Winchelsea voted
for separate parish

THERE 15 some very strange logic being employed bolk
i your reporting of the Icklesham Parish Referendum,
Parish referendum rejects calis for “Winchelsea split’, and
in the responses of some of your correspendents.

The facts arc quite siraightforward. Voters in cach of
the wards were asked if they wanted to form a separate
pansi.

That was the question, not whether they wished for
Winchelsea 1o have a separate parish (except, of course, in
the case of Winchelsea itself). Three wards said *no’ and
one, Winchelsea, said by 2 to 1 of the votes cast, ‘yes™.

So voters in Winchelsea, the ward in which the request
for a referendum otiginated, did in fact give a very sub-
slantial ‘thumbs up’, notwithstanding yvour headline.

This 15 hardly surprising in view of the fuct that, as
you recently reported, there already exists a petition in
support of a separate parish signed by more than half the
voters of Winchelsea.

1 am glad Counciller Bronsdon celebrates this referen-
dum as an example of democracy tn action and [ hope in
due course he will show respect for the clear wish, demo-
cratically expressed, ol one of the wards in the present
parish.

Mr. Kerr's implication that voles not cast are votes
against is a very strange take on the clectoral process and
calls into question the validity of any democratically
elected government.

A tumont of 47.78%, the figure for Winchelsea, is
very rospectable for a local poll, particularly given that
there were no facilities for postal or proxy voting. No one
has the right to assume knowledge of the intentions of
those who could not or would not vote.

DAVID MORRIS
One Tree Cottage, Winchelsea

Clarifying matters "4/«
AS YOU may be aware it is not oftcn [ publicly respond
tor letters within the Observer Mailbag.

However [ find it nccessary 1o make a formal response
te the letter from Richard Comeotto (July 28} which is, un-
usually for Mr Comotto, incorrect so far as his commenis
relating to the council arc concerned.

Had Mr Comoito been able to attend the count of the
Pansh Pell, he would have heard me give thosc present an
explanation of the role of Rother District Council in this,
which may bave helped to clarify matters tor him.

In particular I drew the distinction between my role as
returning officer for this poll and the roll of the local au-
thority. 8o far ax the actual comments made in his letter
are concerned, there is no provision in the repulations for
either voting cards, proxy or postal votes. only voting in
person is permitted.

The council is under no duty to publicise the poll and
indeed the Electoral Commission expresses the vicw that
we should not be seen to publicise such polls as we could
be scen to be Mfavouring one particular view,

This is purcly a panish matter, and with repard to this,
and publicity of the parish meeting which he called, these
are issues he needs to take up with the parish couneil.

So far as his comments relating to the cost of a parish
poll, namely ‘these are usually absorbed by District Coun-
cils’, T have to correct hin again since they are a proper
charge to the parish councit, and are of course part of the
cost of the democrauc process.

Under the relevant act a local authority has the power
o charge the cost of parish polls and clections to the
parish which we and other authorities have done consis-
tently. | would point cut, however, we are bearing the cost
ol the pansh survey,

Rother Distnct Council has been keen throughout this
process, to cnsure as wide a possible voice is heard se far
as the question of the scparate parishing of Winchelsea
town 1s concerned,

i A parish poll on its own, cannot give a conclusive an-
swer to such an issue, and the results Irom the poll bear
wilness to this fact, since a fundamental clement of any
restructuring is the impact upon adjoiniog wards and
panshes,

Rother District Council, in taking a decision to carry out
a parish survey, is seeking to gain both gualitative and quan-
titive data on this important issue, and the results of the
parish survey will be combined with the results of the poll,
and will be considered by the council’s licensing & general
purposes committee in the autumn of this year.

if it is the decision of that commitlee that it wishes to
consider further a separate partish for Winchelsea towm, then
we are obliged (o carry out more consultation, at the end of
which a final decision will be taken as 1o whether or not to
submit a request to the Secretary of State for the separate
panishing of Winchelsea town. o

The decision at that time will be taken by the Secretary
ol Statc, who may refer it to the Boundary Commission, and
not by Rother Distniet Council.

It 18, of coursc, inevitable Rother Dhistrict Council will
find itself *in the firing line on this issue, suffice to say |
hope the contents of this tetter have clanfied the council’s
posilion and cotrected the inaccuracies in Mr Comotio’s let-
let.

DEREK STEVENS
Chief Executive, Rother District Council



