoke & Fair Oak division,
which had too many electors. It stated ‘the communities of north Eastleigh and the western
part of Bishopstoke are linked via Bishopstoke Road’. Its proposed West End & Hedge End
Grange Park division ‘has an established and thriving town centre with strong communities
centred around local churches and schools. To the west is the Grange Park area of Hedge
End to which it is linked via Moorgreen Road’.
100
Under the County Council’s Option B, Bishopstoke & Fair Oak, Botley & Hedge End,
Hamble-le-Rice & Netley and West End & Hedge End Grange Park divisions would be
identical to those under Option A. Option B’s proposed Chandler’s Ford division would
comprise Chandler’s Ford East, Hiltingbury East and Hiltingbury West wards. It would be 3%
over-represented (5% by 2006). Its proposed Eastleigh East division would comprise
Eastleigh North ward, part of Eastleigh Central ward to the east of back of the properties on
Archers Road and the rear of the properties on Chamberlayne Road and part of
Bishopstoke West ward to the west of Sayers Road, East Drive, West Drive, Church Road,
Longmead Avenue and Edward Avenue. It would have an electoral variance equal to the
county average (5% under-represented by 2006). Its proposed Eastleigh West division
would comprise Chandler’s Ford West ward, Eastleigh South ward and part of Eastleigh
Central ward to the east of the rear of the properties on Archers Road and the rear of the
properties on Chamberlayne Road. It would have an electoral variance equal to the county
average (1% under-represented by 2006). This proposal would give 57% coterminosity.
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The County Council stated that ‘the wards within [Bishopstoke & Fair Oak] division
have two separate parish councils but part of Fair Oak & Hornton Heath parish area now
falls into [Bishopstoke East ward]. These areas are linked through road access and schools’.
It added ‘this option reinforces the links between the majority of Bishopstoke that has
developed over the last thirty years and the parish of Fair Oak’. It stated that its proposed
Botley & Hedge End division ‘brings together the historic village of Botley with the older
parts of Hedge End’. Its proposed Chandler’s Ford division comprises three wards that ‘form
the major part of Chandler’s Ford Local Area Committee grouping. These wards share
schools, shops and communities. This option keeps together the loose-knit, distinctive
community of Hiltingbury in one division. It has a clear boundary to the east -the M3
motorway- which acts as a barrier to the Eastleigh/Boyatt Wood area’. Its proposed
Eastleigh East division ‘includes the part of Bishopstoke West ward that is closer to the town
of Eastleigh and adjoins Eastleigh North and Central wards. Whilst respecting the
community within this part of Old Bishopstoke, many residents use the town centre for
shopping, travel and other community facilities such as the library’. It added ‘Eastleigh North
ward to the east of the M3 is included [...] as it has much stronger ties with the town of
Eastleigh than with Chandler’s Ford’. Its proposed Eastleigh West division ‘contains the part
of Eastleigh Central ward that is adjacent to Eastleigh South and Chandler’s Ford West
wards. The residents in these wards use Eastleigh town centre for shopping and community
facilities’. It added, ‘this option bears many similarities to the existing Eastleigh South
division’. Its proposed Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice & Netley Abbey division ‘contains the
whole of the Hamble peninsula [and] retains strong historic links between the three parishes
of Hound, Bursledon and Hamble-le-Rice’. The County Council stated that its proposed
West End & Hedge End Grange Park division ‘brings together the parish of West End and
the northern ward of Hedge End that is a distinct community within Hedge End’.
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At Stage One Eastleigh Borough Council submitted a scheme identical to the County
Council’s Option B. It stated, ‘this option also reflects the association between wards,
parishes and communities across the borough. These include work and shopping patterns,
road access and local area communities that have been developed by the Borough Council’.
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Councillor Davidovitz expressed support for the County Council’s Option A.
Councillor Holden-Brown submitted identical proposals to the County Council’s Option B.
Bishopstoke Parish Council stated ‘the parish council’s clear preference is for a division to
be created that includes the whole parish. If this is impossible, then the second preference is
that any split of the parish between divisions should follow the existing Eastleigh borough
ward boundary within the parish’, adding ‘again, if this is not possible, then the third
preference would be in accordance with Option B’. Bursledon Parish Council expressed
support for the existing arrangements.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note that under
both Option A and Option B, the proposals for Bishopstoke & Fair Oak, Botley & Hedge End,
Bursledon, Hamble-le-Rice & Nettley Abbey and West End & Hedge End divisions are
identical. We have examined an option to transfer an area of the Bishopstoke West ward to
the Bishopstoke & Fair Oak division, in line with Bishopstoke Parish Council’s favoured
option. However, this would result in Bishopstoke & Fair Oak division being 20% underrepresented, and we do not consider that such a high variance is acceptable in a largely
urban area and in light of the alternative warding arrangements available. We would concur
with the evidence provided that the proposed divisions reflect community identity, while
securing good levels of electoral equality and coterminosity. Therefore, we propose adopting
the County Council’s Option A and Option B proposals for these divisions.
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In the remaining area, while we note the local support of Eastleigh Borough Council
and a local councillor, in addition to some community identity argument for Option B, we do
not consider that this outweighs the community identity argument or improved levels of
coterminosity secured by Option A. We note that the County Council’s Option B creates a
Chandler’s Ford division wholly to the west of the M3, whereas Option B’s Hiltingbury East &
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Eastleigh North division takes in an area to the west of the M3. While this is not ideal, we
note that to the south, the M3 runs through the centre of the Option B’s Eastleigh West
division, although it also does this in the County Council’s Option A Eastleigh division.
However, we consider that Option A’s treatment of Eastleigh town centre is favourable, as it
keeps the whole area in a single Eastleigh division. Therefore, given the improved levels of
coterminosity and good levels of electoral equality under the County Council’s Option A, we
propose adopting this scheme in its entirety as part of our draft recommendations. As stated
earlier, in reviewing county areas, we consider that achievement of good levels of
coterminosity often provides for more effective and convenient local government, enabling
electors to relate to district and county wards.
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Our draft recommendations would be identical to the County Council’s Option B,
securing the same levels of electoral equality and coterminosity. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large maps at the back of the report.

Fareham borough
107
Under the current arrangements, the borough of Fareham is represented by six
county councillors serving six divisions. Fareham North West division is 19% overrepresented (22% by 2006). Fareham Titchfield division is 11% over-represented (9% by
2006). Fareham Porchester is currently 15% over-represented (17% by 2006). Fareham
Crofton is currently 12% over-represented (12% by 2006). Fareham Western Wards division
is currently 98% under-represented (110% by 2006). Fareham South East division is
currently 7% under-represented (2% by 2006). Overall, relative to the size of the electorate
in the rest of the county, Fareham is over-represented on the County Council.
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At Stage One, the County Council put forward two options for Fareham, providing
seven single-member divisions. Its Option A would secure 71% coterminosity. Its proposed
Fareham Central division would comprise Fareham South and Fareham West wards and an
area of Fareham East to the south of Southampton Road and Wallington Way. It would be
15% under-represented (11% by 2006). Its proposed Fareham Crofton division would
comprise Hill Head and Stubbington wards. It would be 7% over-represented, both now and
in 2006. Its proposed Fareham North division would comprise Fareham North and Fareham
North West wards and an area of Fareham East ward to the north of Southampton Road
and Wallington Way. It would be 5% under-represented, both now and in 2006. Its proposed
Fareham Porchester division would comprise Porchester East and Porchester West wards.
It would be 16% under-represented (12% by 2006). Its proposed Fareham Sarisbury division
would comprise Park Gate and Sarisbury wards. It would be 19% over-represented (10% by
2006). Its proposed Fareham Titchfield division would comprise Titchfield and Titchfield
Common wards. It would be 14% over-represented (12% by 2006). Its proposed Fareham
Warash division would comprise Locks Heath and Warsash wards. It would be 14% overrepresented (12% by 2006).
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The County Council stated that its Option A proposals for Fareham ‘have, as far as
possible followed ward boundaries, which in turn have been based on distinct communities.
The reasoning behind this was to further encourage residents to identify with their distinct
area and to enable both borough and county voting to be transparent rather than confusing’.
It added, ‘the town of Fareham forms a distinct location that is the centre of commerce,
services and transport for the borough. The surrounding settlements each have a division
and the town has been split into two divisions, comprising as far as possible, complete
wards’.
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The County Council’s Option B would secure 14% coterminosity. Its proposed
Fareham Crofton division would comprise Hill Head and Stubbington wards. It would be 7%
over-represented, both now and in 2006. Its proposed Fareham Locks Heath division would
comprise Locks Heath ward, Park Gate ward, less the area to the east of Lockwood Road
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and an area of Titchfield Common ward to the west of Hunts Pond Road. It would be 4%
over-represented (2% under-represented by 2006). Its proposed Fareham North division
would comprise Fareham North and Fareham North West divisions and an area of Fareham
West division to the east of Highlands Road and north of Blackbrook Road. It would be 2%
under-represented (having an electoral variance equal to the county average by 2006). Its
proposed Fareham Porchester division would comprise Porchester East division and an
area of Porchester West ward to the east of The Thicket, Porchester Road and the back of
the houses on Romsey Avenue. It would have an electoral variance equal to the county
average (3% over-represented by 2006). Its proposed Fareham South East division would
comprise Fareham East and Fareham South wards and an area of Porchester West ward to
the west of The Thicket, Porchester Road and the back of the houses on Romsey Avenue. It
would be 2% under-represented (having an electoral variance equal to the county average
by 2006). Its proposed Fareham Titchfield division would comprise Titchfield ward, Titchfield
Common ward, less the area to the south of Hunts Pond Road and Fareham West ward less
the area to the east of Highlands road and north of Blackbrook Road. It would be 8% overrepresented (2% by 2006). Its proposed Fareham Warsash division would comprise
Sarisbury and Warsash wards and an area of Park Gate ward to the east of Lockwood
Road. It would be 7% over-represented (having an electoral variance equal to the county
average by 2006).
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Commenting on its Option B proposals, the County Council stated that ‘the principle
used in arriving at the proposal is that as near as possible the current county divisions have
been used, by using the building blocks of wards’. Its proposed Fareham Crofton division
‘has natural boundaries of the sea to the south, Gosport to the East and a large countryside
area to the north. It based its proposed Fareham Porchester division on the existing division,
but included another area of Porchester West that ‘is considered to have close affinity to
Porchester’. Its proposed Fareham South East contains the remaining area of Porchester,
that ‘is the nearest part to Fareham town centre and has all its connections to that area’,
adding ‘Fareham South and Fareham East [wards] form a natural swathe around the
south/eastern side of the town centre’. Its proposed Fareham Titchfield division would
include an area of Fareham West ward that has a ‘great affinity to the Titchfield division as
they were part of the original Titchfield division’. To give its Fareham Titchfield division the
correct number of electors, it would transfer an area of Titchfield Common ward, which it
states is ‘separated from the remainder of Titchfield Common by the major road called Hunts
Pond Road and therefore sit easily into the division’. Its proposed Fareham Warsash
division comprises Sarisbury and Warsash wards, as does the existing division, but
including part of Park Gate ward, forming a ‘half-moon’ shaped division. The County Council
stated that it ‘is separated from the rest of Park Gate [ward] by the new road and fits
naturally with the [division]’.
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Councillor Price expressed support for the County Council’s Option B stating ‘I totally
disagree with Option A for Porchester as it makes the division too large compared with the
other divisions’. He added, ‘Porchester West polling district PW4 [the part that Option A
proposes transferring to Fareham South East division] is not really part of Porchester as it is
known as Downend Fareham which is more linked to Fareham itself’. Councillor Davies also
expressed support for the County Council’s Option B, arguing that it maintains existing
communities.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note that the
County Council’s Option A secures considerably better levels of coterminosity than its
Option B, although with slightly worse levels of electoral equality. We also note that Option B
seeks to maintain, as near as possible, the existing divisions. Neither scheme provides
particularly compelling evidence. Option A and Option B both produce the same Fareham
Crofton division. Otherwise, the proposals are different. We note the concerns of Councillor
Price that Option A’s Fareham Porchester has a high electoral variance in comparison to the
remaining divisions. However, we consider that the levels of electoral equality under Option
A are acceptable, particularly given their greater levels of coterminosity. In addition, we have
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not been persuaded by the evidence that the western area of Porchester West ward has
particular links with Fareham town, as proposed in Option B. Therefore we propose adopting
the County Council’s Option A for Fareham Porchester division. Given this, we cannot
consider the Option B proposals for the Fareham town area. We have examined Option A’s
proposals for the Fareham town area and consider that these can be improved. We have
not been persuaded by the argument for the inclusion of a small area of Fareham East ward
in Fareham Central division. While we understand that this has been done for electoral
equality reasons, we propose combining Fareham Central and Fareham North divisions to
create a two-member Fareham Town division. While we acknowledge that two-member
divisions may not always be popular, we consider that this two-member division, covering
the whole town of Fareham, would give more effective and convenient local government. It
would also improve coterminosity.
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In the remaining area, we consider that Option A provides a better arrangement,
providing more compact divisions, rather than Option B’s ‘half-moon’ shaped Fareham
Warash division, stretching from the north to the south of the borough. In addition, Option A
provides for coterminous divisions. For this reason, and given that we propose adopting
Option A’s Fareham Sarisbury and Fareham Warsash divisions, we also favour Option A’s
proposed Fareham Titchfield division. In addition, we were not persuaded by the evidence
for the inclusion of an area of Titchfield Common ward in Option B’s proposed Fareham
Titchfield division as we did not consider that the area is separated from the neighbouring
areas by Hunts Pond Road.
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Therefore, we propose adopting the County Council’s Option A proposals, subject to
our amendment to create a two-member Fareham Town division. Under our draft
recommendations, our proposed Fareham Town division would 10% under-represented (8%
by 2006). The remaining divisions, Fareham Crofton, Fareham Porchester, Fareham
Sarisbury, Fareham Titchfield and Fareham Warsash, would be identical to the County
Council’s Option A. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large map at the back of the
report.

Gosport borough
116
Under the current arrangements, the borough of Gosport is represented by five
county councillors serving five divisions. Town division is currently 14% over-represented
(12% by 2003). Lee division is currently 6% under-represented (9% in 2006). Leesland
division is currently 9% over-represented (12% by 2006). Hardway division is currently 11%
over-represented (8% by 2006). Rowner division is 15% over-represented (19% by 2006).
Overall, relative to the size of the electorate in the rest of the county, Gosport is very
marginally under-represented on the County Council.
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At Stage One, the County Council put forward proposals for five single-member
divisions in Gosport. Under these proposals, no division would be coterminous. Its proposed
Hardway division would comprise Elson, Forton and Hardway wards and part of Rowner &
Holbrook ward to the east of Tichborne Way. It would be 7% over-represented (5% by
2006). Its proposed Lee division would comprise Grange, Lee East and Lee West wards and
an area of Rowner & Holbrook ward to the south of the B3334. It would be 6% overrepresented (1% under-represented by 2006). Its proposed Leesland division would
comprise Brockhurst, Christchurch and Leesland wards and an area of Privett ward to the
east of Bay Road, Oval Gardens and Privett Place. It would be 3% under-represented
(equal to the county average by 2006). Its proposed Rowner division would comprise
Bridgemary North, Bridgemary South and Peel Common wards and an area of Rowner &
Holbrook ward to the north of Rowner Road and west of Tichborne Way. It would be 1%
over-represented (6% by 2006). Its proposed Town division would comprise Alverstoke,
Anglesey and Town wards and an area of Privett ward to the west of Bay Road, Oval
Gardens and Privett Place. It would be 7% over-represented (5% by 2006).
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The County Council stated ‘the proposed new division boundaries differ very little
from the present ones but slight alterations have been made to fit in with the 17 new wards
and keep within the recommended figures. This has necessitated splitting two wards’.
Councillor Wright expressed support for the County Council’s submission.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note from the
County Council’s proposal that, given that all the wards comprise two members, it has had
some difficulty proposing a scheme that achieves any coterminosity. While we acknowledge
that the size of the wards makes coterminosity hard to achieve, we have examined a
number of proposals aimed at improving this. Therefore, we propose adopting the County
Council’s proposals, but subject to a number of amendments. We propose combining its
proposed Leesland and Town divisions to create a two-member Leesland & Town division,
covering the south-east area of the district. While we acknowledge that this division will
contain a substantial number of electors, we consider that the south-east area forms a large
urban community and that the creation of a two-member division would not adversely impact
community identity, particularly given the County Council’s proposed boundary through
Privett ward. Our proposed Leesland & Town division would be coterminous. In addition, we
propose transferring 840 electors from the County Council’s proposed Hardway division to
its proposed Rowner division. Again, this improves coterminosity while not adversely
affecting community identity or significantly affecting electoral equality. Our proposed
Hardway division would be coterminous. We have also considered combining the County
Council’s proposed Lee and Rowner divisions to form a two-member division. However,
given that the Lee East and Lee West wards are separated from the north area by a large
tract of open land, we do not consider that this would reflect community identity.
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Under our draft recommendations Hardway division would be 14% over-represented
(11% by 2006). Our proposed Lee division would be identical to that proposed by the
County Council. Our proposed Leesland & Town division would be 2% over-represented,
both now and in 2006. Our proposed Rowner division would be 6% under-represented
(equal to the county average by 2006). Under our draft recommendations 50% of our
proposed four divisions would be coterminous. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the
large map at the back of the report.

Hart district
121
Under the current arrangements, the district of Hart is represented by five county
councillors serving five divisions. Fleet division is currently 4% over-represented (7% underrepresented by 2006). Hartley Wintney division is currently 32% under-represented (34% by
2006). Hawley & Church Crookham division is currently 29% over-represented (31% by
2006). Odiham division is currently 20% under-represented (25% by 2006). Yateley division
is currently 13% over-represented (17% by 2006). Overall, relative to the size of the
electorate in the rest of the county, Hart is very marginally over-represented on the County
Council.
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The County Council’s proposals for Hart would secure 20% coterminosity. Its
proposed Church Crookham & Ewshot division would comprise Church Crookham East,
Church Crookham West and Fleet Courtmoor wards and an area of Crondall ward to the
north and east of Five Acre Copse, Crondall Road, Marsh Farm Business Centre, Orchard
Farm, Heath Lane, The Warren and Dora’s Green Lane. It would be 4% under-represented
(10% by 2006). Its proposed Eversley & Yateley division would comprise Eversley, Yateley
East, Yateley North and Yateley West wards. It would be 15% under-represented (9% by
2006). Its proposed Fleet division would comprise Fleet Central, Fleet Pondtail and Fleet
West wards and an area of Fleet North ward to the west of the B3013 and Minley Road. It
would have an electoral variance equal to the county average (11% under-represented by
2006). Its proposed Hawley, Frogmore & Hartley Wintney division would comprise
Blackwater & Hawley, Frogmore & Darby Green and Hartley Wintney wards and an area of
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Fleet North ward to the east of the B3013 and Minley Road. It would be 11% underrepresented (10% by 2006). Its proposed Odiham division would comprise Hook, Long
Sutton and Odiham wards and an area of Crondall ward to the south and west of Five Acre
Copse, Crondall Road, Marsh Farm Business Centre, Orchard Farm, Heath Lane, The
Warren and Dora’s Green Lane. It would be 4% under-represented (10% by 2006).
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The County Council stated that its proposed Church Crookham & Ewshot division ‘[it]
is made up of the remaining district wards of Fleet and Church Crookham again looking to
Fleet to provide most of its needs’. Its proposed Eversley & Yateley division contains the
town of Yateley and while ‘Eversley is mostly rural [it] has connections with Yateley where it
looks for its leisure and shopping facilities’. Its proposed Hawley, Frogmore & Hartley
Wintney division contains a number of communities, connected by the A30 which runs
through the centre. The County Council stated ‘part of the Fleet North [ward], although
separated by Yateley Common from Hawley, is part of the Blackwater & Hawley Town
Council’. It stated that its Odiham division comprises a number of rural communities ‘often
referred to as the Western Parishes’. It added ‘these tend to look towards Basingstoke to the
west for shopping leisure and travel’.
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We received no other submissions for this area.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note that the
County Council’s proposals, while securing reasonable levels of electoral equality, do not
give good levels of coterminosity. In addition to this, the County Council did not provide
particularly high levels of argumentation for its proposals. We have particular concerns
about its proposed division of Crondall ward, which as stated earlier, neither the County
Council or Hart District Council has been able to fully outline to us. The County Council’s
submission does not make any reference as to how this would impact or affect the
communities in Crondall ward. As a consequence, we have examined a number of options,
aimed at improving coterminosity and also representing community identity.
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We note from the options produced that it is not possible to retain the whole of
Crondall in a single division, while creating suitable divisions elsewhere, without producing
an electoral variance in excess of 20%. We have considered the possibility of a two-member
Fleet division, covering the two Church Crookham wards and five Fleet wards. This would
have an electoral variance of 8% under-represented by 2006. This would fit with a modified
Blackwater & Hawley division, comprising Blackwater & Hawley and Hartley Wintney wards.
It would have a variance of 5% over-represented by 2006. It would be possible to adopt the
County Council’s Eversley & Yateley division. The remaining division, comprising Crondall,
Long Sutton, Odiham and Hook wards, would be coterminous, and would also have an
electoral variance of 25% under-represented. However, we do not consider there is
sufficient justification for such a variance, but would welcome local views about this scheme,
or any others based around a two-member Fleet division which could secure an
improvement on the County Council’s proposals and its 20% coterminosity.
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Given the lack of alternatives, we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals
without amendment as part of our draft recommendations. Levels of electoral equality and
coterminosity would be identical to the County Council’s proposals. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large maps at the back of the report.

Havant borough
128
Under the current arrangements, the borough of Havant is represented by eight
county councillors serving eight divisions. Barncroft & Warren Park division is currently 34%
over-represented (37% by 2006). Battins & Bondfields division is currently 19% overrepresented (22% in 2006). Bedhampton & St Faith’s (west) division is currently 17% overrepresented (20% by 2006). Cowplain & Hart Plain division is currently 5% under46

represented (2% by 2006). Emsworth and St Faith’s (east) division is currently 16% overrepresented (19% by 2006). Hayling Island division is currently 10% under-represented (7%
by 2006). Purbrook & Stakes (south) division is currently 5% over-represented (14% by
2006). Waterloo and Stakes (north) division is currently 14% over-represented (15% by
2006). Overall, relative to the size of the electorate in the rest of the county, Havant is overrepresented on the County Council.
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At Stage One the County Council put forward three options for Havant. Its option A
would secure 14% coterminosity. Its proposed Bedhampton, Barncroft & St Faith’s West
division would comprise Bedhampton ward, Barncroft ward and an area of St Faith’s ward to
the west of the Havant to Waterloo railway line, North Street, South Street, south of the A27
and the west of the Pook Lane. It would be 9% under-represented (5% by 2006). Its
proposed Cowplain & Hart Plain division would comprise Hart Plain ward and Cowplain
ward, less the area to the east of the Queen’s Enclosure, Idsworth Road and to the south of
the Waterlooville Golf Course. It would be 2% over-represented (4% by 2006). Its proposed
Emsworth & St Faith’s division would comprise Emsworth ward and an area of St Faith’s
ward to the east of the Havant to Waterloo railway, North Street, South Street, north of the
A27 and the east of the Pook Lane. It would be 1% under-represented (3% overrepresented by 2006). Its proposed Hayling Island division would comprise Hayling East and
Hayling West wards. It would be 16% under-represented (13% by 2006). Its proposed Leigh
Park division would comprise Battins ward, Bondfields ward and Warren Park ward. It would
be 22% under-represented (17% by 2006). Its proposed Purbrook & Stakes South division
would comprise Purbrook ward and an area of Stakes ward to the south of Stakes Hill Road
and to the south of Frendstaple Road as far as, and including all the properties on, Covert
Road. It would have an electoral variance equal to the county average (1% overrepresented by 2006). Its proposed Waterloo & Stakes North division would comprise
Waterloo ward, an area of Cowplain ward to the east of the Queen’s Inclosure, Idsworth
Road and the south of the Waterlooville Golf Course and an area of Stakes ward to the
north of Stakes Hill Road, Frendstaple Road as far as, but excluding the properties on
Covert Road.
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The County Council stated that Bedhampton, Barncroft & St Faith’s West division ‘is
predominantly urban but very diverse, with some industrial areas, the greater part of Havant
town centre, including conservation areas’. It suggested that the majority of the areas in its
proposed Cowplain & Hart Plain division comprises residential housing in private ownership.
Commenting on its proposed Emsworth & St Faith’s division it stated, ‘the Emsworth ward
comprises the original village [and] is residential and includes local shops, pubs, surgeries
and a community centre’. It stated that it supports its proposed Hayling Island division ‘in the
interests of retaining the coterminosity of the wards and the island culture and traditions’.
Referring to its proposed Leigh Park division, the County Council stated ‘the inclusion of
these three wards in their entirety would ensure coterminosity of boundaries, with existing
communities closely allied and well integrated’. Its proposed Purbrook & Stakes South
division ‘is tightly clustered around the village of Purbrook forming a tight community both in
geographic terms and in the spirit of the community as a whole’. Its proposed Waterloo &
Stakes North division is ‘focused on the Waterlooville town centre where there are
numerous shops, banks, supermarkets and libraries’.
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The County Council’s Option B did not contain sufficient detail for us to be able to
evaluate it. We requested additional information, but the County Council was unable to
supply this. Therefore, we have been unable to consider it further.
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The County Council’s Option C would secure 43% coterminosity. Its proposed
Bedhampton Hermitage division would comprise Barncroft ward and an area of Bedhampton
ward to the north of the A27 and an area of Warren Park ward to the north of Middle Park
Way. It would be 9% under-represented (5% by 2006). Its proposed Cowplain & Hart Plain
division would comprise part of Cowplain ward, less the area to the east of the Queen’s
Enclosure, Idsworth Road and to the south of the Waterlooville Golf Course. It would also
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contain part of Hart Plain ward, less the area to the east of Milton Road. It would be 7%
under-represented (4% by 2006). Its proposed Emsworth & St Faith’s division would
comprise Emsworth ward and an area of St Faith’s ward, less the area to the south and
west of the Havant to Waterloo railway. It would also contain part of Bedhampton ward to
the south of the A27. It would be 12% under-represented (8% by 2006). Its proposed Havant
North division would comprise Battins and Bondfields wards, an area of St Faith’s ward to
the north of the Havant to Waterloo railway and an area of Warren Park ward to the south of
Middle Park Way. It would be 8% under-represented (4% by 2006). Its proposed Hayling
Island division would comprise Hayling East and Hayling West wards. It would be 16%
under-represented (13% by 2006). Its proposed Purbrook & Stakes South division would
comprise Purbrook ward and an area of Stakes ward broadly to the south of Stakes Hill
Road and Frendstaple Road as far as, and including, all the properties on Covert Grove. It
would have an electoral variance equal to the county average (1% over-represented by
2006). Its proposed Waterloo & Stakes North division would comprise Waterloo ward, an
area of Cowplain ward to the east of Idsworth Road, to the east of the Queen’s Enclosure
and to the south of the Waterlooville Golf Course, an area of Hart Plain to the east of Milton
Road and an area of Stakes ward to the north of Stakes Hill Road, Frendstaple Road as far
as, but excluding the properties on Covert Grove.
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The County Council put forward its argumentation for the creation of Option C’s
Cowplain & Hart Plain, Purbrook & Stakes South and Waterloo & Stakes North divisions,
stating, ‘the three existing divisions have just under 37,200 voters between them, though
they are not equal’, adding that the area is separated from the central and southern part of
Havant by the A3 and ‘the associated strategic “green gap”’. It proposed ‘some minor realigning of boundaries […] to achieve numerical balance. The present division between
Stakes North and Stakes South (with Stakes Hill Road as the boundary) is retained.
However, the northern boundaries of Waterloo and Stakes North need to be moved further
north’ adding, ‘[the] proposed changes enhance geographical boundaries’.
134
Option C’s proposed Hayling Island division was identical to Option A’s. The County
Council stated, ‘the residents see themselves as a distinct community, so it would be difficult
to justify separating off a minor part […] to be closer to the target average’.
135
The County Council stated that the Broadmarsh coastal area (part of Bedhampton
ward) should be transferred to its proposed Emsworth & St Faith’s division as this would
give ‘improved co-ordination between the two habour boards. Issues such as the strategic
main south coast A27 from Broadmarsh roundabout to the West Sussex boundary would be
within the new single division’. However, the County Council did acknowledge that ‘at
present there are no electors resident in the Broadmarsh coastal area’. Referring to its
proposed Bedhampton Hermitage division, it stated ‘there are many common issues
impinging on these various communities: the question of traffic volumes and safety in
Purbrook Road and Hulbert Road; large shopping developments and their impact on traffic
and open space; the preservation of green spaces; and economic development
opportunities’. It stated that under its Emsworth & St Faith’s division, ‘Havant town centre
and Langstone village would be incorporated into the new division. [This] has the advantage
of bringing together most of the communities to the south and east of the main Havant to
Waterloo railway line’. Its Havant North division would create an area north of the railway
line which ‘will enable common environmental and traffic issues […] to be addressed’
adding, ‘this mutuality of community interest would enable residents to work together –
indeed there is already a North Havant Residents Association’. Finally it stated that the
creation of Havant North and Bedhampton Hermitage ‘both by consolidation and the use of
new names, would bring greater understanding and support, particularly with regard to the
regeneration […] planned for these areas’.
136
The Liberal Democrats Havant Constituency Party put forward identical proposals to
the County Council’s Option C, with identical supporting evidence.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. As stated above, we
have been unable to consider the County Council’s Option B. We note that under both
Option A and Option C the proposals for Hayling Island division are identical. Despite a
slightly high electoral variance, we would concur with the evidence for keeping this distinct
community separate, in a single division.
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For the remaining area, we have not been persuaded by the level of argumentation,
or the clarity of the boundaries under the County Council’s Option A, particularly when
weighed against Option C. Option C provides clearer argument about local issues such as
traffic and land use. Therefore, we propose basing our draft recommendations on the
County Council’s Option C. However, we do propose making a number of amendments to
improve the levels of coterminosity, while also seeking to provide clearer boundaries.
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We propose combining Option C’s Bedhampton Hermitage and Havant North
divisions to create a two-member Havant North & Bedhampton Hermitage division. We are
aware that the creation of a two-member division may not always receive local support.
However, in this instance we consider that the proposed division covers an urban area that
shares a number of common issues, including traffic and land use, as highlighted by the
County Council’s argumentation above. Therefore, while this division will have a large
electorate, it would be served by two members, who we would expect to be able to
represent the community’s interests.
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In addition to this, we also propose transferring an area of St Faith’s ward, to the
north east of the railway line, to our proposed Emsworth & St Faith’s division. While we note
that the County Council’s Option C sought to use the railway line as a clear boundary, we
consider that the issue of coterminosity is more important, in this instance, allowing local
electors to relate district ward boundaries to county boundaries. We do not consider that the
railway, at this point, creates a significant barrier between communities. Finally, we propose
transferring the Broadmarsh area of Bedhampton ward to our proposed two-member Havant
& Bedhampton Hermitage division. While we have some sympathy with the County
Council’s argument for including it in its proposed Emsworth & St Faith’s division, including
‘shared coastal issues, we do not consider this sufficient given the improvement in
coterminosity that can be achieved with this amendment. This is particularly true given that,
as the County Council states, the area does not contain any electors. With these
amendments, our proposed Havant North & Bedhampton Hermitage and Emsworth & St
Faith’s divisions would both be coterminous, with electoral variances of 5% underrepresented (1% by 2006) and 19% under-represented (15% by 2006), respectively.
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We propose adopting Option C’s proposals for Cowplain & Hart Plain, Purbrook &
Stakes South and Waterloo & Stakes North divisions, without amendment. We would concur
with its view that the proposed boundaries provide reasonable geographic boundaries, while
still representing community identity. Indeed, we have examined a number of options aimed
at improving coterminosity. However, given the size of the wards and the fact that the area
is bordered by the county boundary on one side and the A3 (M) on the other, this has not
been possible. Therefore, we propose adopting the County Council’s Option C proposals for
this area as part of our draft recommendations. The electoral variances in these divisions
would be identical to those under its Option C.
Under our draft recommendations 50% of our proposed six divisions would be coterminous.
Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large maps at the back of the report.

New Forest district
Under the current arrangements, the New Forest district is represented by 11 county
councillors serving 11 divisions. Brockenhurst division is currently 25% over-represented
(27% by 2006). Dibden & Hythe division is currently 24% under-represented (22% by 2006).
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Fawley division is currently 14% over-represented (16% by 2006). Fordingbridge is currently
26% over-represented (28% by 2006). Lymington division is 10% over-represented, both
now and in 2006. Lyndhurst division is currently 21% over-represented (22% by 2006).
Milford & Hordle division is currently 19% under-represented (17% by 2006). New Milton
division is currently 3% under-represented (2% by 2006). Ringwood division is currently 16%
under-represented (15% by 2006). Totton North division is currently 21% over-represented
(22% by 2006). Totton South is currently 14% under-represented (16% in 2006). Overall,
relative to the size of the electorate in the rest of the county, New Forest is over-represented
on the County Council.
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At Stage One, the County Council put forward proposals for 11 single-member
divisions. These proposals would give 82% coterminosity. Its proposed Brockenhurst
division would comprise Bashley, Brockenhurst & Forest South East and Boldre & Sway
wards. It would be 9% over-represented (13% by 2006). Its proposed Dibden & Hythe
division would comprise Butts Ash & Dibden Purlieu, Dibden & Hythe East and Hythe West
& Langdown wards. It would be 18% under-represented (17% by 2006). Its proposed
Fawley division would comprise Fawley, Blackfield & Langley, Holbury & North Blackfield
and Furzedown & Hardley wards. It would be 3% under-represented (having an electoral
variance equal to the county average by 2006). Its proposed Fordingbridge division would
comprise Downland, Fordingbridge, Forest North West wards and Bramshaw parish and
Copythorne North parish ward of Bramshaw, Copythorne North & Minstead ward. It would
be 9% over-represented (12% by 2006). Its proposed Lymington division would comprise
Buckland, Lymington Town and Pennington wards. It would be 5% over-represented, both
now and in 2006. Its proposed Lyndhurst division would comprise Ashurst, Copythorne
South & Netley Marsh, Bransgore & Burley and Lyndhurst wards and Minstead parish of
Bramshaw, Copythorne North & Minstead ward. It would be 2% under-represented (having
an electoral variance equal to the county average by 2006). Its proposed Marchwood &
Totton South division would comprise Marchwood, Totton East and Totton South wards. It
would be 10% under-represented (9% by 2006). Its proposed Milford & Hordle division
would comprise Fernhill, Hordle and Milford wards. It would be 7% under-represented (6%
by 2006). Its proposed New Milton division would comprise Barton, Becton and Milton
wards. It would be 9% under-represented (7% by 2006). Its proposed Ringwood division
would comprise Ringwood East & Sopley, Ringwood North and Ringwood South wards. It
would be 6% over-represented (9% by 2006). Its proposed Totton division would comprise
Totton Central, Totton North and Totton West wards. It would have an electoral variance
equal to the county average (3% by 2006).
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The County Council stated, ‘The New Forest is best described as a wheel with bands
of population around the periphery and with a rural centre based upon the villages of
Lyndhurst and Brockenhurst. The proposals are particularly mindful of the special needs of
the population bands comprising The Waterside, the coastal towns, the Avon Valley and the
core New Forest area’. It stated that its Brockenhurst division ‘is based upon the village of
Brockenhurst and incorporates the parishes to the south and east. Bashley is the rural part
of New Milton town which is similar to other parts of this proposed division’. It stated ‘Dibden
& Hythe [division] is based upon Hythe & Dibden Town Council boundaries and is a natural
community. It forms the central element of the Waterside community’. Its Fawley division is
based upon Fawley Parish Council and ‘forms the southern element of the Waterside
community’. Its proposed Fordingbridge division covers the north of the Avon Valley, with
Fordingbridge town being its focal point. The County Council stated that its Lymington
division ‘remains as existing, focusing on the towns of Lymington and Pennington’. Its
proposed Lyndhurst division ‘includes a swathe of rural parishes stretching from the south
west to the north east of the district which all have an affinity with Lyndhurst which is at its
centre’. Its proposed Marchwood & Totton South ‘joins the southern part of Totton town and
the parish of Marchwood which are adjacent’. Its proposed Ringwood division comprises
‘the town of Ringwood and the parish of Sopley which is a natural community along the
Avon Valley’. It stated that its proposed Totton division ‘includes Totton town centre and
forms the north part of the Waterside community’.
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Councillor Randall put forward proposals for the Totton and Marchwood areas of the
district. This proposal was based on keeping Totton Town Council in a single division. As
the submission states, the Totton Town Council does indeed merit a single county
councillor. However, in order to incorporate this into the proposals for the remaining area,
Councillor Randall’s proposals transfer Marchwood parish into a division with Lyndhurst.
However, in doing so, this proposal creates a detached division, with Marchwood having no
direct links with the Lyndhurst area, since it is cut off by the proposed Brockenhurst division.
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Fawley Parish Council made general comments about the review process. Hythe &
Dibden Parish Council asked that the parish of Hythe & Dibden form a division. Totton &
Eling Town Council expressed concerns about the County Council’s proposals.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note that the
County Council’s proposals secure good levels of coterminosity and reasonable levels of
electoral equality across the district, while in the most part reflecting local communities. We
would concur with Councillor Randall’s views that the division of Totton Town Council is not
ideal and that the links between Totton South and Marchwood are not very clear. However,
we must give consideration to the district as a whole and how individual divisions fit into the
whole area. Although from a purely community argument we would support the creation of a
single Totton division, unfortunately this is not this possible as Councillor Randall’s
alternative would lead to a detached Marchwood area. We do not consider that this would
represent community identity and always seek to avoid such proposals. Therefore, some
compromise is necessary and in this instance we would concur with the County Council’s
view that this involves dividing Totton between two divisions. We have examined the
possibility of fitting a Totton division into the County Council’s proposed scheme, but have
been unable to do so. We would welcome local views and any locally developed schemes
that can resolve the issues for this area. However, all schemes should consider the knockon effect for the area as a whole.
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Given the good levels of electoral equality, coterminosity and community argument,
we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals in their entirety. However, we do
propose two division name changes to reflect community identity. Given that Totton forms
the larger part of the proposed Marchwood & Totton South division, we propose renaming
this Totton South & Marchwood division. In the interests of clarity, we also propose
renaming the proposed Totton division as Totton North division.
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The levels of electoral equality and coterminosity under our draft recommendations
would be identical to the County Council’s proposals. Our draft proposals are illustrated on
the large map at the back of the report.

Rushmoor borough
149
Under the current arrangements, the borough of Rushmoor is represented by five
county councillors serving five divisions. Aldershot North division is currently 13% overrepresented, both now and in 2006. Aldershot South division is currently 13% overrepresented (11% by 2006). Farnborough North division is currently 14% over-represented
(17% by 2006). Farnborough South division is currently 11% over-represented (13% by
2006). Farnborough West division is currently 14% under-represented (11% by 2006).
Overall, relative to the size of the electorate in the rest of the county, Rushmoor is overrepresented on the County Council.
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At Stage One, the County Council submitted two options for Rushmoor. Its Option A
would secure 40% coterminosity. Its proposed Aldershot East division would comprise
Heron Wood and North Town wards and an area of Manor Park ward to the south of East
Station Road, St Michael Road, Manor Walk and Church Lane East. It would be 5% over51

represented (6% by 2006). Its proposed Aldershot West division would comprise Rowhill
and Wellington wards, an area of Manor Park ward to the north of East Station Road, St
Michael Road, Manor Walk and Church Lane East. It would also contain an area of St
Mark’s ward to the south of Lynchford Road and Farnborough Road. It would be 12% overrepresented (13% by 2006). Its proposed Farnborough North division would comprise
Grange, Mayfield and Westheath wards. It would be 1% under-represented (3% overrepresented by 2006). Its proposed Farnborough South division would comprise Empress
and Knellwood wards and an area of St Mark’s ward, less the area to the south of Lynchford
Road and Farnborough Road. It would be 1% under-represented (1% over-represented by
2006). Its proposed Farnborough West division would comprise Cove & Southwood, Fernhill
and St John’s wards. It would be 5% under-represented (1% by 2006).
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The County Council stated, ‘In the south of Aldershot members acknowledge that the
Manor Park [ward], split between Aldershot East and Aldershot West [divisions] in the
proposals, could give a similar numerical outcome using a different combination’. It stated,
‘there are a number of different ways in which the nine wards of Farnborough can be divided
into equally sized county divisions. All three wards in Farnborough West [division] contain
estates that used to be in part of the former Hawley parish in Hart. Secondly, they all contain
electors who consider themselves to be residents of Cove’. However, it added, ‘While other
wards in Farnborough, such as Empress and West Heath, also include electors who
consider themselves to be residents of Cove, none of these other wards include any parts of
the former Hawley parish’.
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The County Council’s Option B would secure 40% coterminosity. Its proposed
Aldershot East and Aldershot West divisions would be identical to those in Option A. its
proposed Farnborough North division would comprise Fernhill, Grange and Mayfield wards.
It would be 1% under-represented (2% over-represented by 2006). Its proposed
Farnborough South division would comprise Empress and Knellwood wards and St Mark’s
ward, less the area to the south of Lynchford Road and Farnborough Road. It would be 1%
under-represented (1% over-represented by 2006). Its proposed Farnborough West division
would comprise Cove & Southwood, St John’s and Westheath wards. It would be 5% underrepresented (1% under-represented by 2006).
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The County Council acknowledged that it could retain the existing divisions, as
broadly represented by Option A, since ‘this retains the simplicity for Residents, Political
Associations and the Borough Council’. However, it added ‘Farnborough is basically three
larger communities [that are] not properly recognised and represented by the present
divisions. A change, which would go a long way in acknowledging the differences and
improving representation, would be simply to swap West Heath [ward] in Farnborough North
with Fernhill [ward] in Farnborough West’. It argued that the M3 splits Fernhill from the
remainder of Farnborough West division’. It stated that its proposed Farnborough North
division ‘is made up of so many smaller estates that have very little in common with each
other. This has, because of its diversities and difficulties, made it into a community in itself’.
Its Farnborough South division comprises ‘two large communities that, despite their
historical differences, have a lot in common’. It stated that its proposed Farnborough West
division is ‘basically Cove. A community with a long history of its own that would rather see
itself as being the town of Cove than being Cove in Farnborough’.
154
The County Council’s Option B arguments for the Aldershot area were broadly the
same as those put forward for Option A. However, when we requested further information,
the County Council’s Option B in the Aldershot area was altered. Its altered proposal
included the whole of Manor Park ward in a division with Heron Wood and North Town
wards. The reason given for this amendment was the proposed development in St Marks
ward known as ‘Project Connaught’. It argued that this would mean an additional 3600
electors in the proposed Aldershot North division.
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Councillor Roberts and the Aldershot Branch Labour Party, in line with the County
Council’s Option B, questioned the County Council’s projected figures, highlighting the
development called ‘Project Connaught’. They suggested that this project, which involves
building on Ministry of Defence land, would created a further 3600 electors. However, they
stated ‘Project Connaught is most definitely going to take place but the actual timing is not
firm with the projected time being between four and eight years’. As a consequence, they
supported the modification to the County Council’s Option B proposal for the Aldershot area.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note the
amendments to Option B and have sought clarification for this from the County Council. It
stated ‘The Ministry of Defence [...] is looking to have received planning permission by the
end of the year [for project Connaught]. Development will be phased over a seven year
period. It is proposed that construction will begin, subject to the grant planning permission,
in April 2004 and completion is anticipated around January 2011’. Therefore, given that
planning permission has yet to be granted, we are not convinced that this development will
take place within the five year time frame we require for projected electorates.
Consequently, our Guidance states quite clearly that we can only take into consideration
development that is planned to be complete within the five year period. Therefore, we
cannot consider the modified proposals for Option B any further. We remain satisfied that
the County Council’s projected figures remain the most accurate available at this time. We
therefore propose adopting the County Council’s Option A and original Option B proposals
for Aldershot East and Aldershot West divisions.
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In the Farnborough area we consider that the County Council’s Option B provides a
better configuration of wards. This is supported by some community evidence. We would
concur with its view that its proposed Farnborough West division represents the Cove area
and, as it now stands, is not divided by the M3. We have examined a number of proposals
to improve coterminosity in Rushmoor, but have been unable to come up with any suitable
alternatives.
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Our draft recommendations would secure 40% coterminosity. Our proposed
Aldershot East and Aldershot West divisions would have the same electoral variances as
under the County Council’s Option A and Option B. Our proposed Farnborough North,
Farnborough South and Farnborough West divisions would have the same electoral
variances as under the County Council’s Option B. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the
large maps at the back of the report.

Test Valley borough
159
Under the current arrangements, the borough of Test Valley is represented by six
county councillors serving six divisions. Andover North division is currently 23% underrepresented (24% under-represented by 2006). Andover Rural division is currently 1% overrepresented (7% under-represented by 2006). Andover South division is currently 9% underrepresented (8% by 2006). Baddesley division is currently 34% under-represented (31% by
2006). Romsey division is currently 10% under-represented (9% by 2006). Stockbridge &
Wellow division is currently 9% over-represented (11% by 2006). Overall, relative to the size
of the electorate in the rest of the county, Test Valley is under-represented on the County
Council.
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At Stage One, the County Council put forward proposals for seven single-member
divisions. Its proposals would secure 43% coterminosity. Its proposed Andover North
division would comprise Charlton and Harrow Way wards, an area of Alamein ward less the
parish of Smannell and an area of St Mary’s ward to the west of the River Anton to the north
of Northern Avenue and to the east of Redon Way to the west of New Street, St John’s
Road, Recreation Road, to the south and west of Eastfield Road and to the east and north
of Churchill Way. It would be 2% under-represented (3% by 2006). Its proposed Andover
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Rural division would comprise Bourne Valley, Amport and Penton Bellinger wards. It would
also include the parish of Smannell in Alamein ward, an area of Anna ward, an area of St
Mary’s ward to the west of Redon Way, to the south of Northern Avenue and to the east of
the River Anton, and to the south and west of Eastfield Road, to the west of Recreation
Road, St John’s Road and New Street, and to the east and north of Churchill Way. It would
be 6% over-represented (2% under-represented by 2006). Its proposed Andover South
division would comprise Millway and Winton wards and an area of St Mary’s ward to the
east of New Street, St John’s Road, Recreation Road and Eastfield Road and to the west
and south of Churchill Way. It would be 13% under-represented (11% by 2006). Its
proposed Baddesley division would comprise Ampfield & Braishfield, North Baddesley and
Valley Park wards. It would have an electoral variance equal to the county average (3%
over-represented by 2006). Its proposed Romsey Extra division would comprise Blackwater,
Chilworth, Nursling & Rownhams and Romsey Extra wards. It would be 4% overrepresented (7% by 2006). Its proposed Romsey Town division would comprise Abbey,
Cupernham and Tadburn wards. It would be 5% over-represented, both now and in 2006. Its
proposed Test Valley Central division would comprise Broughton & Stockbridge, Dun Valley,
Harewood, Kings Somborne & Michelmersh and Over Wallop wards. It would also contain
an area of Anna ward. It would be 1% over-represented (3% under-represented by 2006).
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The County Council’s submission, while explaining the proposed divisions, did not
provide any real evidence of community identity.
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North Baddesley Parish Council proposed a division comprising ‘the village of North
Baddesley, the Chilworth and North Baddesley area of Valley Park and the field ward which
adjoins Valley Park being Ampfield & Braishfield’. It added, ‘the new Baddesely division
would exclude the village of Chilworth, Nursling & Rownhams’. Nursling & Rownhams Parish
Council requested the existing electoral arrangements be retained.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. However, given the
lack of community identity argument we have not had much to go on. We consider that the
County Council’s proposed Baddesley, Romsey Extra and Romsey Town divisions appear
to form good units that represent the local communities, with all being coterminous and
having reasonable levels of electoral equality. Therefore, we propose adopting these as part
of our draft recommendations.
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In the northern area, we have not been convinced by the County Council’s proposed
Andover Rural division, which combines a small finger of the town centre with the
surrounding rural area and rural areas some distance away, cut off by the remainder of the
town. We do not consider that this small urban area has any community links with rural
areas to which it has no direct access. Therefore, we have examined a number of
alternative options, aimed at better reflecting community identity, while also improving
coterminosity. Our favoured proposal would give the district 100% coterminosity, although it
has not been possible to achieve this without mixing some urban and rural communities.
While we usually try to avoid this, it is not always possible. However, we consider that our
proposed divisions mix urban and rural areas that have good links. Our proposed Andover
North division would comprise Alamein, Bourne Valley and St Mary’s wards. Our proposed
Andover South division would comprise Millway and Winton wards. Our proposed Andover
West division would comprise Amport, Charlton, Harroway and Penton Bellinger wards.
Finally we propose a modified Test Valley Central division, comprising Anna, Broughton &
Stockbridge, Dun Valley, Harewood, Kings Sombourne & Michelmersh and Over Wallop
wards. This division would be coterminous and comprise solely rural communities.
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The electoral variances for Baddesely, Romsey Extra and Romsey Town division
would be identical to those under the County Council’s proposals. Our proposed Andover
North division would be 5% under-represented (11% by 2006). Our proposed Andover
South division would be 6% over-represented (7% by 2006). Our proposed Andover West
division would be 1% under-represented (2% by 2006). Our proposed Test Valley Central
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division would be 14% under-represented, both now and in 2006. As stated earlier, our draft
recommendations for Test Valley would secure 100% coterminosity. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Winchester city
166
Under the current arrangements, the city of Winchester is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions. Bishops Waltham division is currently 11% underrepresented (8% by 2006). Downlands division is currently 4% under-represented, but would
have an electoral variance equal to the county average by 2006. Eastgate division is
currently 4% under-represented, but would have an electoral variance equal to the county
average by 2006. Itchen Valley division is currently 3% over-represented (6% by 2006).
Meon Valley division is currently 30% under-represented (42% by 2006). Westgate is
currently 3% under-represented (2% over-represented by 2006). Overall, relative to the size
of the electorate in the rest of the county, Winchester is under-represented on the County
Council.
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At Stage One, the County Council submitted two options for Winchester. Its Option A
would secure 71% coterminosity. Its proposed Bishops Waltham division would comprise
Bishops Waltham, Colden Common & Twyford and Owslebury & Curdbridge wards. It would
be 1% over-represented (4% by 2006). Its proposed Itchen Valley division would comprise
Bishops Sutton & Cheriton, Itchen Valley, Kings Worthy and The Alresfords wards. It would
also include Headbourne Worthy parish in Sparsholt ward and Micheldever parish of
Wontson & Micheldever ward. It would be 2% under-represented (having a variance equal
to the county average by 2006). Its proposed Meon Valley division would comprise Boarhunt
& Southwick, Denmead, Droxford, Soberton & Hambledon and Upper Meon Valley wards. It
would be 26% over-represented (21% by 2006). Its proposed Winchester Downlands
division would comprise Compton & Otterbourne, Littleton & Harestock, Olivers Battery &
Badger Farm wards. It would also include Crawley and Sparsholt parishes of Sparsholt ward
and South Wonston and Wonston parishes in Wonston & Micheldever ward. It would be 9%
under-represented (5% by 2006). Its proposed Winchester North division would comprise St
Barnabas, St Bartholomew and St Paul wards. It would be 8% under-represented (4% by
2006). Its proposed Winchester South division would comprise St John & All Saints, St Luke
and St Michael wards. It would be 9% under-represented (5% by 2006). Its proposed
Winchester Southern Parishes division would comprise Shedfield, Swanmore & Newtown,
Whiteley and Wickham wards. It would be 19% over-represented (11% by 2006).
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The County Council stated that its proposed Bishops Waltham division ‘would be
little altered with villages such as Durley, Upham and Owslebury looking to Bishops
Waltham as a centre and the larger parishes of Colden Common and Twyford as well’. It
stated that its proposed Itchen Valley division seeks to keep the whole river catchment in a
single division. It noted that its proposed Meon Valley division is significantly overrepresented, but highlighted development planned to occur beyond 2006. It stated that its
proposed Winchester Downlands sought to keep Headbourne Worthy and Kings Worthy in
the same division (Itchen Valley division) since they were separated during the review of the
electoral arrangements of Winchester City’. It added that ‘the parishes comprising Wonston
are geographically more closely aligned to Winchester Downlands’. It stated that Whiteley
ward, which is currently part of Wickham parish and part of the proposed Winchester
Southern Parishes division, is shortly to have its own parish council. The County Council
stated that its proposed north south split of the Winchester city area reflected the recent rewarding of the area.
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The County Council’s Option B would secure 71% coterminosity. Its proposed
Bishops Waltham division would be identical to that in Option A. Its proposed Itchen Valley
division would comprise Itchen Valley, Kings Worthy and The Alresfords wards. It would also
include Headbourne Worthy parish of Sparsholt ward and Wonston and Micheldever
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parishes of Wonston & Micheldever ward. It would be 3% over-represented (6% by 2006).
Its proposed Meon Valley division would comprise Cheriton & Bishops Sutton, Droxford,
Soberton & Hambledon, Shedfield, Swanmore & Newtown and Upper Meon Valley wards. It
would be 11% over-represented (12% by 2006). Its proposed Downlands division would
comprise Compton & Otterbourne, Littleton & Harestock and Olivers Battery & Badger Farm
wards. It would also contain Crawley and Sparsholt parishes of Sparsholt ward and South
Wonston parish of Wonston & Micheldever ward. It would be 1% under-represented (3%
over-represented by 2006). Its proposed Winchester Eastgate division would comprise St
Bartholomew, St John & All Saints and St Michael wards. It would be 8% under-represented
(5% by 2006). Its proposed Southern Parishes division would comprise Boarhunt &
Southwick, Denmead, Whiteley and Wickham wards. It would be 21% over-represented (7%
by 2006). Its proposed Winchester Westgate division would comprise St Barnabas, St Luke
and St Paul wards. It would be 9% under-represented (4% by 2006).
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The County Council’s Option B did not provide much evidence of community identity
for the rural area. However, it did say that the creation of Southern Parishes division
enabled the rural area to receive a fairer level of representation. It also provided some
argument for its proposed Itchen Valley and Downlands divisions, highlighting ‘three very
separate parishes, separate in the physical as well as community sense: Wonston Parish
sits between Winchester and Andover. So some residents travel north for shopping and
some south; Micheldever parish is about three miles to the east, nearer Basingstoke. So
residents have a choice of where to link. South Wonston is the most southerly and nearer to
Winchester’.
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The County Council provided more rigorous argument for its proposed Winchester
Eastgate and Winchester Westgate divisions. It stated ‘Winchester Westgate [division has]
little industry, [it has] large housing areas. In Winchester Eastgate, St Bartholomew and St
Michael wards cover the main Winchester city area. St Michael sits on a busy entry route
into the city. St John & All Saints has a higher density of industry’. It added ‘Option A
divides [the town] north south. The topography of Winchester leads to a natural east west
division. The town is dominated by two hilly areas, one east and one west, with a central
plain. The communities have developed within these constraints. The wards of St
Bartholomew and St Michael lie on either side of the High Street and with regard to
commercial, highway and parking issues are treated as an entity and should be in the same
division’.
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Councillor Dickens expressed support for an east west divide in the city, as per the
County Council’s Option B. This view was also supported by a local resident. The Parish
Council of Denmead requested that the existing electoral arrangements be maintained.
Itchen Valley Parish Council expressed support for the existing electoral arrangements.
Swanmore Parish Council also requested that the existing electoral arrangements be
retained. However, it added ‘should the committee feel that alterations should be made, then
Swanmore Parish Council would wish to remain in the same division as Bishops Waltham as
we have strong links with the authority’.
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We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. In the Winchester city
area, we have not been persuaded by the evidence put forward by the County Council’s
Option A. We would concur with the view that the city is best divided into east and west
divisions, particularly given the geographical constraints. Therefore, we propose adopting
the County Council’s Option B for this area.
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In the surrounding rural area, while Option A puts forward some strong argument for
the creation of the rural wards to the east, we are not convinced by the very high variance
(of 21% over-represented) that would result from its proposed Meon Valley division,
particular given that Option B provides a more reasonable figure. In particular, we cannot
consider Option A’s assertion that this variance is in anticipation of development that falls
outside our five year forecast period. As has been stated before, we can only have
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consideration for development that we have been convinced will be completed within this
period. Therefore, we do not consider that we can adopt this division, particularly given
Option B’s alternative Meon Valley division. As a consequence, this makes it difficult to
adopt the remainder of Option A for the remaining rural area, due to the different
configuration under both options. We note that both options share similarities and having
consideration for the area as a whole we are proposing to adopt Option B for the rural area.
We have noted the concerns of Swanmore Parish Council, but unfortunately, given concern
for the area as a whole, we are not able to retain it in a division with Bishops Waltham.
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Our draft recommendations would be identical to the County Council’s Option B,
securing the same levels of electoral equality and coterminosity. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Conclusions
176
Having considered all the evidence and submissions received during the first stage
of the review, we propose:
•

There should be an increase in council size from 74 to 78 members.

•

The boundaries of all divisions will be subject to change as the divisions are based on
district wards which have themselves changed as a result of the district reviews.
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As already indicated, we have based our draft recommendations on the County
Council’s proposals, but propose to depart from them in some areas to improve electoral
equality, coterminosity and better reflect community identities:
•

In Basingstoke & Deane borough we propose adopting the majority of the County
Council’s Option A. However, we propose amendments in Basingstoke town to improve
coterminosity, the rural north area to improve electoral equality and a minor amendment
in the south to improve electoral equality and coterminosity.

•

In East Hampshire district we propose adopting the County Council’s Option B, subject
to a minor amendment in the Rowlands Castle parish area to improve coterminosity.

•

In Eastleigh borough we propose adopting the County Council’s Option A without
amendment.

•

In Fareham borough we propose adopting the County Council’s Option A, subject to an
amendment in the Fareham town area to improve coterminosity.

•

In Gosport borough we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals, subject to two
amendments in the east and south-east to improve coterminosity.

•

In Hart district we propose adopting the County Counci’s proposals without amendment.

•

In Havant borough we propose adopting the County Council’s Option C, subject to
amendments to the proposed Bedhampton Hermitage, Havant North and Emsworth &
St Faith’s divisions to improve coterminosity.

•

In New Forest district we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals without
amendment.

•

In Rushmoor borough we propose adopting the County Council’s original Option B
without amendment.
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•

In Test Valley borough we propose adopting the County Council’s scheme in the south.
However, in the remaining area we have put forward completely new proposals, to
reflect community identity and improve coterminosity.

•

In Winchester city we propose adopting the County Council’s Option B without
amendment.
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Table 5 shows how our draft recommendations will affect electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements (based on 2001 electorate figures) and with
forecast electorates for the year 2006.
Table 5: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 Electorate

2006 Forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Draft
arrangements

Current
arrangements

Draft
arrangements

Number of councillors

74

78

74

78

Number of divisions

74

73

74

73

13,030

12,362

13,477

12,780

52

21

39

19

20

1

18

0

69%*

68%

69%*

68%

Average number of electors per
councillor
Number of divisions with a
variance more than 10% from
the average
Number of divisions with a
variance more than 20% from
the average
Level of coterminosity

* level of coterminosity following the completion of the LGBC Review in 1980
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As shown in Table 5, our draft recommendations for Hampshire County Council
would result in a reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than
10% from 52 to 21. By 2006 only 19 divisions are forecast to have an electoral variance of
more than 10%.
Draft recommendation
Hampshire County Council should comprise 78 councillors serving 73 divisions, as detailed and
named in Tables 1 and 2, and on the large maps at the back of this report.

Parish and town council electoral arrangements
180
When reviewing electoral arrangements, we are required to comply as far as
possible with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule states that if a
parish is to be divided between different county divisions it must also be divided into parish
wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a single division of the county.
Accordingly, we propose consequential warding arrangements for the parishes of
Bishopstoke and Crondall in Eastleigh and Hart districts to reflect the proposed county
divisions in those areas.
181
The parish of Bishopstoke is currently served by 14 councillors representing two
wards: Bishopstoke East and Bishopstoke West. In order to reflect the county divisions in
the area, the County Council proposed creating a third ward, Bishopstoke Central.
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The County Council’s Option A and Option B and the proposals put forward by
Eastleigh Borough Council would all require identical amendments to the electoral
arrangements of Bishopstoke parish. Bishopstoke Parish Council stated ‘the parish council’s
clear preference is for a division to be created that includes the whole parish. If this is
impossible, then the second preference is that any split of the parish between divisions
should follow the existing Eastleigh borough ward boundary within the parish’, adding ‘again,
if this is not possible, then the third preference would be in accordance with Option
183
As stated earlier, we have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We
have examined an option to transfer an area of the Bishopstoke West ward to the
Bishopstoke & Fair Oak division, in line with Bishopstoke Parish Council’s favoured option.
However, this would result in Bishopstoke & Fair Oak division being 20% underrepresented, and we do not consider that such a high variance is acceptable in a largely
urban area and in light of the alternative warding arrangements available. We would concur
with the evidence provided that the County Council’s proposed division reflects community
identity, while securing good electoral equality and coterminosity. Therefore, we propose
adopting the County Council’s Option A and Option B proposals for this division.
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As a consequence of adopting the County Council’s proposals for Bishopstoke & Fair
Oak division we must create an additional, third, parish ward for Bishopstoke parish, while
amending the existing parish wards and reallocating the parish councillors. We have
renamed all three parish wards, to reflect the modified boundaries. These are Bishopstoke
Central, Bishopstoke East and Bishopstoke North West parish wards.
Draft recommendation
Bishopstoke Parish Council should comprise 14 councillors, as at present, representing three wards:
Bishopstoke Central parish ward returning four councillors, Bishopstoke East parish ward returning
six councillors and Bishopstoke North West parish ward returning four councillors. The boundary
between the three parish wards should reflect the proposed county division boundary, as illustrated
and named on Map A5 on Sheet 3.
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The parish of Crondall is currently served by 12 councillors. In order to reflect the
county divisions in the area, the County Council proposed creating two parish wards in
Crondall parish. As stated earlier, neither the County Council and Hart District Council have
been able to provide us with the existing parish warding arrangements. Therefore, as a
consequence of adopting the County Council’s proposals for Hart we are proposing two new
parish wards for Crondall, Crondall North and Crondall South.
Draft recommendation
Crondall Parish Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present, representing two wards
wards: Crondall North, returning seven councillors and Crondall South returning five councillors.
The boundary between the two parish wards should reflect the proposed county division
boundary, as illustrated and named on Map A8 on Sheet 3.
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5

What happens next?

187
There will now be a consultation period, during which everyone is invited to comment
on the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements for Hampshire County
Council contained in this report. We will take fully into account all submissions received by 8
March 2004. Any received after this date may not be taken into account. All responses may
be inspected at our offices and those of the County Council. A list of respondents will be
available from us on request after the end of the consultation period.
186

Express your views by writing directly to us:

The Team Leader
Hampshire County Council Review
Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
187
In the light of responses received, we will review our draft recommendations to
consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, it is therefore important that all
interested parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with our
draft recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission. After the publication of our final recommendations, all further correspondence
should be sent to The Electoral Commission, which cannot make the Order giving effect to
our recommendations until six weeks after it receives them.
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Appendix A
Draft recommendations for Hampshire County Council: Detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Hampshire County
Council area.
Sheet 1 of 3 inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the proposed
divisions for Hampshire, including constituent borough wards and parishes.
Sheet 2 of 3 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Basingstoke & Deane, Havant,
Hart and Rushmoor.
Sheet 3 of 3 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in East Hampshire, Eastleigh and
Gosport.
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Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation,
http://www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/regulation/Consultation/Code.htm requires all Government
Departments and Agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct of
public consultations. Public bodies, such as The Boundary Committee for England, are
encouraged to follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 2001,
which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that
the criteria have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: The Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code criteria
Criteria

Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning
process for a policy (including legislation) or service
from the start, so that it has the best prospect of
improving the proposals concerned, and so that
sufficient time is left for it at each stage.
It should be clear who is being consulted, about what
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose.
A consultation document should be as simple and
concise as possible. It should include a summary, in
two pages at most, of the main questions it seeks
views on. It should make it as easy as possible for
readers to respond, make contact or complain.
Documents should be made widely available, with the
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the
attention of all interested groups and individuals.
Sufficient time should be allowed for considered
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve
weeks should be the standard minimum period for a
consultation.
Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly
analysed, and the results made widely available, with
an account of the views expressed, and reasons for
decisions finally taken.
Departments should monitor and evaluate
consultations, designating a consultation coordinator
who will ensure the lessons are disseminated.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We consult on draft recommendations for a minimum
of eight weeks, but may extend the period if
consultations take place over holiday periods.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.
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