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WARD (S) 
AFFECTED: 

ALL 

SUBJECT: REIGATE & BANSTEAD BOROUGH COUNCIL:  BOUNDARY 
REVIEW SUBMISSION (WARD BOUNDARIES) 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
(i) That the response to boundary review consultation, as set out in Annex 1 and

recommended by the Member Working Group, be approved for submission to
the Local Authority Boundary Commission for England;

(ii) That the Electoral Services Manager be authorised, in consultation with the
Chairman of the Boundary Review Member Working Group and all Group
Leaders, to make any minor amendments to the response prior to submission.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is consulting on proposed 
boundaries for Reigate & Banstead as part of its review of the electoral arrangements at 
Reigate & Banstead. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is undertaking a 
review of electoral arrangements in Reigate & Banstead.  The review has been triggered 
due to the population variances between wards across the borough, which exceed LGBCE 
criteria and the length of time since the last review.  The results of the boundary review will 
be implemented for elections in May 2019. 
The LGBCE has published proposed ward boundaries following an initial consultation 
phase earlier this year.  The LGBCE are consulting on these proposes ward boundaries. 
The Council established a cross-party, politically balanced, Member Working Group to 
support this work.  The Working Group has recommended the Council submit the 
response, attached as Annex 1, to the LGBCE.  The response sets out where the council 
supports the LGBCE proposed ward boundaries, and where changes are recommended to 
provide better local community identity and electoral equality. 
Individual Councillors and Political Groups also have the option to submit separate 
proposals by the deadline of 9 April 2018. 

mailto:Gavin.Handford@reigate-banstead.gov.uk
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STATUTORY POWERS 
1. The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an

independent body established by Parliament and is responsible for conducting
reviews of local authority electoral arrangements and making recommendations to
Parliament for any changes.

BACKGROUND 
2. The LGBCE is undertaking a review of electoral arrangements in Reigate &

Banstead.  The most recent review at Reigate & Banstead was undertaken in 1998.
3. The results of the current boundary review will be implemented for elections in May

2019.

Local Government Boundary Reviews 
4. A cross-party, politically balanced, Member Working Group has been established to

support this work.  This group has met regularly to inform the review.
5. There are 4 key aspects that must be considered within the review:

a. Determine size of the Council:  The Council submitted a proposal on Council
size in December 2017.  In January 2018 the LGBCE announced it was
proposing that Reigate & Banstead have a council size of 45 Councillors.

b. Population forecasts:  These were provided in accordance with LGBCE
guidance, drawing on the planned housing delivery in accordance with our local
planning policies.

c. Electoral cycle:  The Council submitted a proposal on electoral cycle in
December 2017.  In January 2018 the LGBCE announced it was minded to
retain the election by thirds system at Reigate & Banstead.

d. Boundary pattern:  As set out in the timetable below, the boundary pattern is
subject to pubic consultation.  The LGBCE published proposed ward boundaries
on 5 June.  The Member Working Group has recommended the response
attached at Annex 1.  The LGBCE will consider all submissions before making a
final decision on ward boundary patterns, for submission to Parliament.

Timescales 
6. The outline timetable for the review is shown below:

• Submission of Council proposals regarding council size and electoral
arrangements (December 2017) [completed]

• LGBCE determined Council size (January 2018) [completed]

• LGBCE undertake public consultation regarding warding patterns (30 January –
9 April 2018) [completed]

• LGBCE publish draft recommendations on warding patterns and names and
undertake further public consultation (5 June – 13 August 2018) [underway]
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• LGBCE publish final recommendations and place order before Parliament
(October - November 2018)

• Elections held for all Councillors to new ward boundaries (2 May 2019)

BOUNDARY REVIEW MEMBER WORKING GROUP 
7. At Annual Council, a cross-party, politically balanced, Member Working Group was

established to support boundary review work.
8. The following Councillors were appointed to the Member Working Group:

• Cllr J. Durrant (Chairman)

• Cllr T. Archer

• Cllr J. Ellacott

• Cllr J. Essex

• Cllr K. Foreman

• Cllr N. Harrison

• Cllr A. Lynch

• Cllr J. Paul

• Cllr T. Schofield
9. The Working Group has met frequently to review the LGBCE ward boundary

proposals, discuss and debate alternatives and agree the proposed response.
10. Area meetings have been held, to which all Councillors were invited to attend, in

order to discuss the proposed ward boundaries at a very local level.  In total 34
Councillors have supported this propose through the various meetings.

OPTIONS 
11. Approve the recommendation to submit the response to the LGBCE.  This is the

recommended option.   The response has been developed with extensive input
from Councillors across all parties through the Member Working Group.

12. Reject the recommendation and not submit a response to the LGBCE.  This is not
recommended as the LGBCE will finalise a ward boundary pattern without any input
from the Council.

13. Individual Councillors and Political Groups within the Council are able to submit a
proposal directly to LGBCE if they wish to recommend different boundaries to the
ones set out in the attached proposal.

LEGAL AND FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
14. There are no legal or financial implications arising from the report.
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EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS 
15. As set out earlier in the report, one of the criteria for undertaking the boundary review

in Reigate & Banstead is to reduce the significant electorate variances that currently
exist between different Wards.  The boundary pattern review will seek to minimise the
variances between Wards.

16. As the review has recommended retaining elections by thirds, there is a requirement
for all wards to have 3 Councillors.  This will ensure that all residents have an equal
opportunity to have a say in the running of the Council (at present some residents
only elect a Reigate & Banstead Borough Councillor once every 4 years, compared
to some that elect a councillor for 3 out of 4 years).

CONSULTATION 
17. The public consultations are managed by LGBCE.  The Council has supported the

consultations through a communications plan to raise awareness so that residents,
stakeholders and groups have an opportunity to input to the review.  This included
details being sent to every household in the borough, press releases and social
media coverage.

18. All Councillors have also been encouraged to engage with local residents and
community groups to inform the Council’s response, and support communities to
respond directly to the consultation.

POLICY FRAMEWORK 
19. There are no policy framework considerations arising from this report.

Background 
Papers: 

1. Local Government Boundary Commission for England
guidance:  https://www.lgbce.org.uk/policy-and-
publications/guidance

2. Local Government Boundary Commission for England (Reigate &
Banstead ward boundary proposals):  http://www.lgbce.org.uk/all-
reviews/south-east/surrey/reigate-and-banstead

https://www.lgbce.org.uk/policy-and-publications/guidance
https://www.lgbce.org.uk/policy-and-publications/guidance
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/all-reviews/south-east/surrey/reigate-and-banstead
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/all-reviews/south-east/surrey/reigate-and-banstead
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Context 
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) has initiated a review 
of Reigate & Banstead Borough Council’s electoral arrangements, with a view to 
addressing the electoral variance across the Borough within the existing warding pattern.  

The last review was undertaken in 1997/1998, since when there have been significant 
developments and changes in population. 

The LGBCE has published proposed ward boundaries for consultation.  This document 
sets out Reigate & Banstead Borough Council’s response to this consultation. 

Ward Pattern Criteria 
In drawing up a pattern of electoral wards, the LGBCE seeks to balance three statutory 
criteria: 

• Delivering electoral equality for local voters:  ensuring that each local councillor
represents roughly the same number of people so that the value of a vote is the
same regardless of where an elector lives in the local authority area.

• Reflecting the interests and identities of local communities:  establishing electoral
arrangements which, as far as possible, maintain local ties and where boundaries
are easily identifiable.

• Providing effective and convenient local government:  ensuring that the new wards
can be represented effectively by their elected representative(s) and that the new
electoral arrangements as a whole allow the local authority to conduct its business
effectively.

Where it is not possible to produce a ward pattern that meets all the criteria, the LGBCE 
has discretion based on the quality of evidence provided to it. 

Developing our Response to the Consultation 
The Council established a cross-party Member Working Group to support the boundary 
review.  To support the Working Group in developing and testing potential boundary 
patterns, the Council worked with a software supplier to develop an online mapping 
system.  This system plotted electorate numbers across the borough and enabled the 
working group to move boundaries and consider the impact on elector numbers.  The 
LGBCE proposed ward patterns were incorporated into this software to enable the Council 
to understand the impact of our recommended changes to the proposed ward boundaries. 

In order to inform this response, all 51 Reigate & Banstead Borough Councillors has 
undertaken community engagement activities.  The Council has also contacted all 
households to promote the LGBCE consultation.  The feedback received from the 
community has informed the Council’s consultation response, and any amendments that 
we are recommending. 
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1. Borough Wide Comments
It is positive to note that the proposals have retained the 45 Member council size, and a 
uniform pattern of 3-Member wards.  This will ensure that every resident within the 
borough has an equal opportunity to influence the council through the democratic process. 

We recognise the challenge of creating a ward pattern that meets all of the criteria set by 
the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE), and that there must 
be compromise between the criteria to create a suitable ward pattern.  We note that the 
LGBCE has accepted variance of +8% and -9% in order to support better community 
cohesion and identify.   

The Council fully supports this approach, however, we are concerned that these variances 
would only require small change to begin triggering the criteria for a further boundary 
review and would seek assurance from the LGBCE that this would not be undertaken 
within 10 years of the current review. 

In the Council’s response to the previous consultation we focussed on much smaller 
electoral variances, which required compromise in terms of community identify.  We 
support the wider variances that the LGBCE has accepted and in this response, therefore, 
our focus has been on strengthening further the community identities and cohesion within 
proposed wards. 

In making detailed comments within each ward we have used the proposed LGBCE 
names to ensure there is clarity on the proposed changes.  However, we have concerns 
regarding a number of the proposed ward names.  This is addressed in section 5. 

Where we have provided maps these have the Council’s proposed ward names. 
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2. Banstead and the Northern Area

2.1  Banstead Village Ward 
It is positive to see that the draft proposal extends the ward to incorporate Croydon Lane, 
Park Road and Woodmansterne Lane.  This is strongly supported and in our review 
recognises the connections these areas have to Banstead Village.  The Council is also 
supportive that the proposed western boundary for the ward is along the A217, which is a 
strong divider between communities either side of this major trunk road. 

Woodmansterne Village 

As a result of extending the ward boundary to the borough boundary in the east, the 
proposed boundaries have divided the community of Woodmansterne.  The areas around 
the junctions of Carshalton Road, Manor Hill, Chipstead Way and Woodmansterne Street 
are currently proposed to be within the Banstead Village Ward.  This area includes key 
community assets such as the Woodman public house, local shopping parade, 
Woodmansterne post office, Woodmansterne primary school and Woodmansterne village 
hall. 

However, residential areas that identify as Woodmansterne, such as those along Lakers 
Rise, the southern end of Chipstead Way and Manor Way have been included within the 
proposed Chipstead & Kingswood ward.  These areas use the community facilities of 
Woodmansterne, including local shopping parade, pubs and churches.  Many children 
living in these areas also attend Woodmansterne primary school.  Chipstead Way is a 
strong connecting transport link and should not be divided as proposed by the current 
boundary. 

It is our view that these areas are all part of the same community of Woodmansterne, and 
should therefore be within a single ward.   

It is therefore recommended that the boundary between Banstead Village and Chipstead & 
Kingswood wards should instead extend northwards from Lakers Rise (following Blind 
Lane path), crossing Woodmansterne Street to the west of Court Haw and continuing 
north to the western side of Woodmansterne recreation ground to the northern borough 
boundary near Carshalton Road. 

Queen Elizabeth Hospital and Park Farm 

Developments at Queen Elizabeth Hospital and Park Farm have not been incorporated 
into the ward.  In our original boundary submission, the Council recommended that the 
southern boundary for the Banstead Village ward extend southwards to incorporate these 
sites.  Whilst there may appear to be a significant distance to Banstead village when 
looking at a map, the residential conversions are only accessed via Park Road and on to 
Banstead.  They are also located near Banstead woods, which supports it connection to 
the Banstead Village ward, rather than the proposed Chipstead and Kingswood ward. 
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In addition, this change would slightly reduce the large geography of the Chipstead and 
Kingswood ward, focusing it on those communities. 

Our proposed amendments have a positive impact on the electorate ratio for Banstead 
Village. 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Banstead Village Ward 
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2.2  Chipstead & Kingswood and Tadworth & Walton Wards 
It is positive to note that the proposal joins the Kingswood and Chipstead areas to create a 
new ward.  Whilst these communities are very different, the rural nature of this part of the 
borough requires multiple communities to be combined to form a large enough ward 
population.  There are highway connections between Kingswood and Chipstead, which are 
largely travelled by local residents, as well as connecting railway service.   

 

Kingswood 

We have significant concerns about the proposed northern boundary of this ward, which 
effectively cuts the Kingswood community in half.  Whilst we understand that the railway 
line may seem a hard border and therefore may be a suitable ward boundary, it does not 
recognise that the communities along Waterhouse Lane identify themselves as part of 
Kingswood, not Burgh Heath.  Kingswood is centred around the railway station, 
Kingswood Arms public house, local shopping parade and Kingswood Village Hall.  These 
community facilities are used by Kingswood residents on both sides of the railway line.  
Therefore, we recommend that the boundary continue northwards along the A217, turning 
eastward before Burgh Heath (but ensuring the residential roads along Waterhouse Lane, 
such as Alcocks Lane and Copt Hill Lane are contained within the Kingswood Ward). 

 

Lower Kingswood 

We recognise that our recommended changes to Kingswood, above, will involve a 
significant number of electors moving from the LGBCE’s proposed Tadworth & Walton 
ward into the Chipstead & Kingswood ward and Banstead Village ward.  There would also 
be an increase in electors moving into the Chipstead & Kingswood ward as a result of our 
recommendations relating to Woodmansterne.  Therefore, it is also recommended that the 
southern boundary between the Chipstead & Kingswood and Tadworth & Walton wards 
follow the proposal originally submitted by the Council, which would see Lower Kingswood 
included within the Tadworth & Walton ward.  We understand the comments made by the 
Commission against including Lower Kingswood with Tadworth & Walton, which have 
historical connections and have developed over many years.  However, as they have 
developed the population within each community has also grown.  Our desire to avoid 
splitting communities has meant that we are unable to make a recommendation that would 
retain Kingswood and Lower Kingswood within the same ward, which would be preferable, 
without a significant variance in the electorate ratios.   

It is important that in correcting this split any new boundary does not split other 
communities.  Lower Kingswood has its own identity and is separate to Kingswood further 
north.  Lower Kingswood is an historic community that has developed over many years 
and connects across the A217, despite this being a major highway.  The community has a 
range of community assets close to the junctions between A217 / Buckland Road / Smithy 
Lane, including local public house, The Wisdom of God church, shopping parades, petrol 
stations and (Lower) Kingswood Village Hall and Club. 
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Whilst we have not identified an option that would enable Kingswood and Lower 
Kingswood to be within the same ward, we would support a proposal that achieves this 
without dividing other communities. 

Our proposal therefore includes the communities of Tadworth, Walton on the Hill and 
Lower Kingswood in a ward around the heathland at its centre, which is a key natural 
asset for these communities and valued by nearby residents who use the common land. 

Whilst there may be some opposition to community pairings, our proposed boundary 
would ensure that no community is split.   

 

Burgh Heath 

We are pleased that the proposed boundaries have recognised that Burgh Heath is a 
distinct community, regardless of the A217 running through it.  The area is a key transport 
junction with local shopping facilities, church and social club.   

However, if the above proposal relating to Kingswood is accepted it will lead to a very 
narrow corridor for the northern part of the proposed Tadworth & Walton ward to Burgh 
Heath.   

We therefore recommend that Burgh Heath be included within the Chipstead & Kingswood 
ward. This would recognise the close proximity between Burgh Heath and Kingswood 
(they are currently in the same electoral ward), and connection which is still supported by 
both communities. 

 

Tadworth & Walton 

We are strongly supportive of Tadworth and Walton on the Hill being in the same electoral 
ward. 

It is positive to note that the proposed ward for Tadworth & Walton has incorporated the 
residential properties that are accessed via Shelvers Way.  This is fully supported.  
Tadworth and Walton on the Hill each have strong local identifies, with their own schools, 
churches and local shopping parades.  The two communities connect, however along the 
B2220 (Walton Street / Tadworth Street), which is a key local transport route. 

Tadworth & Walton has a strong and active Residents Association, with a stated 
membership of 3,300 people.  The communities hold regular events including community 
clean up days and tree planting and created a new jubilee woodland for the communities 
to enjoy. 

 

There are a number of benefits to these proposals: 

• It ensures minimal electoral variances of Banstead, Chipstead & Kingswood and 
Tadworth & Walton wards 

• It recognises that Burgh Heath, Kingswood and Lower Kingswood are strong 
communities, with their own identify, community facilities and centres 
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• It will ensure that the communities of Kingswood, Lower Kingswood, Burgh Heath 
and Woodmansterne are each wholly contained within single wards that have 
sensible geography and connections, rather than being divided 

 

We have proposed alternative ward names to ensure all communities are represented in 
the name. 

  

Council  
26 July 2018 Agenda Item: 9, Annex 1 

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council:  Boundary Review Submission



 

11 

Map:  Proposed Boundary for Chipstead & Kingswood Ward 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Tadworth & Walton Ward 
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2.3 Merstham Ward 
It is positive to note that the proposed ward follows the main transport corridor of the A23 
from Merstham northwards and includes Netherne on the Hill and Hooley.  Each 
community has its own unique identify, but their location along this strategic transport route 
means it is sensible to include them in a single ward.  We support the proposal to include 
the whole of Hooley village within the proposed ward. 

We are also pleased that the proposal ensures that both parts of Merstham, to the east 
and west of the railway line, are included within the same ward. 

However, there are concerns that the western boundary has been drawn to include St 
Margaret’s Church, on Church Lane within the Merstham ward.  The church is known as St 
Margaret’s Chipstead, and whilst geographically close to Hooley, we recommend that the 
boundary be redrawn to include the church and graveyard within the Chipstead & 
Kingswood ward which acts as a natural boundary to Hooley. 

There are concerns that the proposed ward name does not accurately reflect the three 
distinct communities within it.  Therefore, we recommend that the ward name be amended 
to reflect this (see section on ward names). 

We support the southern boundary of this proposed ward.  The area to the west becomes 
more rural and it is correct to include in a separate ward.  The eastern and northern 
boundaries are rightly determined by the borough boundaries.  We recognise that there 
are many highway routes and there is debate about the boundary between Merstham and 
Redhill, and in particular areas such as Subrosa.  However, we agree that the Commission 
has achieved the correct balance of local identify and electoral equality. 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Merstham Ward 
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2.4 Nork and Tattenham Corner & Preston Wards 
We support the proposals made in relation to this ward, which were developed in response 
to significant community responses to the previous consultation. 

As stated earlier, we also support the proposal to incorporate the residential properties 
accessed via Shelvers Way within the Tadworth & Walton ward. 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Nork Ward 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Tattenham Corner & Preston Ward 
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3.  Reigate & Redhill 
We are pleased that the overall proposals for the centre of the borough and broadly similar 
to the proposals submitted by the Council in the previous consultation. 

It is also positive to note that the Commission has agreed the approach to using the 
railway line between Reigate and Redhill as ward boundary. 

We support the proposal for the southern boundaries in this area to follow the existing 
parish boundary with Salfords & Sidlow.  

 

3.1 Coles Meads & Wray Common and Redhill Town Wards 
We note that the proposal follows Croydon Road at the western boundary, with the 
inclusion of properties that are directly accessed from this road.  However, the properties 
at the south western end of this boundary are oddly separated from the rest of the 
properties around Holmesdale Road.  We propose that these be moved into the Reigate 
ward, as this better reflects their location and identity compared to properties that are 
accessed from Croydon Road north of the fire station. 

The border between the proposed Coles Meads & Wray Common and Reigate wards 
currently moves north to the western side of Wray Lane, to the top of Reigate Hill.  
However, we argue that the properties along this road are more associated with Reigate 
as they are on Reigate Hill and overlook the town.  Gatton Park to the east of Wray Lane 
acts as a natural boundary for the northern part of Reigate and we therefore recommend 
that the boundary between these wards be moved to the eastern side of properties along 
Wray Lane. 

We are pleased to note that the boundary between the proposed Coles Meads & Wray 
Common and Redhill Town wards follows the A25.  We agree with this proposal, as this is 
a major trunk road with separately developed communities on either side. 

We believe it would be more appropriate to retain the existing ward boundary along the 
A23, which travels through Redhill town centre.  This recognises that the town supports 
communities on both the east and west, and that these communities are connected to the 
town.  It would also avoid dividing the Cromwell Road estate into two wards, as occurs in 
the Commission proposal.  The Cromwell Road estate is a locally known housing area to 
the immediate south west of Redhill.  It is bordered by the railway line to the south, 
Cromwell Road / High Street to the east, and Station Road to the north.  The community 
has an identity and the area is known by name locally.  There is a community park at 
Fairfax Avenue used by local residents. 

We are not convinced that the proposed ward name would be recognised by the local 
community.  It would be more appropriate to recognise that the ward includes a large part 
of Redhill, to the west of the town centre including a number of Redhill primary schools, St 
Bede’s secondary school and Donyngs leisure centre.  These are all identified locally as 
being in Redhill. 

We have proposed alternative ward names which we believe better reflect local community 
identifies.    
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Coles Mead & Wray Common Ward 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Redhill Town Ward 
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3.2 St Mary’s & Redhill Common, Earlswood Common and Woodhatch & 
South Park Wards 
We recognise that this area is more urban than other parts of the borough and that natural 
boundaries between communities may be harder to identify.   

However, we are concerned that the current proposals divide a number of areas that 
identify themselves as particular local communities. 

In the east, we believe that the residential properties on both sides of Garlands Road and 
to the east of the A23 / Brighton Road are more aligned to Earlswood Common than the 
communities to the west.  There is a strong incline to the west of Garlands Road that acts 
as a natural boundary between these areas, whereas communities along Ridgeway Road 
Grovehill Road and Linkfield Street, for example have a separate community feel due to 
their position on the crest of the hilltop here.   

Earlswood Common creates a significant natural boundary between Earlswood and 
Whitebushes in the east and Meadvale, St John’s, Dovers Green and Woodhatch in the 
west.  This is not recognised in the current Earlswood Common boundary, which includes 
communities on both sides of the common.  However, in taking this approach the 
communities of Meadvale and St John’s have been divided. 

Instead, we propose that the boundary follow Pendleton Road, eastwards from Reigate 
School.  It is recommended that the boundary then follow a footpath east from Pendleton 
road to ensure the communities around Abinger Drive, Ifield Close, Fountain Road and 
Church Road in the same ward as the communities to the north of Pendleton Road which 
all identify with this area. 

We also recommend an adjustment in the boundary between Woodhatch & South Park 
and St Mary’s & Redhill Common.  The communities of Arbutus Road, Larch Close and 
Arbutus Close identify more closely with Meadvale, and therefore we recommend that they 
be included in the St Mary’s & Redhill Common ward.  The ward boundary should instead 
be to the east of Willow Road, across the green space and then between the properties of 
Arbutus close and Blackthorn Close, following the footpath to the north of Blackthorn 
Close. 

These amendments better reflect the Meadvale and St John’s communities, which have 
local schools, community groups, Resident’s Associations and Public Houses used by the 
local residents.  To the north, we believe that boundary across the A25 is too close to 
Reigate, and that residents along Doods Park Road, Ringley Park Road and the A25 
better identify with Reigate.  Instead, we recommend that the boundary be set to 
incorporate properties and cul de sacs along Blackborough Road.  Further evidence to 
support this is provided in the narrative for Reigate ward below. 

We believe that these proposals better reflect the local community identifies and also 
provide an improved electorate ratio for Reigate, St Mary’s & Redhill Common and 
Earlswood Common.  However, to support better electoral equality in Woodhatch & South 
Park, we recommend that the properties along Sandhills Road be moved from Reigate to 
Woodhatch & South Park ward. 
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We recognise that these proposals still mean that Woodhatch & South Park ward has 
significantly fewer electors forecast than the average ward.  However, the southern and 
western boundaries for this ward are considered ‘fixed’, as they are the parish boundary 
and borough boundary respectively.  To the north is significant green areas and Priory 
Park, which divide the community from Reigate.  This leaves the potential to review the 
boundary on the eastern side of this ward.  We have proposed a boundary that reflects the 
divide between Woodhatch, Dovers Green and Meadvale.  We cannot recommend any 
alternative in this location as it would divide these communities. 

This ward is also identified in the Council’s draft Development Management Plan for future 
sustainable housing development beyond the 5 year period being considered by the 
Boundary Commission.  Therefore, we believe it is beneficial to include a lower electoral 
population in the Woodhatch & South Park ward as it is expected to grow at a higher rate 
than the surrounding wards. 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Earlswood Common Ward 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Meadvale & St John’s Ward 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Woodhatch and South Park Ward 
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3.3 Reigate Ward 
The Council supports the general boundaries, which ensures the ward is centred around 
Reigate town and includes the residential areas to the north along Reigate Hill. 

The Commission accepted the Councils proposal to locate the northern ward boundary 
just south of the M25, as a number of properties are accessed via roads that travel over 
the motorway to Lower Kingswood.  However, the current proposed boundary extends 
easterly to J8 of the M25.  We recommend that the properties along Margery Hall and Fort 
Lane are moved into the Reigate ward.  This recognises that they are accessed from the 
J8 roundabout, south of the M25, rather than Lower Kingswood. 

We support the southern boundary, which moves eastwards from the borough boundary 
along Flanchford Road and Clayhall Lane.  These roads are rural but provide the best 
boundary between the Reigate and South Park communities.  We also agree that the 
boundary should follow Park Lane northwards before following the Priory Park boundary 
eastwards.  Priory Park is well known locally as the major park in Reigate.  It is therefore 
appropriate that the park is wholly contained within the Reigate ward.  We recommend a 
minor change as the boundary moves along the eastern edge of Priory Park.  The 
proposed boundary currently follows a footpath.  We recommend that instead the 
boundary be the border between residential properties and the park, thus confirming the 
park wholly within Reigate ward. 

We note that the current proposal for the eastern ward boundary moves north-easterly 
from Reigate Road (opposite Reigate Grammar School) and follows a footpath, Ringley 
Park Road and then between houses along Doods Park Road.  We are concerned that this 
is not a strong boundary for dividing the community, and areas to the east of this proposed 
boundary consider themselves to be part of Reigate, rather than Redhill.   

As the Council outlined in our previous consultation response, it is difficult to determine the 
boundary between the towns, and different responses are likely to be received.  However, 
we recommended that the boundary continue eastwards along the railway line, before 
following the Wray Common Road south to the A25.  This proposed boundary would 
ensure that Reigate Police Station and Reigate Parish Church are within the Reigate ward.  
Development to the east of this point is different, with a higher density as you move closer 
to Redhill. 

As set out earlier, it is proposed that the boundary between Reigate and St Mary’s & 
Redhill Common follow Blackborough Road, but ensuring that any properties or cul de 
sacs that are accessed from Blackborough Road are included in the St Mary’s & Redhill 
Common ward.  This reflects the different feel of the communities along this quieter road 
compared to the A25.  Blackborough Road also has a small shopping parade to the 
western end, as well as local convenience store and schools, which are used by residents 
along the road and from roads to the south. 

The proposed boundary has been drawn to ensure that the flats at the western end of 
Lesbourne Road remain within the Reigate ward.  These properties are much closer to the 
shopping parades in Reigate and overlook Priory Park, Reigate. 
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Our proposal leaves the community around Chart Lane and The Close within the Reigate 
ward.  Whilst close to the Blackborough Road community, Chart Lane and The Close have 
separate community groups and are centred around St Mary’s Church, Reigate. 

Our proposed changes also reduce the electoral variance within the proposed Reigate 
ward. 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Reigate Ward 
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4.  The Southern Parishes 
As set out earlier, we support the proposal for the Salfords & Sidlow Parish Boundary to be 
the ward boundary between the central and southern wards.  We recognise that it would 
be preferable to have the ward boundaries aligned so that each parished area was wholly 
contained within a single ward.  However, the size of population and electorate ratios 
make this extremely difficult. 

We therefore support the east / west split between Salfords and Sidlow.  The main 
transport corridors in this part of the borough run north / south, and we believe that the 
communities along these routes are distinct. 

 

In relation to the proposed Langshott & Salfords ward, we agree that the Langshott area is 
distinct from the more southern areas along Balcombe Road.  This reflects the later 
development of this area and we support the boundary proposal between the Langshott 
and Horley Town wards.  However, we do not agree that Langshott has become an 
identified local area. There are other communities in this part of the town and we 
recommend a different ward name (see below).  The Acres is missing from the LGBCE 
maps completely and it is important to recognise this within the ward area. 

The Brighton Road is a key transport route and we support the boundary running along the 
road between the Meath Green and Horley Town wards.  We also support the inclusion of 
properties along Southlands Avenue, Chequers Drive and Chequers Close within the 
central ward, as this provides better electoral equality across the Horley wards.  

Moving north from the Chequers roundabout, the proposed boundary between the Meath 
Green and Langshott wards places Benhams Drive in the Langshott ward.  The A23 is a 
major transport route here and we believe it acts as a divide between the communities on 
the east and west.  It is therefore recommended that Benhams Drive be moved into the 
Meath Green ward and the boundary continue north along the A23, before following the 
boundary between Horley Town Council and Salfords & Sidlow Parish Council.   

These changes have the benefit of improving the electorate ratio further. 

 

We support the comments from Horley Town Council regarding the proposed Town 
Council ward boundaries.  We would prefer that these boundaries are drawn to seek a 
standard, or close to standard, level of elector equality.  At present there are two wards 
with only 1 councillor each, one ward with 4 councillors and two wards with 6 councillors 
each.  This seems very unequal.  It is recommended that the Town Council wards be 
coterminous with the Borough wards (and parish boundary), with two town council wards 
within each borough ward.  Each Town Council ward could then elect three Town 
Councillors. 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Horley Town Ward  
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Langshott & Salfords Ward 
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Map:  Proposed Boundary for Meath Green & Sidlow Ward 
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5.  Ward Names 
The following sets out our specific comments on ward names, and where appropriate, 
recommendations on an alternative name. 

 

Proposed Ward Name Comments Alternative Proposal for 
Ward Name 

Banstead Village This is a popular name 
locally and we agree it 
should be retained. 

N/A 

Chipstead & Kingswood This name reflects the two 
main communities.  
However, we recommend it 
should also recognise that 
Woodmansterne is part of 
the ward. 

Chipstead, Kingswood & 
Woodmansterne 

Coles Meads & Wray 
Common 

We do not believe that Coles 
Meads reflects the local 
identify within the proposed 
ward. 

Redhill West & Wray 
Common 

Earlswood Common Whilst Earlswood Common 
is a popular and well-known 
local area, it is a common 
land and not where people 
live.  Residents would 
describe living in Earlswood 
or Whitebushes. 

Earlswood & Whitebushes 

Horley Town This is likely to be confused 
with Horley Town Council, 
and ‘Horley Town 
Councillors’. 

Horley Central 

Langshott & Salfords Langshott is only one part of 
the area, with other 
communities and identities 
in this part of Horley.  The 
lack of ‘Horley’ in ward name 
is also concerning for the 
town. 

Horley East & Salfords 

Meath Green & Sidlow Meath Green is only known 
as the road rather than 
representing the wider 
community in this area.  The 

Horley West & Sidlow 
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Proposed Ward Name Comments Alternative Proposal for 
Ward Name 

lack of ‘Horley’ in ward name 
is also concerning for the 
town, especially as new 
communities are developed 
to the NW of Horley. 

Merstham This name ignores the 
inclusion of Hooley and 
Netherne on the Hill, which 
are distinct communities.  
We recommend that this 
should be reflected in the 
ward name. 

Merstham, Hooley & 
Netherne 

Nork This name is supported and 
reflects the local community 
identity. 

N/A 

Redhill Town In recognition of the 
proposed changes to the 
boundaries, it is 
recommended that this ward 
retain the existing name. 

Redhill East 

Reigate This name reflects the town 
and is supported. 

N/A 

St Mary’s & Redhill Common Feedback has shown that 
there is little recognition of 
St Mary’s as a description 
for this part of the borough.  
It is also felt that this ward 
should include reference to 
the community of Meadvale, 
which is recognised locally. 

Meadvale & St John’s 

Tadworth & Walton If our proposed boundary 
amendments are accepted, 
Lower Kingswood should be 
recognised in the ward 
name 

Tadworth, Walton & Lower 
Kingswood 

Tattenham Corner & 
Preston 

This name is supported and 
reflects the local community 
identity. 

N/A 

Woodhatch & South Park Whilst this name reflects the 
two main communities, it is 

South Park & Woodhatch 
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Proposed Ward Name Comments Alternative Proposal for 
Ward Name 

unclear why there is a need 
to change from the existing 
ward name. 

We support the proposal by Horley Town Council for six Town Council wards to be named 
as follows: 

• Horley North West
• Horley West
• Horley North East
• Horley East
• Horley South West
• Horley South East
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6. Estimated Population
The following table sets out our estimates for the electorate populations if our proposed 
amendments are accepted, and the variance from the average. 

Alternative Proposal for Ward Name Estimated population 
(2023) 

Variance 

Banstead Village 8,288 -2.0%

Chipstead, Kingswood & Woodmansterne 7,839 +0.5%

Earlswood & Whitebushes 7,801 0.0% 

Horley Central 8,270 +6.0%

Horley East & Salford 7,715 -1.1%

Horley West & Sidlow 8,332 +6.8%

Meadvale & St John’s 7,152 -8.3%

Merstham, Hooley & Netherne 8,394 +7.6%

Nork 7,642 -2.0%

Redhill East 7,439 -4.6%

Redhill West & Wray Common 7,767 -0.4%

Reigate 7,848 +0.6%

South Park & Woodhatch 6,910 -11.4%

Tadworth, Walton & Lower Kingswood 8,364 +7.3%

Tattenham Corner & Preston 7,864 +0.8%
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