
New electoral arrangements for 
East Hampshire District Council
Final recommendations
April 2018



Translations and other formats 

For information on obtaining this 
publication in another language or in 
a large-print or Braille version, please 
contact the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England:

Tel: 0330 500 1525
Email: reviews@lgbce.org.uk

© The Local Government Boundary Commission for England 2018

The mapping in this report is based upon Ordnance Survey material
with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Keeper of
Public Records © Crown copyright and database right. Unauthorised
reproduction infringes Crown copyright and database right.

Licence Number: GD 100049926 2018



Table of Contents 
Summary .................................................................................................................... 1 

Who we are and what we do .................................................................................. 1 

Electoral review ...................................................................................................... 1 

Why East Hampshire? ............................................................................................ 1 

Our proposals for East Hampshire .......................................................................... 1 

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for England? ......................... 2 
1 Introduction ......................................................................................................... 3 

What is an electoral review? ................................................................................... 3 

Consultation ............................................................................................................ 3 

How will the recommendations affect you? ............................................................. 4 

2 Analysis and final recommendations ................................................................... 5 
Submissions received ............................................................................................. 5 

Electorate figures .................................................................................................... 5 

Number of councillors ............................................................................................. 6 

Ward boundaries consultation ................................................................................ 6 

Draft recommendations and further limited consultation ......................................... 7 

Final recommendations .......................................................................................... 9 

Alton ..................................................................................................................... 10 

Northern wards ..................................................................................................... 14 

Eastern wards ....................................................................................................... 16 

Central wards ....................................................................................................... 20 

Petersfield ............................................................................................................. 22 

Southern wards .................................................................................................... 24 

Horndean and Rowlands Castle ........................................................................... 26 

Conclusions .............................................................................................................. 30 
Summary of electoral arrangements ..................................................................... 30 

Parish electoral arrangements .............................................................................. 30 

3 What happens next? ......................................................................................... 33 
Equalities .................................................................................................................. 33 
Appendix A ............................................................................................................... 34 

Final recommendations for East Hampshire District Council ................................ 34 

Appendix B ............................................................................................................... 37 
Outline map .......................................................................................................... 37 

Appendix C ............................................................................................................... 39 
Draft recommendations submissions received ..................................................... 39 

Further draft recommendations submissions received ......................................... 41 

Appendix D ............................................................................................................... 42 
Glossary and abbreviations .................................................................................. 42 



 
 



1 
 

Summary 
 

Who we are and what we do 
  

1 The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an 
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any 
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs 
chaired by the Speaker of the House of Commons. 
 

2 Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout 
England. 
 

Electoral review 
 

3 An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a 
local authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide: 
 

• How many councillors are needed 

• How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their 
boundaries and what should they be called 

• How many councillors should represent each ward or division 
 

Why East Hampshire? 
 

4 We are conducting a review of East Hampshire District Council as the value of 
each vote in district council elections varies depending on where you live in East 
Hampshire. Some councillors currently represent many more or fewer voters than 
others. This is ‘electoral inequality’. Our aim is to create ‘electoral equality’, where 
votes are as equal as possible, ideally within 10% of being exactly equal. 
 

Our proposals for East Hampshire 
 

• East Hampshire should be represented by 43 councillors, one fewer than 
under the current arrangements. 

• East Hampshire should have 31 wards, seven fewer than there are now. 

• The boundaries of 28 wards should change, three will stay the same. 
 

5 We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements 
for East Hampshire.  
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What is the Local Government Boundary Commission 
for England? 
 

6 The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent 
body set up by Parliament.1 
 

7 The members of the Commission are: 
 

• Professor Colin Mellors OBE (Chair) 

• Susan Johnson OBE 

• Alison Lowton 

• Peter Maddison QPM 

• Steve Robinson 

• Andrew Scallan CBE 
 

• Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE 
  

                                                            
1 Under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. 
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1 Introduction 
 

8 This electoral review was carried out to ensure that: 
 

• The wards in East Hampshire are in the best possible places to help the 
Council carry out its responsibilities effectively. 

• The number of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the 
same across the district. 

 

What is an electoral review? 
 

9 Our three main considerations are to: 
 

• Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each 
councillor represents 

• Reflect community identity 

• Provide for effective and convenient local government 
 

10 Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our 
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for 
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our 
website at www.lgbce.org.uk    
 

Consultation 
 

11 We wrote to the Council to ask its views on the appropriate number of 
councillors for East Hampshire. We then held three periods of consultation on 
warding patterns for the district, including one period of further consultation in Alton 
and Horndean and Rowlands Castle. The submissions received during consultation 
have informed our draft and final recommendations. 
  

file://///lgbce.org.uk/dfs/Company/REVIEWS/Current%20Reviews/Reviews%20F%20-%20L/Isles%20of%20Scilly/08.%20Draft%20Recommendations%20Report/www.lgbce.org.uk
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12 This review was conducted as follows: 

Stage starts Description 

16 May 2017 Number of councillors decided 

13 June 2017 Start of consultation seeking views on new wards 

14 August 2017 End of consultation; we begin analysing submissions and forming 

draft recommendations 

3 October 2017 Publication of draft recommendations, start of second consultation 

11 December 2017  End of consultation; we begin analysing submissions and forming 

final recommendations  

6 February 2018 Start of further limited consultation in Alton and 

Horndean/Rowlands Castle 

5 March 2018 Close of further limited consultation 

3 April 2018 Publication of final recommendations 

 

How will the recommendations affect you? 
 
13 The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the 
Council. They will also decide which ward you vote in, which other communities are 
in that ward, and, in some cases, which parish or town council ward you vote in. 
Your ward name may also change. 
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2 Analysis and final recommendations 
 

14 Legislation2 states that our recommendations should not be based only on how 
many electors3 there are now, but also on how many there are likely to be in the five 
years after the publication of our final recommendations. We must also try to 
recommend strong, clearly identifiable boundaries for our wards. 

 
15 In reality, we are unlikely to be able to create wards with exactly the same 
number of electors in each; we have to be flexible. However, we try to keep the 
number of electors represented by each councillor as close to the average for the 
council as possible. 

 
16 We work out the average number of electors per councillor for each individual 
local authority by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors, as shown on 
the table below. 
 

 2017 2023 

Electorate of East Hampshire 91,686 98,630 

Number of councillors 43 43 

Average number of electors 
per councillor 

2,132 2,294 

 
17 When the number of electors per councillor in a ward is within 10% of the 
average for the authority, we refer to the ward as having ‘good electoral equality’. 
Overall, 30 of our 31 proposed wards for East Hampshire will have good electoral 
equality by 2023.  
 

18 Our recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of the district, or 
result in changes to postcodes. They do not take into account parliamentary 
constituency boundaries. The recommendations will not have an effect on local 
taxes, house prices, or car and house insurance premiums and we are not able to 
take into account any representations which are based on these issues. 

 

Submissions received 
 

19 See Appendix C for details of the submissions received. All submissions may 
be viewed at our offices by appointment, or on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk 
 

Electorate figures 
 

20 The Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2023, a period five years on 
from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2018. These 
forecasts were broken down to polling district level and predicted an increase in the 
electorate of around 7.5% by 2023, largely driven by development in Whitehill, Four 
Marks, Medstead and Petersfield.  
 

                                                            
2 Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. 
3 Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population. 

file://///lgbce.org.uk/dfs/Company/REVIEWS/Current%20Reviews/Reviews%20F%20-%20L/Isles%20of%20Scilly/08.%20Draft%20Recommendations%20Report/www.lgbce.org.uk
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21 We considered the information provided by the Council and are satisfied that 
the projected figures are the best available at the present time. We have used these 
figures to produce our final recommendations. 
 

Number of councillors 
 

22 East Hampshire District Council currently has 44 councillors. We looked at 
evidence provided by the Council and initially concluded that keeping this number 
the same would allow the Council to carry out its roles and responsibilities 
effectively. 
 
23 We therefore invited proposals for new patterns of wards that would be 
represented by 44 councillors – for example, 44 one-councillor wards, or a mix of 
one-, two- and three-councillor wards. 

 
24 We did not receive any submissions about the number of councillors in 
response to our consultations on warding patterns or on our draft recommendations. 

 

25 However, whilst drawing up the draft recommendations for East Hampshire, we 
found that it was not possible to create a warding pattern for 44 councillors that had 
good levels of electoral equality across the district and reflected the evidence 
received during the consultation, as well as reflecting the topography and parishes of 
the district. We noted that a 43-councillor warding pattern would provide for better 
levels of electoral equality across East Hampshire, whilst allowing for a warding 
pattern based largely around parishes. This approach is consistent with our 
guidance, in which we state that the Commission reserves the right to alter the 
council size by one or two to improve levels of electoral representation across an 
authority. We have therefore based our draft recommendations on a 43-member 
council.  
 

Ward boundaries consultation 
 

26 We received 30 submissions in response to our first consultation on ward 
boundaries. We did not receive any district-wide proposals during the consultation 
period. The Council did not explain why it had not submitted a district-wide scheme.  
We received a partial scheme from the East Hampshire Liberal Democrats, which 
covered four areas of the district. 

 
27 The proposals received from the Liberal Democrats were based on a pattern of 

single-councillor wards across four areas: Bramshott & Liphook, Four Marks & 

Medstead, Liss and Clanfield. However, the Group’s proposed warding patterns 

resulted in poor variances across the district, and did not provide for strong and 

identifiable boundaries. We therefore did not include them as part of our draft 

recommendations.  

 

28 In the absence of a full scheme being received, the draft recommendations 

were put together using the parishes of East Hampshire as building blocks, 

achieving good levels of electoral equality and incorporating the views of 
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respondents where possible. We also visited the area in order to look at the various 

different proposals on the ground.  

 

29 There were a number of areas in which it was not possible to incorporate 

comments submitted by respondents as it would result in the creation of unviable 

parish wards. An unviable parish ward is an area of a parish with fewer than around 

100 electors; we would consider that this area is too small to create a parish ward. 

 

30 Our draft recommendations were for three three-councillor wards, 11 two-

councillor wards and 12 one-councillor wards. We considered that our draft 

recommendations provided for good electoral equality while reflecting community 

identities and interests where we received such evidence during consultation. 

 

Draft recommendations and further limited consultation 
 

31 We received 130 submissions during consultation on our draft 
recommendations. These included new warding patterns for some areas of the 
district from East Hampshire District Council, and from a number of Liberal Democrat 
groups. 
 
32 We are disappointed by the lack of substance and the quality of the evidence 
received during the consultation, in particular from the groups submitting amended 
warding patterns who focused primarily on a desire for single-councillor wards in 
some areas and on the political implications of the draft recommendations.  
 
33 We received 29 submissions that opposed multi-member wards and/or 
proposed single-member wards. However, these submissions did not provide 
specific alternative single-member wards.  
 
34 We received a number of submissions that opposed our draft recommendations 
in the towns and built-up areas of East Hampshire. In Alton and Horndean (and 
Rowlands Castle) we decided to undertake further consultation because we 
considered that we had received alternative proposals that were likely to better 
reflect the statutory criteria than the ones we identified in our original draft 
recommendations. We did not undertake any further consultation in Petersfield 
despite receiving opposition to our draft recommendations as we were not 
persuaded that the alternatives proposed would better reflect community identities.  
 

35 We received 37 submissions relating to the draft recommendations for 
Horndean and Rowlands Castle in the south of the district. Whilst a number of these 
submissions agreed with the proposed inclusion of the hamlet of Finchdean in the 
same ward as Rowlands Castle, there was significant objection to the proposal to 
include the parish of Rowlands Castle with the area of Horndean parish to the east of 
the A3(M).  
 
36 We also received a number of submissions regarding the draft 
recommendations for Alton. During the first stage of consultation, we did not receive 
any proposals for ward boundaries in Alton, and subsequently the boundaries 
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proposed as part of the draft recommendations were generated without local input. 
Two respondents opposed our draft recommendations and outlined alternative 
warding patterns for this area. 
 
37 The Commission decided to undertake a period of further limited consultation in 
Alton and Horndean/Rowlands Castle. The Commission considered that this was 
necessary as a result of not receiving any locally generated proposals during our 
initial consultation. In the absence of any community identity evidence being 
submitted to us we had to identify our own warding patterns based primarily on 
strong boundaries and good electoral equality. These draft recommendations were 
then opposed during the consultation on them, leading to us consult again in these 
areas as we considered that the alternative boundaries that we identified were so 
significantly different to what we published originally that it was necessary to give 
interested parties another opportunity to comment on them before publishing final 
recommendations.    
 
38 We received 57 submissions in response to the period of further limited 
consultation in Alton and Horndean/Rowlands Castle, from a range of respondents 
including the district council, councillors, parish councils, political groups and local 
residents. Three of the submissions received focused on areas that were outside of 
the scope of the review. The majority of the submissions received focused on the 
proposed further draft recommendations for the wards in Horndean and Rowlands 
Castle, with seven submissions focusing on the proposals for the parish of Alton.  
 
39 Four of the seven submissions received regarding Alton, from a political group, 
the Town Council and two local residents, were supportive of the alternative 
boundaries in the further draft recommendations. East Hampshire District Council 
proposed a new set of boundaries for seven single-councillor wards in Alton that 
differed materially from the further draft recommendations; these boundaries were 
supported by a local resident and by a district councillor. However, no convincing 
evidence was received to justify moving away from the further draft 
recommendations here. The Commission is confirming the further draft 
recommendations in Alton as final.  
 
40 The remaining submissions received focused on the further draft 
recommendations in Horndean and Rowlands Castle in the south of the district and 
were almost uniformly opposed to the Commission’s proposal to create a three-
councillor Horndean Kings, Blendworth & Rowlands Castle ward. The arguments 
received focused not only on the geographical separation of Rowlands Castle from 
Horndean, but on the cohesive nature of the Horndean community and its difference 
to the Rowlands Castle area. East Hampshire District Council submitted an 
amended pattern of wards for this area, favouring a uniform pattern of single-
councillor wards. The Commission has decided to recommend boundaries in 
Horndean/Rowlands Castle that are different from both the draft recommendations, 
the further draft recommendations and the Council’s proposals; we consider our final 
recommendations here provide the best reflection of the statutory criteria. 
 

41 Our final recommendations are based on the draft recommendations in the 
majority of the district with modifications to the wards in the Alton and 
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Horndean/Rowlands Castle areas, as a result of the evidence received during the 
draft and further limited draft consultations. 
 

Final recommendations 
 
42 Pages 10–29 detail our final recommendations for each area of East 
Hampshire. They detail how the proposed warding arrangements reflect the three 
statutory4 criteria of: 
 

• Equality of representation 

• Reflecting community interests and identities 

• Providing for effective and convenient local government 
 

43 Our final recommendations are for two three-councillor wards, eight two-
councillor wards and 21 one-councillor wards. We consider that our final 
recommendations will provide for good electoral equality while reflecting community 
identities and interests where we have received such evidence during consultation.  
 
44 A summary of our proposed new wards is set out in the table on pages 34–6 
and on the large map accompanying this report.  

  

                                                            
4 Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. 
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Alton 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Alton Amery 1 -8% 

Alton Ashdell 1 0% 

Alton Eastbrooke 1 -10% 

Alton Holybourne 1 -6% 

Alton Westbrooke 1 -8% 

Alton Whitedown 1 2% 

Alton Wooteys 1 -5% 
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Alton 
45 During the initial consultation on warding patterns we did not receive any 
proposals for ward boundaries. The draft recommendations for Alton were therefore 
generated entirely on the basis of providing good electoral equality and using strong 
boundaries as we did not have information regarding where community identities in 
the area are. We recommended two single-member wards, a two-member ward and 
a three-member ward.  
 
46 We received six submissions opposing our draft recommendations in Alton. 
One submission requested that the existing Alton Wooteys ward be retained in its 
existing form, with its own separate representation; however, this ward would have a 
variance of -14% and no evidence was provided to justify such a high level of 
electoral inequality. We also received a submission objecting to the draft 
recommendations and the lack of single-councillor wards in Alton, but no alternative 
scheme was provided.  

 

47 During consultation on the draft recommendations, East Hampshire District 
Council and Alton Liberal Democrats submitted alternative patterns of wards for 
Alton. East Hampshire District Council proposed five single-councillor wards and one 
two-councillor ward. Alton Town Council and a district councillor supported the 
District Council’s scheme. East Hampshire District Council’s proposal, for a two-
councillor ward and five single-councillor wards, did not provide for good electoral 
equality across the parish, as its proposed Alton Wooteys ward would have a 
projected variance of -16% by 2023. It also proposed a two-councillor Alton Ashdell 
& Holybourne ward which the Commission does not consider is likely to reflect 
community identities as it connects two areas of Alton that are separated by a large 
industrial estate with poor road links between them and the Council did not provide 
any evidence to justify this ward in terms of community identity. It also created a 
number of parish wards which, as they contain no electors, are unviable. Given the 
poor electoral equality in one ward, the lack of justification for the two-member Alton 
Ashdell & Holybourne ward which we are not persuaded is likely to reflect community 
identity, we did not adopt the District Council’s proposal in Alton. 

 

48 We recognised, however, that our draft recommendations did not have local 
support and were formed in the absence of information about community identities. 
We considered that the submission from Alton Liberal Democrats which provided for 
a pattern of seven single-councillor wards, and which would provide for good 
electoral equality, should be consulted on. We considered that the boundaries are 
strong and may be more likely to reflect the statutory criteria than our original draft 
recommendations. Accordingly, we undertook a period of consultation, publishing 
further draft recommendations for the town of Alton, based on the Alton Liberal 
Democrats’ proposal.  

 

49 In response to the period of further consultation in Alton, the Commission 
received seven submissions. Four of the submissions received – from Alton Town 
Council, the Alton Liberal Democrats and two local residents – supported the 
proposed pattern of seven single-councillor wards.  

 

50 East Hampshire District Council submitted a new pattern of wards, which was 
supported by a local resident and a district councillor. However, the Council’s 
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proposed wards created a number of unviable parish wards as they incorporated a 
number of small areas from surrounding rural parishes. We do not consider that 
sufficient evidence was received to justify moving away from the boundaries 
consulted on as part of the further limited consultation, and we are therefore 
confirming the seven single-councillor wards identified in our further draft 
recommendations as part of the final recommendations for East Hampshire. 
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Northern wards 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Bentworth & Froyle 1 -2% 

Binsted, Bentley & Selborne 2 4% 

Four Marks & Medstead 3 2% 
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Bentworth & Froyle 
51 During the consultation on the draft recommendations, we received one 
submission relating to the proposed Bentworth & Froyle ward, which requested that 
the parish of Froyle be joined with Binsted and Bentley. However, this would result in 
significant electoral imbalances – a variance of -26% in Bentworth & Froyle, and 
16% in Binsted, Bentley & Selborne – and no evidence was provided to justify such 
high levels of electoral inequality. We are therefore confirming the Bentworth & 
Froyle ward as part of our final recommendations.  
 
Binsted, Bentley & Selborne 
52 We received 12 submissions relating to the draft Binsted & Bentley ward. A 
number of the submissions objected to the creation of a two-councillor ward here, 
preferring a single-councillor warding arrangement, largely based on the existing 
warding pattern in the area. However, we do not consider that any evidence was 
received for an alternative warding pattern for this area that achieved acceptable 
levels of electoral equality and did not have significant knock-on effects on the 
surrounding wards. A number of respondents commented on the name for the 
proposed ward, as they did not feel that it was representative of the southern part of 
the ward. We are therefore proposing to call the ward Binsted, Bentley & Selborne.  
 
53 There was particular focus on including the entire parish of Selborne in a rural 
ward. We consider that the evidence received, about the rural nature of Blackmoor 
and its links with the parish of Selborne, was persuasive, and propose to include the 
village of Blackmoor in the proposed Binsted, Bentley & Selborne ward. However, 
we propose to retain the housing to the east of Bracken Lane in the proposed 
Whitehill Hogmoor & Greatham ward, as we consider this to be part of the same 
housing development as the housing to the east, which lies within Whitehill parish. 
The Binsted, Bentley & Selborne ward will have a variance of 4% by 2023. 
 
Four Marks & Medstead 
54 We received two submissions regarding the proposed Four Marks & Medstead 
ward. Four Marks Parish Council supported the proposed ward. A submission from 
the Liberal Democrats put forward an alternative warding pattern for the area, but the 
warding proposal that was submitted was not supported by evidence; the submission 
was singularly focused on attaining a single-member warding pattern. We are not 
therefore minded to propose any alterations to the draft recommendations here, and 
are confirming our Four Marks & Medstead ward as part of the final 
recommendations.  
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Eastern wards 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Bramshott & Liphook 3 9% 

Grayshott 1 -10% 

Headley 2 0% 

Lindford 1 -9% 

Whitehill Chase 2 -1% 

Whitehill Hogmoor & 
Greatham 

2 -10% 

Whitehill Pinewood 1 -4% 
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Bramshott & Liphook 
55 We received six submissions relating to the proposed three-councillor 
Bramshott & Liphook ward. Three of these submissions were supportive of the draft 
recommendations. The remaining submissions all reiterated the desire for three 
single-councillor wards that was expressed during the initial consultation on warding 
patterns. The Liberal Democrats put forward a set of boundaries for three single-
councillor wards. However, having examined the information received, we are not of 
the view that any convincing evidence of community identity has been received to 
support splitting the parish of Bramshott & Liphook into three wards, nor has 
evidence been received to support the specific boundaries submitted by the Liberal 
Democrats. We consider that the ward proposed as part of the draft 
recommendations, which follows the parish boundary, uses clear and identifiable 
boundaries, and represents the communities contained within the parish without 
splitting any communities. We are not, therefore, proposing to make any alterations 
to this ward, and are confirming Bramshott & Liphook as part of our final 
recommendations.  
 
Grayshott, Headley and Lindford 
56 We received one submission regarding the proposed Grayshott ward, from 
Grayshott Parish Council, which supported the draft recommendations. We are 
therefore confirming our proposed Grayshott ward as part of our final 
recommendations.  
 
57 We received two submissions relating to the proposed Headley ward. One of 
these stated that the parish should be represented by two councillors, which is the 
arrangement already proposed as part of the draft recommendations. We also 
received a proposal from the Liberal Democrats to split the parish into two single-
councillor wards. However, no evidence as to why a single-councillor warding 
arrangement would be better than the draft recommendations in relation to our 
statutory criteria was provided; there was no consideration of community identity 
presented. We are therefore not proposing to make any alterations here, and are 
confirming our proposed Headley ward as part of our final recommendations.  

 

58 We did not receive any submissions on the proposed Lindford ward, with the 
exception of a comment regarding Grayshott Laurels, a road that currently lies partly 
within the parish of Lindford and the parish of Headley. In our draft 
recommendations, we stated that we were not recommending including Grayshott 
Laurels in the Lindford ward. The reason for this is that when we divide a parish 
between district wards, we are required, by statute, to create parish wards for each 
area of the parish that has been divided. We do not consider that any parish ward 
with fewer than around 120 electors would constitute a viable parish ward. We do not 
consider there is sufficient reason to justify having a parish ward with just 33 
electors. Accordingly, we are not proposing any changes here, and are confirming 
Lindford as part of the final recommendations.  

 

Whitehill Chase, Whitehill Hogmoor & Greatham and Whitehill Pinewood 

59 We received 12 submissions relating to the proposed wards in Whitehill and 
Bordon. A number of these submissions objected to the proposed wards but did not 
provide any alternative warding patterns. The District Council and Whitehill Town 
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Council strongly opposed the Whitehill wards in the draft recommendations. The 
District Council’s submission which included the direct views of the councillors in the 
area proposed that ‘Whitehill Parish/Whitehill and Bordon town retain all its single 
member wards to protect and enhance the strong geographic link between 
councillors and their distinct wards each of which represents distinct areas of the 
town’. The Commission recognises this preference for single-member wards in the 
town but notes that the submissions made by the district councillors, and by the 
District Council, provided for a pattern of wards with high levels of electoral inequality 
– the proposed Whitehill Hogmoor ward would have a variance of -27%, and the 
neighbouring proposed Liss ward, which would contain the parish of Greatham under 
the Council’s proposal, would have a variance of 21%. Information was provided 
about the different boundaries being proposed, but no evidence was put forward 
about the communities covered by the proposed wards; the Council have provided 
significant historical context about the different areas of the parish, and explained 
their support for the existing wards in the area by describing the areas of the town.  
 
60 Whilst the information provided by East Hampshire District Council is detailed, it 
does not justify, in community identity terms, the poor variances in a number of the 
proposed wards, and we would not be able to justify the knock-on effects elsewhere 
in the district, were we to try and improve the variances of the Whitehill wards. The 
proposals submitted by the Liberal Democrats focused on achieving a pattern of 
single-councillor wards, were not supported by evidence of community identity and 
proposed boundaries that created two unviable parish wards in the south of Whitehill 
parish and Selborne parish. For these reasons, we are not proposing to adopt either 
of these sets of proposals as part of the final recommendations. 
 
61 We are proposing an alteration to the draft Whitehill Hogmoor & Greatham 
ward, with regard to the village of Blackmoor in Selborne parish. We consider that 
the evidence received, about the rural nature of Blackmoor and its links with the 
parish of Selborne, was persuasive, and propose to include the village of Blackmoor 
in the proposed Binsted, Bentley & Selborne ward. We propose to include the 
housing to the east of Bracken Lane in the proposed Whitehill Hogmoor & Greatham 
ward. Subject to this alteration, we are confirming our Whitehill Hogmoor & 
Greatham, Whitehill Pinewood and Whitehill Chase wards as part of the final 
recommendations.  
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Central wards 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Froxfield, Sheet & Steep 1 6% 

Liss 2 7% 

Ropley, Hawkley & Hangers 1 -1% 
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Froxfield, Sheet & Steep and Ropley, Hawkley & Hangers 
62 We received five submissions regarding our draft Froxfield & Steep ward. Four 
of these submissions, including a submission from Sheet Parish Council, requested 
that Sheet be included in the ward name to make it more representative of its 
constituent communities. We are proposing to make this change. One submission 
received requested that the parish of Stroud be included in the ward; however, this 
would lead to an electoral variance of 13% in Froxfield, Sheet & Steep, and of -20% 
in Buriton & East Meon. We do not consider that sufficient evidence was provided to 
justify such high levels of electoral inequality, and we are therefore not proposing to 
make any alterations to the boundaries of our proposed ward. We are confirming our 
proposed Froxfield, Sheet & Steep ward as part of the final recommendations.  
 
63 We received eight submissions regarding our draft Ropley & Tisted ward. Two 
of these submissions supported the proposed boundaries, but suggested a name 
change to Ropley, Hawkley & Hangers, which it was felt would be a name more 
representative of the ward’s constituent communities. We are proposing to make this 
change. We received six submissions that requested that the parishes of Colemore 
& Priors Dean and Hawkley be included in the neighbouring Froxfield, Sheet & Steep 
ward. However, to move both of these parishes would result in significant electoral 
inequality, with the resulting Froxfield, Sheet & Steep ward having a variance of 29% 
and the Ropley ward having a variance of -24%. Whilst we acknowledge the strong 
community identity arguments put forward here, we are not able to justify such high 
levels of electoral inequality. If we were to include only the parish of Colemore & 
Priors Dean into Froxfield, Sheet & Steep, it would result in there being no access 
from Hawkley parish to the remainder of the Ropley, Hawkley & Hangers ward. We 
consider that it is important that there are good internal links within the wards that we 
recommend and are accordingly not proposing to adopt this proposal. Subject to the 
aforementioned name change, we are therefore confirming our draft Ropley, 
Hawkley & Hangers ward as part of our final recommendations.   
 
Liss 
64 We received nine submissions relating to the proposed Liss ward. Three of the 
submissions supported the draft recommendations, a two-councillor ward that covers 
the entirety of Liss parish. The District Council and Greatham Parish Council both 
suggest that the parish of Greatham should be included in Liss, but this would result 
in a variance of 21%. Whilst the Council note that the parish of Greatham has few 
links with Whitehill, we do not consider that is sufficient evidence to justify such high 
levels of electoral inequality. Petersfield Liberal Democrats and Liss Parish Council 
both stated that single-councillor wards are preferable for Liss, but provided no 
evidence for the proposed split of the wards. We are not proposing to make any 
alterations to our proposed Liss ward, as it has not been demonstrated by any 
respondents that any alternative arrangement would provide for more identifiable 
boundaries or better reflect community identity. We are therefore confirming our draft 
Liss ward as part of our final recommendations. 
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Petersfield 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Petersfield Bell Hill 1 -8% 

Petersfield Causeway 1 2% 

Petersfield Heath 1 -1% 

Petersfield St Peter’s 2 4% 
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Petersfield Bell Hill, Petersfield Causeway, Petersfield Heath and Petersfield St 
Peter’s 
65 We received eight submissions regarding the proposed Petersfield wards. All of 
the submissions requested that the draft Petersfield St Mary’s ward undergo a name 
change, to Petersfield St Peter’s, to better reflect the constituent communities and to 
include the name of the church that lies within the ward. We consider that this 
change of name would be more representative of the ward it serves, and propose to 
change the ward name to Petersfield St Peter’s as part of the final 
recommendations.  
 
66 A number of the submissions commented on the proposed parish warding 
arrangements in Petersfield, proposing patterns of parish wards that did not follow 
the district ward boundaries or the county division boundaries. Parish wards are 
created by the Commission when we create a district ward that divides a parish. We 
must also have regard for the division boundaries in an area when creating parish 
wards. Our district ward boundaries in Petersfield are not coterminous with the 
county divisions, as we are not required to have regard for coterminosity when 
drawing up district wards. It is for this reason that the parish wards in Petersfield are 
more numerous than the district wards, and we are not able to reduce the number of 
parish wards. 

 

67 We received alternative warding patterns from the Liberal Democrats, 
Petersfield Town Council and East Hampshire District Council. The proposal 
received from Petersfield Town Council focused largely on the role of town 
councillors, and the impact of the draft recommendations on the Town Council’s 
arrangements, and did not provide any evidence to justify altering the warding 
pattern in Petersfield. As outlined above, the parish warding arrangements must 
reflect both the district wards and the county divisions, and as such we are unable to 
make amendments to them as suggested by the Town Council.  

 

68 The proposal received from the Liberal Democrats would have significant 
knock-on effects on the surrounding wards, and no evidence was provided to justify 
any alteration to these wards. The Group states that a desire for single-member 
wards is the driver behind the proposed warding pattern, and does not provide any 
evidence of community identity to support the proposed boundaries. The proposal 
received from the District Council again focused on a desire for single-councillor 
wards, but did not provide any strong evidence to support their proposed warding 
arrangement. The proposed warding pattern put forward by the Council would create 
an unviable parish ward in the centre of the town, due to the division boundaries, and 
we also note that there is no access from the north to the south of the Council’s 
proposed Petersfield St Peter’s ward and no evidence to suggest that these areas 
have any shared community identity. We do not consider that the boundaries 
proposed by the Council allow for effective and convenient local government, and a 
desire for single-councillor wards is not in itself a reason to move away from the draft 
recommendations. Subject to the aforementioned name change, we are therefore 
confirming our draft recommendations as final.   
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Southern wards 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Buriton & East Meon 1 -7% 

Clanfield 2 3% 
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Buriton & East Meon 
69 We received two submissions regarding the proposed Buriton & East Meon 
ward during the consultation on our draft recommendations. One of these, from 
Buriton Parish Council, supported the proposed ward in this area. One submission 
requested that the parish of Stroud be included in the neighbouring Froxfield, Sheet 
& Steep ward; however, this would lead to an electoral variance of 13% in Froxfield, 
Sheet & Steep, and of -20% in Buriton & East Meon. We do not consider that 
sufficient evidence was provided to justify such high levels of electoral inequality, 
and we are therefore not proposing to make any alterations to the boundaries of our 
proposed ward. We are confirming the Buriton & East Meon ward as part of the final 
recommendations. 
 
Clanfield 
70 We received two submissions relating to the proposed Clanfield ward. The 
Meon Valley Liberal Democrats proposed an alternative warding pattern for Clanfield 
that divided the parish into two single-councillor wards. However, the proposal was 
predicated on a desire for single-councillor wards but with no reference to any 
defined community identity within the proposed wards, instead splitting the parish 
into two along seemingly arbitrary lines to achieve the desired single-councillor 
wards. We are not therefore minded to make this alteration.  
 
71 We also received a submission requesting that the southern boundary of the 
proposed Clanfield ward be extended to take in the entirety of the area north of 
Downwood Way. However, this would result in a variance of 46% in Clanfield by 
2023, and we do not consider that any evidence was received to justify such a 
significant level of electoral inequality, which would also have knock-on effects on 
the wards to the south. We do not consider that any information has been received 
during the course of the consultation that justifies making any alterations to the 
proposed Clanfield ward, and we are therefore confirming it as part of the final 
recommendations.   
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Horndean and Rowlands Castle 
 

 

Ward name Number of Cllrs Variance 2023 

Horndean Catherington 1 1% 

Horndean Downs 1 6% 

Horndean Kings & Blendworth 2 3% 

Horndean Murray 1 -5% 

Rowlands Castle 1 15% 
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Horndean and Rowlands Castle 
72 During the initial consultation on warding patterns we did not receive any 
proposals for ward boundaries in Horndean. The submissions received regarding 
Rowlands Castle focused entirely on the hamlet of Finchdean, and stated that it 
should be included in the same ward as the rest of the parish of Rowlands Castle. 
The draft recommendations for this area were therefore generated entirely on the 
basis of providing good electoral equality and using strong boundaries as we did not 
have information regarding where community identities in the area are. We 
recommended three two-councillor wards in this area. 
 
73 We received 37 submissions regarding our draft recommendations for 
Horndean and Rowlands Castle. A number of the submissions expressed support for 
our decision to include the entire parish of Rowlands Castle in one ward; however, 
there was significant objection to the proposal to include the area of Horndean parish 
to the east of the A3(M) in the same ward as the parish of Rowlands Castle. 
Respondents argued that the parish of Horndean represents a community, and to 
link part of the parish with Rowlands Castle, the urban centre of which sits some 
distance from Horndean, would not allow for the retention of the community identities 
in the area. Whilst no specific boundaries were proposed by the majority of the 
respondents, we acknowledge that the draft recommendations in Horndean, which 
were not locally generated due to a lack of proposals at the first stage of 
consultation, were not representative of the communities in the area.  
 
74 The Meon Valley Liberal Democrats submitted an alternative warding pattern 
for the area, dividing the parish of Horndean into single-councillor wards. However, 
the Group’s proposed boundaries in the south of the parish were not strong, and 
created a Horndean Lovedean ward that had no internal access – to travel through 
the ward, it would be necessary to leave the district. To rectify this would have 
significant effects on the other wards in the area, and no compelling evidence was 
provided to recommend a warding pattern with boundaries that are less strong than 
the draft recommendations here. Horndean Parish Council submitted an alternative 
warding pattern, but the proposals resulted in three of the proposed five Horndean 
wards having variances outside 10%, including a ward with a variance of 34%. We 
do not consider that any evidence was provided to justify such a high variance.   

 

75 In response to our draft recommendations East Hampshire District Council 
submitted an alternative warding pattern for the Horndean area, comprising six 
single-councillor wards. These proposed wards generally used clear and identifiable 
boundaries, and were supported by the information gathered from the other 
submissions made regarding the parishes of Horndean and Rowlands Castle.   

 

76 However, we noted that a single-councillor Rowlands Castle ward, covering the 
parish of the same name, would have a variance of 15% by 2023. While we 
recognised the distance between the two parishes we did not receive any evidence 
of community identity to justify this high variance. We also noted that the Council’s 
proposed Horndean Kings ward did not have internal access throughout, as electors 
in the Beech Way area would have to pass out of the ward to access the remainder 
of Horndean Kings to the west.  
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77 While we were not persuaded to adopt the Council’s proposals, we considered, 
given the strength of the evidence received from the public about the cohesive 
identity of the parish of Horndean, to combine the Council’s proposed Rowlands 
Castle, Horndean Kings and Horndean Hazleton & Blendworth wards into a three-
councillor Horndean Kings, Blendworth & Rowlands Castle ward, with a variance of 
7% by 2023. 

 

78 We considered that our amendments to the Council’s proposals made as part 
of our consultation on the draft recommendations were likely to better reflect 
community identities than our draft recommendations. However, because they were 
substantively different to our draft recommendations, we undertook a further period 
of consultation on them.   
 
79 In response to the consultation on the further draft recommendations here, we 
received 48 submissions. One of the submissions received was positive regarding 
the proposed Horndean–Catherington boundary, and one submission was 
supportive of the three-councillor Horndean Kings, Blendworth & Rowlands Castle 
ward. However, the majority of the submissions opposed the new proposals, stating 
that the parish of Rowlands Castle should be recognised as a separate community to 
that of Horndean. The respondents strongly stated that Horndean is a close and 
cohesive community, and that its geographical separation from Rowlands Castle 
translates into a difference in community identity and demographics. The 
submissions argued that the two communities have very few shared retail, social or 
community links, and that their separate identities support them being in different 
single-councillor wards. In particular, a submission from Rowlands Castle Parish 
Council enumerated the attributes of Rowlands Castle that mark it out as separate 
from the community of Horndean to the north-west, including the separate local 
planning documents, the numerous community-held assets, and the lack of transport 
links with Horndean. 

 

80 East Hampshire District Council submitted an alternative pattern of wards for 
Horndean and Rowlands Castle, maintaining the Commission’s proposed single-
councillor Horndean Downs and Horndean Catherington wards but amending the 
remaining areas to provide for four single-councillor wards. The Council propose to 
include the whole of the ‘Land East of Horndean’ development in one ward, which 
would necessitate the creation of a parish ward in the parish of Rowlands Castle. As 
the development is not yet underway, this would create a parish ward containing no 
electors, which would be considered to be unviable. Accordingly, we are not 
recommending this warding pattern as part of our final recommendations. However, 
we acknowledge the strength of feeling regarding the importance of Horndean and 
Rowlands Castle retaining their individual identities, and consider that the evidence 
provided by local residents and parish councils regarding the distinctive community 
identities supports a single-councillor Rowlands Castle ward, covering the entire 
parish, with a variance of 15% by 2023.  

 

81 Due to the aforementioned issue with the creation of an unviable parish ward in 
the Council’s proposed Horndean Village & Blendworth ward, we are not adopting 
this ward as part of our final recommendations. We acknowledge the strong feeling 
among Horndean residents that the area should not be linked with Rowlands Castle 
and should retain its own representation. Having agreed to remove Rowlands Castle 



29 
 

from Horndean we consider that the warding pattern for Horndean would best reflect 
our statutory criteria if we combined the Council’s proposed Horndean Village & 
Blendworth and Horndean Kings & Hazleton wards into a two-councillor Horndean 
Kings & Blendworth ward, with a variance of 3% by 2023. This ward follows strong 
and identifiable boundaries, and retains a set of Horndean wards entirely within the 
parish of Horndean. We consider that sufficient evidence regarding community 
identity has been received to justify a variance of 15% for a single-councillor 
Rowlands Castle ward. We acknowledge that the local preference in Horndean is for 
a pattern of single-councillor wards; however, we consider that it is preferable to 
retain two different communities in the same ward rather than splitting one 
community into two wards, or including part of Horndean parish with Rowlands 
Castle.  
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Conclusions 
 

82 The table below shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral 
equality, based on 2017 and 2023 electorate figures. 
 

Summary of electoral arrangements 
 

 

 
Final recommendations 

 2017 2023 

Number of councillors 43 43 

Number of electoral wards 31 31 

Average number of electors per councillor 2,132 2,294 

Number of wards with a variance more 
than 10% from the average 

6 1 

Number of wards with a variance more 
than 20% from the average 

1 0 

 

 
Parish electoral arrangements 
 

83 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory 
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and 
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be 
divided between different wards it must also be divided into parish wards, so that 
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to 
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review. 

Mapping 
Sheet 1, Map 1 shows the proposed wards for East Hampshire. 
You can also view our final recommendations for East Hampshire on our 
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk 

Final recommendation 
East Hampshire District Council should be made up of 43 councillors serving 31 
wards representing 21 single-councillor wards, eight two-councillor wards and two 
three-councillor wards. The details and names are shown in Appendix A and 
illustrated on the large map accompanying this report. 

http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/
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84 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish 
electoral arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our 
recommendations for principal authority warding arrangements. However, East 
Hampshire District Council has powers under the Local Government and Public 
Involvement in Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect 
changes to parish electoral arrangements. 
 
85 We are providing revised parish electoral arrangements for Alton Town Council, 
Horndean Parish Council, Petersfield Town Council, Selborne Parish Council and 
Whitehill Town Council.  

 
86 As result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory 
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish 
electoral arrangements for Alton parish. 
 

Final recommendation 
Alton Town Council should comprise 13 councillors, as at present, representing 
seven wards: 

Parish ward Number of parish councillors 

Amery 2 

Ashdell 2 

Eastbrooke 1 

Holybourne 2 

Westbrooke 2 

Whitedown 2 

Wooteys 2 

87 As result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory 
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish 
electoral arrangements for Horndean parish. 

 

Final recommendation 
Horndean Parish Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present, 
representing four wards: 

Parish ward Number of parish councillors 

Catherington 3 

Downs 3 

Kings & Blendworth 6 

Murray 3 

 
88 As result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory 
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish 
electoral arrangements for Petersfield parish. 
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Final recommendation 
Petersfield Town Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present, 
representing six wards: 

Parish ward Number of parish councillors 

Bell Hill 2 

Causeway 2 

Heath 2 

Ramshill 3 

Rother 1 

St Peter’s 2 

89 As result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory 
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish 
electoral arrangements for Selborne parish. 

 

Final recommendation 
Selborne Parish Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present, 
representing two wards: 

Parish ward Number of parish councillors 

Oakhanger 10 

Blackmoor Edge 2 

 
90 As result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory 
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish 
electoral arrangements for Whitehill parish. 
 

Final recommendation 
Whitehill Town Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present, representing 
three wards: 

Parish ward Number of parish councillors 

Chase 7 

Hogmoor 5 

Pinewood 3 
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3 What happens next? 
 

91 We have now completed our review of East Hampshire. The recommendations 
must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal document which 
brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament. Subject to 
parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force at the 
local elections in 2019.  

 

Equalities 
 

92 The Commission has looked at how it carries out reviews under the guidelines 
set out in Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010. It has made best endeavours to 
ensure that people with protected characteristics can participate in the review 
process and is sufficiently satisfied that no adverse equality impacts will arise as a 
result of the outcome of the review. 
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Appendix A 
 

Final recommendations for East Hampshire District Council 
 

 Ward name 
Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2017) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from average 

% 

Electorate 
(2023) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from average 

% 

1 Alton Amery 1 1,850 1,850 -13% 2,112 2,112 -8% 

2 Alton Ashdell 1 1,914 1,914 -10% 2,305 2,305 0% 

3 Alton Eastbrooke 1 1,961 1,961 -8% 2,071 2,071 -10% 

4 Alton Holybourne 1 2,116 2,116 -1% 2,148 2,148 -6% 

5 Alton Westbrooke 1 1,952 1,952 -8% 2,114 2,114 -8% 

6 Alton Whitedown 1 2,227 2,227 4% 2,351 2,351 2% 

7 Alton Wooteys 1 2,022 2,022 -5% 2,183 2,183 -5% 

8 
Bentworth & 
Froyle 

1 2,212 2,212 4% 2,252 2,252 -2% 

9 
Binsted, Bentley & 
Selborne 

2 4,644 2,322 9% 4,770 2,385 4% 

10 
Bramshott & 
Liphook 

3 6,834 2,278 7% 7,486 2,495 9% 

11 
Buriton & East 
Meon 

1 2,180 2,180 2% 2,139 2,139 -7% 

12 Clanfield 2 4,375 2,188 3% 4,716 2,358 3% 
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 Ward name 
Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2017) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from average 

% 

Electorate 
(2023) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from average 

% 

13 
Four Marks & 
Medstead 

3 5,806 1,935 -9% 6,985 2,328 2% 

14 
Froxfield, Sheet & 
Steep 

1 2,425 2,425 14% 2,429 2,429 6% 

15 Grayshott 1 1,993 1,993 -7% 2,066 2,066 -10% 

16 Headley 2 4,517 2,259 6% 4,573 2,287 0% 

17 
Horndean 
Catherington 

1 2,101 2,101 -1% 2,328 2,328 1% 

18 Horndean Downs 1 2,469 2,469 16% 2,428 2,428 6% 

19 
Horndean Kings & 
Blendworth 

2 3,874 1,937 -9% 4,724 2,362 3% 

20 Horndean Murray 1 2,183 2,183 2% 2,181 2,181 -5% 

21 Lindford 1 2,157 2,157 1% 2,092 2,092 -9% 

22 Liss 2 4,779 2,390 12% 4,909 2,455 7% 

23 
Petersfield Bell 
Hill 

1 2,137 2,137 0% 2,117 2,117 -8% 

24 
Petersfield 
Causeway 

1 1,724 1,724 -19% 2,336 2,336 2% 

25 Petersfield Heath 1 2,324 2,324 9% 2,281 2,281 -1% 

26 
Petersfield St 
Peter’s 

2 4,686 2,343 10% 4,768 2,384 4% 

27 
Ropley, Hawkley 
& Hangers 

1 2,240 2,240 5% 2,261 2,261 -1% 
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 Ward name 
Number of 
councillors 

Electorate 
(2017) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from average 

% 

Electorate 
(2023) 

Number of 
electors per 
councillor 

Variance 
from average 

% 

28 Rowlands Castle 1 2,320 2,320 9% 2,634 2,634 15% 

29 Whitehill Chase 2 4,570 2,285 7% 4,530 2,265 -1% 

30 
Whitehill Hogmoor 
& Greatham 

2 4,195 2,098 -2% 4,135 2,068 -10% 

31 
Whitehill 
Pinewood 

1 899 899 -58% 2,206 2,206 -4% 

 Totals 43 91,686 – – 98,630 – – 

 Averages – – 2,132 – – 2,294 – 

 
Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by East Hampshire District Council. 
 
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor in each electoral ward 
varies from the average for the district. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have been rounded to 
the nearest whole number. 
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Appendix B 
 

Outline map 
 

 

A more detailed version of this map can be seen on the large map accompanying 
this report, or on our website: http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-
east/hampshire/east-hampshire  

http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/hampshire/east-hampshire
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/hampshire/east-hampshire
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Key 

1. Alton Amery 

2. Alton Ashdell 

3. Alton Eastbrooke 

4. Alton Holybourne 

5. Alton Westbrooke 

6. Alton Whitedown 

7. Alton Wooteys 

8. Bentworth & Froyle 

9. Binsted, Bentley & Selborne 

10. Bramshott & Liphook 

11. Buriton & East Meon 

12. Clanfield 

13. Four Marks & Medstead 

14. Froxfield, Sheet & Steep 

15. Grayshott 

16. Headley 

17. Horndean Catherington 

18. Horndean Downs 

19. Horndean Kings & Blendworth 

20. Horndean Murray 

21. Lindford 

22. Liss 

23. Petersfield Bell Hill 

24. Petersfield Causeway 

25. Petersfield Heath 

26. Petersfield St Peter’s 

27. Ropley, Hawkley & Hangers 

28. Rowlands Castle 

29. Whitehill Chase 

30. Whitehill Hogmoor & Greatham 

31. Whitehill Pinewood 
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Appendix C 
 

Draft recommendations submissions received 
 

All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at 
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/hampshire/east-hampshire  
 
Local Authority 
 

• East Hampshire District Council  
 
County Council 

• Hampshire County Council  
 

Political Group 
 

• Alton Liberal Democrats 

• East Hampshire Conservative Association (two submissions) 

• East Hampshire Constituency Labour Party 

• East Hampshire Green Party (two submissions) 

• East Hampshire Liberal Democrats (two submissions) 

• Liss Conservatives (two submissions) 

• Meon Valley Liberal Democrats 

• Petersfield Conservative Branch 

• Petersfield Liberal Democrats 

• Woolmer Liberal Democrats 
 
Councillors 
 

• Councillor A. Carew 

• Councillors A. & J. Carew 

• Councillor D. Evans 

• Councillor L. Evans 

• Councillor M. Johnson 

• Councillor A. Joy 

• Councillor C. Louisson 

• Councillor B. Mouland 

• Councillor L. Pienaar 
 
Local Organisations 
 

• Nextdoor Whitehill & Bordon 
 
  

http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/hampshire/east-hampshire
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Parish and Town Councils 
 

• Alton Town Council 

• Bentley Parish Council 

• Binsted Parish Council 

• Buriton Parish Council 

• Colemore & Priors Dean Parish Meeting (two submissions) 

• Four Marks Parish Council 

• Grayshott Parish Council 

• Greatham Parish Council 

• Hawkley Parish Council (two submissions) 

• Horndean Parish Council 

• Liss Parish Council 

• Petersfield Town Council 

• Rowlands Castle Parish Council 

• Selborne Parish Council 

• Sheet Parish Council 

• Steep Parish Council 

• Whitehill Town Council 

• Worldham Parish Council 
 
Local Residents 
 

• 84 local residents 
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Further draft recommendations submissions received 
 

All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at 
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/hampshire/east-hampshire  

 
Local Authority 
 

• East Hampshire District Council  
 

Political Group 
 

• Alton Liberal Democrats 

• East Hampshire Liberal Democrats (two submissions) 
 
Councillors 
 

• Councillor M. Johnson 

• Councillor A. Joy 

• Councillor C. Louisson 
 

Parish and Town Councils 
 

• Alton Town Council 

• Rowlands Castle Parish Council 
 
Local Residents 
 

• 49 local residents 
 
 

  

http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/south-east/hampshire/east-hampshire
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Appendix D 
 

Glossary and abbreviations 
  

Council size The number of councillors elected to 

serve on a council 

Electoral Change Order (or Order) A legal document which implements 

changes to the electoral 

arrangements of a local authority 

Division A specific area of a county, defined 

for electoral, administrative and 

representational purposes. Eligible 

electors can vote in whichever 

division they are registered for the 

candidate or candidates they wish to 

represent them on the county council 

Electoral fairness When one elector’s vote is worth the 

same as another’s  

Electoral inequality Where there is a difference between 

the number of electors represented 

by a councillor and the average for 

the local authority 

Electorate People in the authority who are 

registered to vote in elections. For the 

purposes of this report, we refer 

specifically to the electorate for local 

government elections 

Number of electors per councillor The total number of electors in a local 

authority divided by the number of 

councillors 

Over-represented Where there are fewer electors per 

councillor in a ward or division than 

the average  
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Parish A specific and defined area of land 

within a single local authority 

enclosed within a parish boundary. 

There are over 10,000 parishes in 

England, which provide the first tier of 

representation to their local residents 

Parish council A body elected by electors in the 

parish which serves and represents 

the area defined by the parish 

boundaries. See also ‘Town council’ 

Parish (or Town) council electoral 

arrangements 

The total number of councillors on 

any one parish or town council; the 

number, names and boundaries of 

parish wards; and the number of 

councillors for each ward 

Parish ward A particular area of a parish, defined 

for electoral, administrative and 

representational purposes. Eligible 

electors vote in whichever parish 

ward they live for candidate or 

candidates they wish to represent 

them on the parish council 

Town council A parish council which has been 

given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More 

information on achieving such status 

can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk  

Under-represented Where there are more electors per 

councillor in a ward or division than 

the average  

Variance (or electoral variance) How far the number of electors per 

councillor in a ward or division varies 

in percentage terms from the average 

http://www.nalc.gov.uk/
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Ward 

 

 

A specific area of a district or 

borough, defined for electoral, 

administrative and representational 

purposes. Eligible electors can vote in 

whichever ward they are registered 

for the candidate or candidates they 

wish to represent them on the district 

or borough council 

 

 

 

 

 



The Local Government Boundary
Commission for England (LGBCE) was set
up by Parliament, independent of
Government and political parties. It is
directly accountable to Parliament through a
committee chaired by the Speaker of the
House of Commons. It is responsible for
conducting boundary, electoral and
structural reviews of local government
areas.

Local Government Boundary Commission for
England
14th floor, Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP

Telephone: 0330 500 1525
Email: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
Online: www.lgbce.org.uk or
www.consultation.lgbce.org.uk
Twitter: @LGBCE


	East Hampshire Cover Report
	East Hampshire Cover Web



