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TENDRING DISTRICT COUNCIL’S RESPONSE TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND’S DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

The consultation, run by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) opens 14 March 2017 and closes on 8 May 2017.
Once the LGBCE has considered all the responses to the consultation it will then publish the final recommendations in July 2017. 

This submission sets out Tendring District Council's response to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England's draft recommendations on a new scheme of district council wards for Tendring.

The Council has no further comment to make on the following proposed wards:-

· Harwich and Kingsway – 1 Member
· Dovercourt Bay – 1 Member
· Dovercourt Tollgate – 1 Member
· Dovercourt All Saints – 2 Members
· Frinton – 2 Members
· Kirby-Le-Soken and Hamford – 1 Member
· Kirby Cross – 1 Member
· Homelands – 1 Member
· Walton – 1 Member
· Brightlingsea – 3 Members
· Thorpe, Beaumont and Great Holland – 1 Member
· Stour Valley – 1 Member
· The Oakleys and Wix – 1 Member
With regard to the other proposed wards the Council's comments are as follows:-
Parkeston
As almost half of this proposed ward is in Dovercourt the Council believes that simply calling the ward 'Parkeston' will be misleading and will create confusion.  As over 200 of the properties located in the Dovercourt part of the ward are on what is known as the 'Vines Estate' the Council suggests the name of Dovercourt Vines and Parkeston for this ward. The boundary and number of members would be as proposed in the LGBCE draft recommendations.

Central and West Tendring

The Council does not support the following proposed wards for the reasons given:-

· St Osyth and Little Clacton - there are no community links between St Osyth and Point Clear and Little Clacton. These settlements are not in close proximity and there is no direct road joining them which makes communication between them difficult.

· Ardleigh, Alresford and Elmstead - The Council considers that the ward of Great Bromley, Thorrington, Frating, Alresford, Ardleigh and Elmstead is too big and does not fit well together as a community. Ardleigh in village terms is far from Alresford and Thorrington. Elected district councillors often attend all parish meetings in their ward and it would onerous for any councillor to attend meetings of six parishes. The Council believes that smaller wards would better reflect the local communities.

· The Bentleys and Weeley - Weeley does not fit with Great Bentley and these villages have no community ties to each other apart from reasonable proximity. Both are large independent centres with their own facilities.

· Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley - the Council is mostly supportive of this ward except that we do not agree with including Little Bromley in this ward. Little Bromley is a rural parish and the Council believes that its community identity would be lost by joining it with the larger settlements of Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley.

The Council's alternative proposals are as follows:-

St Osyth (2 Members -10% variance)

The LGBCE draft recommendations include that part of St Johns Road should be included in the St Osyth ward. In the Council's original submission, reference was made to additional housing that had been agreed in St Osyth following a planning enquiry. The number of new homes is 90 which were not included in the Council's forecast. These would therefore increase the forecast population of St Osyth by 146 electors. This, together with the increased electorate from the inclusion of St Johns Road would mean that St Osyth and Point Clear can stand alone as a separate two member ward in terms of electoral equality. There is also a much stronger community argument for St Osyth and Point Clear remaining as a single ward without the inclusion of Little Clacton.

Little Clacton (1 Member 0% variance)

Little Clacton meets electoral equality as a single ward on its own and the Council believes that this should be a separate ward of one member.

Alresford and Elmstead (2 Members 9% variance)

The Council's original submission included a proposed single member ward of Alresford and Thorrington. The Council recognises that this proposed ward exceeded the tolerance on electoral equality although we felt that the community argument overrode this. We have looked again at this proposed ward and still believe Alresford and Thorrington work well together. However, in order to meet electoral equality we are now proposing a two member ward including Elmstead and Great Bromley. Elmstead and Great Bromley fit well together, are near each other and have been connected for years with people in Great Bromley using the shop, post office and garage in Elmstead. This is similar to the ward of Alresford and Great Bromley proposed by the Commission but is smaller and therefore we believe provides better effective and convenient local government.
The Bentleys and Frating (1 Member 3% variance)
This is the ward as originally proposed by the Council. It allows Great and Little Bentley to remain together but the Council believes better reflects the community as there is not the mismatch of including Great Bentley and Weeley, two sizeable independent settlements, in the same ward.

Weeley and Tendring (1 Member -2% variance)
The ward of The Bentleys and Frating allows Weeley to essentially remain as a ward on its own. Weeley is a sizeable independent settlement. This proposed ward includes Tendring.
Ardleigh and Little Bromley (1 Member -9% variance)

As set out above the Council does not support the inclusion of Little Bromley with Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley. We are proposing the ward of Ardleigh and Little Bromley. This is the existing ward which we believe works well.

Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley (3 Members -4% variance)

Apart from the removal of Little Bromley, the Council has no further comments on this proposed ward. The three towns do have close community links with each other and we believe this would work as a three member ward.

 
.Clacton

In relation to Clacton, the Council has the following comments on the draft recommendations:-

· Subject to one or two amendments set out below, the Council wishes to resubmit its original scheme of single member wards for further consideration. The Council believes that this is the best scheme for Clacton which delivers the Council’s desire for single member wards. It is the Council’s strong belief that single member wards provide much greater clarity for the public in that it provides consistency across wards and avoids any confusion for voters around their second or third vote at elections.

· The LGBCE has proposed a three member ward of Pier. The Council does not support the inclusion of the area to the east of Clacton Pier as this is very distinct in character and demographics from the rest of this proposed ward. This area is distinct from the west of this proposed ward which is residential and has its own doctor’s surgery, church, convenience store and pub. The Council suggests that there should be a two member ward of St James and a single member ward of Pier. The St James Ward would be equivalent to the Council’s originally proposed Martello and The Royals and Westcliff Wards with a separate Pier Ward also as originally proposed. Pier Ward is one of the most deprived wards in the Country, with low life expectancy and high crime. It therefore has particular needs and we believe, should stand as a separate ward as its particular needs require individual and separate Member representation.

· The Council does not support the proposed Southcliff Ward. The Council proposes that the single Member Eastcliff Ward should remain. A large part of the Eastcliff Ward is part of or linked to Holland-on-Sea. The school and playing field in Eastcliff are used by some Holland residents and residents living in the east part of Eastcliff naturally gravitate to Holland-on-Sea as their shopping centre and children in the West of Holland attend Holland Park school. Keeping Eastcliff as a separate single member ward would mean that St Pauls would also need to be maintained as a single member ward.

· The Council would prefer to see its proposed single Member wards of St Bartholomews and Haven implemented instead of the suggested ward of Holland Haven but recognises that a two Member ward would work as long as this included only the community of Holland-on-Sea. However, if the LGBCE is minded to recommend a two member ward here then we suggest the whole two member ward should be called St Bartholomews. The area of the Haven is around the country park at the far east of Holland and it would not be appropriate to apply this name to the whole of the Holland-on-Sea area. Also part of Holland –on-Sea would still extend into the next western ward (what we are calling Eastcliff) so it would neither would it be appropriate to include the name of Holland just in the eastern ward(s).

· The Council supports the proposed West Clacton and Jaywick Sands Ward including the boundary change to lie south of St Johns Road and West of Jaywick Lane.

· The Council does not support the proposed Burrsville Park Ward. We consider this is too big and destroys the separate village community of Burrsville which has its own post office, pub and village hall. It is separated from Castle Hill by Thorpe Road. Burrsville has a residential / industrial character distinct from Castle Hill which is mixed residential commercial with Brook Retail Park and a large supermarket in Centenary Way. We resubmit our original single member wards of Burrsville and Castle Hill. If the LGBCE is minded to pursue a two member ward here then we believe it should just be called Burrsville rather than Burrsville Park as that is how the area is widely known.

· The Council does not support the proposed ward of St Johns. The area of St Johns centres around Great Clacton which is a separate identifiable community. Local road signs identify it as a separate place. It has its own school, shopping centre, pubs, doctors, opticians and church. For this reason the Council resubmits its original single member wards of St Johns and Old Road. These two wards are separated by St Johns Road.

· The Council has no specific comments to make on the proposed Coppins, Bluehouse and Cann Hall wards. The Council feels strongly that there is a robust community argument for the single member wards suggested above and it would be our preference to see single member wards across Clacton apart from West Clacton and Jaywick Sands and St James. However, the Council recognises that this central area of Clacton is harder to distinguish in terms of communities and therefore, given the submissions above, submits its single member scheme for these wards (Coppins, Bluehouse and Cann Hall) on the basis of achieving electoral equality. If the LGBCE are minded to accept the Council’s single member wards then with regard to Bockings Elm the boundary would be slightly changed from our original submission to accommodate the move of the north of St Johns Road into St Osyth and, to achieve electoral equality to include the move of the eastern boundary to follow the footpath that runs north of Woodrows Lane.

In summary the Council proposals, having considered the LGBCE draft recommendations, as are follows:-

	Ward
	Members
	Variance from Electoral Equality

	Alton Park
	1
	1%

	Lake
	1
	5%

	Bockings Elm
	1
	-2%

	Rush Green
	1
	-6%

	Cann Hall
	1
	-10%

	Peter Bruff
	1
	2%

	Burrsville
	1
	10%

	Castle Hill
	1
	-5%

	West Clacton and Jaywick Sands
	2
	-4%

	Haven
	1
	3%

	St Bartholomews
	1
	0%

	Pier
	1
	-6%

	St James
	2
	6%

	St Johns
	1
	1%

	Old Road
	1
	7%

	Eastcliff
	1
	-1%

	St Pauls
	1
	-2%

	Harwich and Kingsway
	1
	5%

	Dovercourt Bay
	1
	-9%

	Dovercourt Tollgate
	1
	5%

	Dovercourt All Saints
	2
	6%

	Dovercourt Vines and Parkeston
	1
	-7%

	Frinton
	2
	4%

	Kirby-le-Soken and Hamford
	1
	6%

	Kirby Cross
	1
	6%

	Homelands
	1
	6%

	Walton
	1
	8%

	Brightlingsea
	3
	-8%

	Thorpe, Beaumont and Great Holland
	1
	9%

	Stour Valley
	1
	6%

	The Oakleys and Wix
	1
	-3%

	St Osyth
	2
	-10%

	Little Clacton
	1
	0%

	Alresford and Elmstead
	2
	9%

	The Bentleys and Frating
	1
	3%

	Weeley and Tendring
	1
	2%

	Ardleigh and Little Bromley
	1
	-9%

	Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley
	3
	-4%


EXTERNAL WORKS TO LISTED CHURCH

A village church has been given the blessing to go ahead with external improvements to the site.

St Marys Church in Church Road, Little Bentley, has put in revised plans to provide car parking, pathways, boundaries and hedge planting.

It is a Grade I Listed building with a detached parish hall and the area is open at the front without a highway verge or pedestrian footway.

A previous application in 2015 was approved but the new scheme now overcomes highway land rights.

Tendring District Council (TDC) has granted planning permission as it feels the development is sympathetic to the setting of the listed church and there will be no harm caused.

Essex County Council, as the highway authority, has no objection to the amended proposal which is supported by Little Bentley Parish Council and there were no objections received.

NEW LIFTING SERVICE GETS OFF THE GROUND
A new service to help lift residents who have fallen in their homes in Tendring has got off the ground.

The service, which is operated by Tendring District Council’s (TDC) Careline, is for its own customers who have fallen but are uninjured.

TDC set funding aside to pay for the scheme around a year ago and the initiative was in response to waiting times for an ambulance for not urgent responses regularly exceeding more than four hours.

The money would cover the costs of the service for the next three years and is at no extra cost to the users, over and above their normal charge for Careline.

It has taken longer than expected to recruit the staff needed to operate the service which got underway on Monday. Three Careline customers were assisted yesterday (Tuesday).

More staff are being recruited to ensure that the scheme can be run 24 hours a day, seven days a week and 365 days a year.

In the meantime, and to ensure the lifting service went live, Tendring Careline has entered into a partnership agreement with Colchester Helpline (operated by Colchester Borough Council), who already have a lifting team. 

Nigel Brown, TDC’s Communications Manager, said that the Council is pleased that this new service is now being offered.

“We have reached the stage where if a Tendring Careline customer has had a fall then our colleagues at Colchester Helpline will be called and they will respond,” he said.

“For the most part they will be accompanied by a Tendring Careline responder, to help carry out the lift.

“Although they are travelling extra distances, they will still be able to respond more quickly than a non-emergency ambulance.”

The procedure is that if a Careline service user has had a fall they press their pendant and will be connected to the control centre, anytime day or night.

The Careline operator will assess the situation in terms of immediate needs and summon the appropriate response. If the person is uninjured, but unable to get back on their feet then a lifting responder will be despatched with immediate effect. This will only happen if it is appropriate. 

If there is any doubt about the suitability of carrying out a lift then an ambulance will be called.

The lifting responder will have the mechanical lifting aid that allows the faller to get back on to their feet with the minimal amount of manual handling. Once the person is back on their feet and has been made comfortable, the control centre will be notified for any appropriate further action – such as notifying next of kin or arranging an appointment with GP.

Anyone wanting more information, should contact Claire Ellington, Service Development Manager at cellington@tendringdc.gov.uk
If they want to apply for a job as a lifter go to TDC’s website www.tendringdc.gov.uk
VITAL HELP FOR WHEELCHAIR USERS TRAVELLING BY TAXIS IN TENDRING 

Wheelchair users in Tendring that rely on taxis have received a vital boost that will make their journeys and lives easier. 

Tendring District Council’s (TDC) Licensing and Registration Committee decided last night to fully enact new equality measures for the first time.

It means that taxis and private hire vehicles that are able to carry passengers seated in their wheelchair will become designated wheelchair accessible vehicles.  

From the date that the designation starts, it will be illegal for a taxi driver to refuse to carry a passenger in a designated vehicle just because they are a wheelchair user.

They will also not be able to charge extra for the journey, or charge extra for giving assistance to enter and exit the vehicle. And under the provisions a driver could be prosecuted and fined up to £1,000.

Mark Cossens, Chairman of TDC’s Licensing and Registration Committee, said that the Council supports vulnerable people wherever possible.

“The committee has given its wholehearted backing to implement these new equality measures in Tendring,” he added.

“For many wheelchair users, especially those in rural areas, licensed taxis are often their lifeline to the outside world and they need to feel confident that they can rely on them.

“They need to know that their journey is not going to cost extra just because they are in a wheelchair and also that the driver will give them reasonable assistance to help them in and out of the taxi.” 

Cllr Cossens said that he expects the new rules – which come under section 165 and 167 of the Equality Act 2010 - will take a little while to bed in.

“We will need to work closely with our taxi and private hire trades so that a list of designated wheelchair accessible vehicles can be compiled and published and easily accessed by the public. 

“We have already started that process and I feel sure that the taxi and private hire trades in Tendring will work with us to help protect vulnerable members of our society and will continue to provide an excellent service for their passengers.” 

Any drivers who feel that they are not able to comply with the new rules can apply for a specific medical exemption for themselves, or can appeal to the Magistrates Court against the designation of their vehicle.

Cllr Cossens added that he hopes that there won’t be many that need to go down that route. 

NEW PLAN DRAWN UP TO MANAGE COUNCIL PROPERTY EFFECTIVELY

A new plan to manage Tendring District Council’s (TDC) property effectively so that it can deliver on its priorities has been welcomed.

The high level Asset Management Plan sets out the background for the way in which the authority will make the best possible use of its 4,200 sites.

These include 3,200 Council homes; some 470 garages; more than 40 public toilets; about 50 commercial premises; approximately 50 car parks; more than 300 open spaces and around 90 leisure related assets.

The sites play a major role in the delivery of many of TDC’s services and help to contribute to the quality of the District’s environment and its residents’ wellbeing.

The aim now is for the Council to routinely challenge its entire property holding and get away from keeping it even when it is substandard or unneeded.

It will look for better and more efficient solutions to meet the ongoing challenge of reducing resources.

TDC recognises that land and property are one of the three major resources it possesses along with its staff and finances.

The new plan looks to maximise the value of those assets in consultation with its communities.

The document was recommended for approval by the Full Council at a meeting of the Cabinet on Friday(21/04)  and Andy White, TDC’s Head of Property Services, was congratulated on his team’s work.

General Information:

If anyone witnesses any fly tipping occurring please contact TDC’s Waste Management Team on 01255 686768.

Dates for this year’s Tendring Highways Panel meetings are:-

· Thursday 8 June

· Thursday 14 September

· Thursday 7 December

All meetings are held in the Council Offices at Weeley
	Alan Coley
Carlo Guglielmi
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


