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Introduction and contact details

This document is the post-consultation report for the consultation paper,
‘Proposed closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court’.

It covers:

e the background to the report;

e asummary of the responses to the report;

e adetailed response to the specific questions raised in the report; and

e the next steps following this consultation.

Further copies of this report and the consultation paper can be obtained by
contacting Simon Townley, Area Director at the address below:

Area Director’s Office
Portsmouth Magistrates’ Court,
The Law Courts,

Winston Churchill Avenue,
Portsmouth, PO1 2DQ

Telephone: 023 9285 7954

Email: simon.townley5@hmcourts-service.gsi.gov.uk
This report is also available on the Department’s website: www.justice.gov.uk.
Alternative format versions of this publication can be requested from

simon.townley5@hmcourts-service.gsi.gov.uk or by telephoning
023 9285 7954.


mailto:simon.townley5@hmcourts-service.gsi.gov.uk
http://www.justice.gov.uk/
mailto:simon.townley5@hmcourts-service.gsi.gov.uk

Proposed closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court Summary of responses

Background

The consultation paper ‘Proposed closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court was
published on 13 October 2009. It invited comments on the proposal to close
Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court and to continue to hear cases at Southampton
Magistrates’ Court instead.

The reasons for the proposal are as follows:-

(i) Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court has not been used as a courthouse since
shortly after the opening of the new Southampton Magistrates’
Courthouse in October 2001. It has no usable custody accommodation
and no ability to deal with custody cases.

(ii) Prior to listing ceasing in Eastleigh it was sometimes necessary to
send for Southampton work to ensure that at least one of the
courtrooms had a full sitting list for the day.

(iii) The building currently houses part of the Hampshire & Isle of Wight
Fines Enforcement Team, and is the base for the Civilian Enforcement
Officers. The accommodation is no longer suitable for the provision of
court services.

(iv) Given the low volume of work and usage by the public, maintaining the
court at Eastleigh is not cost effective and better value for money can
be achieved by transferring the services to Southampton Magistrates’
Court.

(v) Southampton Magistrates’ Court provides much improved facilities for
all court users, including victims and witnesses.

The consultation period closed on 5 January 2010 and this report summarises
the responses, including how the consultation process influenced the final
shape of the proposal consulted upon.

A list of respondents is at Annex A.



Proposed closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court Summary of responses

Summary of responses

1. A total of six responses to the consultation paper were received. Of these
three were from representative bodies: the Magistrates’ Association,
National Bench Chairmen’s Forum and the Law Society. One was received
from the Legal Services Commission, one from the Hampshire & Isle of
Wight Courts Board and one from an individual.

2. The responses were analysed for the degree of support for, or opposition
to, the proposal. They were also examined for possible alternative
approaches to the provision of services and evidence of the impact of the
proposals.

3. There was one response which supported the proposal. This was from the
Hampshire & Isle of Wight Courts Board who noted that the magistrates’
court at Eastleigh is too expensive to maintain in the current economic
climate

4. Two respondents, the Law Society and an individual member of the public
objected to the proposal setting out various reasons which are
summarised below:

(i) A large proportion of the work that would once have been heard at
Eastleigh is now heard at Lyndhurst. This represents a significant
reduction in the quality of service in the administration of justice for
victims, withesses and defendants.

(i) The difficulty in travelling by public transport from Eastleigh to
Lyndhurst and the removal of justice from Eastleigh to the New
Forest.

(iii) The cost saving from the closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court
will be at the expense of local justice.

(iv) The additional time and expense for members of the public to travel
to Southampton.

5. The responses from the MA, NBCF and LSC were national statements in
respect of proposals to close 20 magistrates’ courts in England and Wales.
The responses highlighted the following:

(i) The need to review the current HMCS estate and demonstrate that
public funds are spent in the most efficient way.

(i) The importance of accessibility to justice, and the notion of
summary justice located within communities.

(iii) The need to recognise that many of the people who find
themselves in court are neither the most wealthy nor adaptable in
society and that a justice system that fails to take account of those
factors risks losing the confidence of a large section of society.
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(iv) A need to identify alternative venues in which to delivery local
justice.

6. The response from the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Courts Board
supported the proposal to close and dispose of the building.
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Responses to specific questions

1.

What comments would you like to make on the proposal to close
Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court?

Two of the three respondents that expressed a view for or against the
proposal, opposed the closure. They expressed the concerns that it
represents a loss of local justice and an increase in travelling time and
expense for members of the public and solicitors.

Some specific objections were raised and these are listed below together
with the HMCS response.

“The cost saving from the closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court will
be at the expense of local access to justice.” — Steven Durno, Policy
Officer, Law Society of England and Wales

“Owing to the geography of Hampshire Constabulary’s Western OCU,
a large proportion of the work that would once have been heard at
Eastleigh is now heard at Lyndhurst. The argument that Eastleigh
cases are sent to Southampton is misconceived and fallacious, and
those charged at Eastleigh police station are often charged to attend a
court which has poor public transport links. This represents a
significant reduction in the quality of service in the administration of
justice for victims, witnesses, and defendants.” — Mr J Mack, member
of the public

“In strategic terms the Eastleigh site has a good location for transport
links, but as it is expensive to maintain and given the current economic
climate, it is a luxury the area can no longer afford.” — Mrs R Atkinson,
Chair, Hampshire & Isle of Wight Courts Board

The remaining responses from the Magistrates’ Association, National
Bench Chairmen’s Forum and Legal Services Commission contain general
comments that relate to the impact of closures generally and are dealt with
under Question 2 below.

The HMCS responses to the specific issues raised are:
(i) Increased travel times and loss of local justice

It is agreed that some additional travelling may be incurred by some
court users who have to travel to Southampton, which is approximately
six miles from Eastleigh, but there are very good public transport links
between the two. The bus journey takes approximately 35 minutes
and the train about 10-15 minutes between Eastleigh and
Southampton.

Prior to the decision to cease listing at Eastleigh the court received
very little work from the local community and it was sometimes
necessary to send Southampton work to provide a full sitting list for the
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day. Local stakeholders were asked about their views on the decision
and there were no significant objections. There have been no
complaints from the community since the decision was implemented.

(i) Eastleigh court cases heard at Lyndhurst and not Southampton

In 2008, in consultation with the Crown Prosecution Service and
Hampshire Constabulary a decision was made to move the majority of
newly charged Eastleigh cases to Lyndhurst. This was done in an
attempt to even out the workload of the courts in Southampton and the
New Forest.

However, on review in early 2009, it was agreed that the adverse
impact on users and stakeholders was such that the decision should
be rescinded. Since then the vast majority of Eastleigh generated
charges are heard in Southampton, as are the majority of trials. Itis
acknowledged that there are occasions when a defendant taken to
Lyndhurst for charging is bailed to Lyndhurst Court rather than
Southampton in error, but this is very much the exception.

2. Please describe any particular impacts that should be taken into
account and why.

There were five replies to this question, the main focus being accessibility
to justice. Extracts from the responses are set out below:

“Whilst the NBCF recognise the need to review the current estate of
HMCS we also recognise the importance of accessibility to Justice. We
accept that travel time rather than distance is the appropriate measure
of accessibility. The NCBF would regard one hour by public transport
as an appropriate time.” — Frances Hoare, Chairman NBCF

“Earlier this year the MA proposed as a principle that no court user
should be expected to undertake a journey of more than an hour of
travel time by public transport.” — Magistrates’ Association, Judicial
Policy and Practice Committee

“The additional time and expense for members of the public to travel to
Southampton.” — Steven Durno, Policy Officer, Law Society of England
and Wales

“The difficulty in travelling by public transport form Eastleigh to
Lyndhurst, and the removal of justice from Eastleigh to the New
Forest.” — Mr J Mack, Member of the public
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The HMCS response to the specific issue raised is:
() Increased travel times

The decision to move work from Eastleigh to Southampton may have
resulted in additional travelling time and expense for some court users.
However the good road and public transport links mean that for most
the MA and NBCF definition of accessibility is achieved. Further detail
on travel times have been set out in the response to Question 1.

In addition to that, Southampton Magistrates’ Court provides much
improved facilities for all court users, including victims and witnesses.

Mr Mack’s comments regarding public transport form Eastleigh to
Lyndhurst are noted. However, the suggestion that the majority of
Eastleigh work is routinely going to Lyndhurst is dealt with under
Question 1 above.

3. Will the closure of Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court have a direct impact
on you? If yes, please provide further details.

There was one response to this question.
“Solicitors will have to travel further in order to represent their clients.”
— Law Society of England and Wales

The HMCS response to the specific issue raised is:

(i) Additional travel time for solicitors

The main response to this point is dealt with under the commentary to
Questions 1 and 2. However, it should also be noted that Eastleigh
Magistrates’ Courts has not been used for hearing since late 2001.
The proposal to close the building will not have any impact on what
have become long established working practices for local solicitors.
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Conclusion and next steps

This proposal has been the subject of a full public consultation. A total of 56
copies of the document were posted to consultees or collected from HMCS
offices. The document was also published on the Ministry of Justice Website.

The number of responses received (6) represents 11% of documents
dispatched, although the figure could be considerably lower when taking into
account the number accessed on line.

We noted that we did not receive any responses from partner Criminal Justice
Agencies or Local Solicitors.

We are grateful to those who responded to the consultation and have
considered in depth all of the concerns, objections and potential impacts
raised. This paper provides a detailed response to issues raised that relate
specifically to Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court rather than all of the general points
made by representative groups.

We have examined our proposal to close Eastleigh Magistrates’ Court and

concluded that it remains the best option to ensure good, cost effective court
services for our users.

10
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Consultation Co-ordinator contact details

If you have any complaints or comments about the consultation process
rather than about the topic covered by this paper, you should contact
Julia Bradford, Ministry of Justice Consultation Co-ordinator, on

020 3334 4492, or e-mail her at consultation@justice.gsi.gov.uk.

Alternatively, you may wish to write to the address below:

Julia Bradford
Consultation Co-ordinator
Ministry of Justice

102 Petty France

London SW1H 9AJ

If your complaints or comments refer to the topic covered by this paper rather

than the consultation process, please direct them to the contact given under
the Introduction and contact details section of this paper at page 3.

11
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The consultation criteria

The seven consultation criteria are as follows:

1. When to consult — Formal consultations should take place at a stage
where there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

2. Duration of consultation exercises — Consultations should normally last
for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where
feasible and sensible.

3. Clarity of scope and impact — Consultation documents should be clear
about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to
influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

4. Accessibility of consultation exercises — Consultation exercises should
be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the
exercise is intended to reach.

5. The burden of consultation — Keeping the burden of consultation to a
minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’
buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

6. Responsiveness of consultation exercise — Consultation responses
should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to
participants following the consultation.

7. Capacity to consult — Officials running consultations should seek
guidance in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what
they have learned from the experience.

These criteria must be reproduced within all consultation documents.

12
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Annex A — List of respondents

Steven Durno, Policy Officer — Administration of Justice, Law Society of England
and Wales

Magistrates’ Association

National Bench Chairmen’s Forum
Law Society

Legal Services Commission

Mr J Mack — Member of the Public

13









© Crown copyright
Produced by the Ministry of Justice

Alternative format versions of this report are available on request from
023 9285 7954.



	Contents
	Introduction and contact details
	Background
	Summary of responses
	Responses to specific questions
	Conclusion and next steps
	The consultation criteria
	Annex A – List of respondents


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


