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1.

At present the New Barn residential area is split between Dartford Borough,

Sevenoaks District and Gravesham Borough;
the parish of ^outhfleet;

the part situated in Dartford is in

the part in Sevenoaks is in the parish of Longfield,

whilst the part in Gravesham is unparished.

On 30 November 1979» Gravesham Borough

Council requested ue to review the boundaries between the districts of Gravesham,
Dartford and Sevenoaks in the vicinity of New Barn.

Their request was in response

to representations from the New Barn Ratepayers Association for the whole of the
New Barn residential area to be incorporated within Gravesham Borough.

The

Association based their representations on a survey of opinion which they carried
out in 1978 among the residents of New Barn on the question of whether the area
should be under one authority, and if so, which one.
majority (8?#)

The results indicated that a

of residents indicating a view preferred to see New Barn under one

authority and a large proportion (6990 of these considered that this should be
Gravesham.
2.

We noted that Kent County Council, Dartford Borough Council, Sevenoaks

District Council, and Longfield Parish Council were all opposed to a review beinp
undertaken at that time, although Kent County Council and Dartford BOrough Council
did a^ree that the current boundaries in the New Barn area were not wholly
satisfactory.

3.

Southfleet Parish Council were in favour of an early review.

We concluded that we should undertake the review requested and in a

consultation letter issued on 26 March 1981, Graveeham Borough Council were
invited to publish and submit a detailed scheme in accordance with the guidelines
laid down in our Report No. 2^7.

The issue to be considered in the review was

whether, in the interests of effective and convenient local government, there
should be a re-alignment of the boundary between the districts of Gravesham,
Dartford and Sevenoaks in the vicinity of New Barn, and if so what the new
alignment should be.

COpiesof the letter were sent to Kent County Council,

Dartford Borough Council, Sevenoaks District Council, Longfield Parish Council,
Southfleet Parish Council, New Barn Ratepayers Association, the

^embers of

Parliament for the constituencies concerned, the headquarters of the main political
parties, local newspapers circulating in the area and the local government press.
Gravesham Borough Council were asked to put a copy of a notice announcing the start
of the review and the invitation to submit a detailed scheme on display where
public notices were customarily displayed and to insert notices in the local
press.

We asked that a period of eight weeks should be allowed for comments on

the detailed scheme to be made to us after publication.

4.

Gravesham BoroUgh Council submitted their scheme on 19 October

19^1.

submission of the scheme was published in the local press and by public notice.
Comments on the scheme were invited by 18 December

5-

19&1.

^he scheme as submitted proposed a re-alignment of the boundaries between the

Borough of Graveshan, the Borough of Dartford and the District of Sevenoaks, to
bring the whole of the area known as New Barn into Gravesham

6.

In response to the scheme we received letters from Kent County Council,

Dartford Borough Council, Sevenoaks District Council, Longfield Parish Council,
Southfleet Parish Council, Tim Brinton MP, Robert Dunn MP, three political
organisations, New Barn Ratepayers Association and from six nrivate individuals.

7-

We considered the scheme and all the representations which had been made in

response to it.

We concluded that there might be a case for the unification of

the New Barn area under one district council,

but on the information available to

us we were unable to reach a conclusion as to which district would be the most
appropriate.

We therefore decided that a local meeting should be held to obtain

further information on both these issues.

8.

In accordance with Section 65(2)

of the 1972 Act, and at our request,

Mr R H D Hamilton was appointed an Assistant Commissioner to hold the meeting

and report to us.

Mr Hamilton was asked to explore the likely effects of any

suggested changes on the exercise of effective and convenient local government not only in the area in question, but also in each of the three districts affected as well as on local community interests.

He was also asked to have regard to any

evidence produced as to the weaknesses (or otherwise) of the present arrangements,
and to any clear expression of public opinion in the area.

Mr Hamilton was asked

to consider the electoral consequences of any proposed boundary changes and whatmeasures might be needed to maintain a reasonable equality of representation within
the districts and between county electoral divisions.

He was also asked to explore

«ny changes that might be desirable in the electoral arrangements of the existing
parishes of Longfield and ^outhfleet as regards both parish council size and
any parish warding arrangement.

9.

On 19 July 1983 we issued a letter, addressed jointly to Dartford Borough

Council, Gravesham Borough Council and Sevenoaks District Council, announcing the
arrangements for the local meeting.

Copies were sent to all bodies and persons who

had been sent a copy of our consultation letter of 26 March 19&1 or who had
commented on Gravesham Borough Council's scheme.

We asked the three district

councils to arrange for the publication of a notice about the local meeting for
two successive weeks in the local press, to display copies of the".nbtice -.at
appropriate places, and to place copies of comments on Gravesham Borough Council's
scheme on deposit at their main offices together with a copy of our letter of
?_6 March 1981 and a copy of the scheme, until the date of the meeting.

10.

Arrangements, were made for the local meeting to be held on

1 September 1983 starting at 11 am at Longfield School, Longfield.1

In the '

letter about the local meeting, we stated that any views which people wished

to express should be set against the background-- of the provisions of the
Local Government Act 1972 and the guidance in DOE Circular 33/?8, which
together formed the framework within which the Commission operated.

We explained

that under the terms of section 4?d)

of the Act we must be satisfied at the end

of a review that any changes we wished to propose would be in the interests of
effective and convenient local government. We also advised anyone whn intended to
speak at the meeting that it would be helpful if they were to state beforehand,

in writing, broadly what they intended to say. In response to this suggestion
letters were received from Kent County Council, Dartford Borough Council,
Southfleet Parish Council, Gravesham Labour Party, Southfleet and
New Barn Conservative Association, New Barn Ratepayers Association and

a number of private individuals.

Other written statements of what people

wanted to say were submitted during the course of the meeting.

11.
us;

On 15 September 19^3 the Assistant Commissioner submitted his report to
a copy of this is enclosed as Schedule 6.

His report describes the detailed

scheme submitted by Gravesham Borough Council and the various comments on the
scheme that we received after its publication.

It sets out comprehensively the

discussion at the meeting, the various written representations made, and the
Assistant Commissioner's own detailed inspection of the area.
New Barn should be unified under one district.

He concluded that

He rejected the scheme submitted

by Gravesham Borough Council, mainly on the grounds that New Barn was more closely
linked with Longfield than with communities in the Gravesham area and that the
scheme would be divisive of the closely inter-related communities in Longfield
and New Barn; it would also result in awkward and tightly-drawn district boundaries.
In recommending that New Barn should be incorporated within the parish of Longfield,
the Assistant Commissioner considered that the enlarged parish should ideally be
placed within Dartford **oroup;h so as to secure the open land to the north-west of
New Barn within the same district and, using the railway line, to achieve a good
southern boundary for the^Borough.

However he reached the conclusion that this

might be premature and he therefore recommended that New Barn, «s part of the
parish of Longfield, should be administered by Sevenoaks District Council.

12.

We were convinced by the Assistant Commissioner's assessment of the situation

and we accented his recommendation for the incorporation of New Barn within
Longfield parish.

However while we noted that it was his view that it would be

acceptable, in terms of effective and convenient local government, for the enlarged
parish to remain within Sevenoaks District, the Assistant Commissioner explained in
hie report that he was dissuaded-from recommending the solution he clearly
•preferred by the arguments advanced at the meeting that this would prejudge a wider
review of boundaries in the area in the future.

It appeared to us that those

arguments were based to a great extent on a misunderstanding of the statutory
provisions under which we operated.

The Local Government Act 1972 does not require

the Commission to carry out a general review of the boundaries of non-metropolitan
districts.

Section U8d)

of the Act requires us to review counties and

metropolitan districts between 19^

and 19^9;

section ^8^5) enjoins us, subject

to any directions by the Secretary of State about the timing, to keep all
non-metropolitan districts under review.

There have been no such directions and

in our view it is open to us to make proposals at any time for changes in the
boundaries of non-metropolitan districts which appear to us desirable in the
interests of effective and convenient local government, and appropriate for us to
consider doing so whever an issue comes before us.

13.

We therefore came to the conclusion that it would be appropriate to consider

transfer of the enlarged Longfield parish to Dartford Borough and decided to
formulate the following draft proposals:(i)

that the three rtarts of New Barn be unified;

(ii)

that the unified area with some adjoining open land in Gravesham
be incorporated in Longfield Parish;

(iii)

that the enlarged parish of Longfield should be transferred to
Dartford Borough;

(iv)

that the railway line should be the southern boundary for the
enlarged Lonpfield Parish and Dartford Borough and that those parts
of the present Longfield Parish to the south of the railway line
near the station and the Hartley Bottom area be transferred to

5

Fawkham Parish and Hartley Parish respectively;
(v)

that the enlarged Longfield Parish should constitute an electoral
ward for Dartford Borough represented by three councillors;

(vi)

that the representation of the ^outhfleet ward of Dartford Borough
be reduced from two councillors to one;

(vii)

that, in accordance with the Assistant Commir.si oner's recommendation,
the membership of Lonprfield Parish Council be increased from 9 to 12
councillors and that it be warded into 4 wards - West, Central, East
and North - returning 4t 1, 1 and 6 councillors respectively;

(viii) that, in accordance with the Assistant Commissioner's recommendation,
the membership of Southfleet Parish Council be reduced from 10 to 6
councillors and the boundaries of the Central (St. Nicholas) ward be
amended to take in the residue of the South ward.

14,.

We noted that our draft proposals would result in the Dartford South East

county electoral division beinp; under represented and we decided to invite
suggestions from Kent County Council and Dartford Borough Council for appropriate
adjustments to the county electoral arrangements.

15-

On 11 April 19^4 we issued a letter publishing the draft nroposals.

letter was addressed jointly to Dartford Borough Council, Gravesham Borough Council,
and Sevenoaks District Council;

copies were sent to Kent COUnty Council,

Longfield Parish Council, Southfleet Parish Council, the Members of ^arliament for
the constituencies concerned, the headquarters of the main political parties,
Southfleet and New Barn Conservative Association, D«rtford Conservative Association,
Gravesham District Labour Party, New Barn Ratepayers Association, local newspapers
circulating in the area and the local government press.

Copies were also sent to

everyone else who received a copy of the consultation letter of 19 July 19^^» and
to many as possible of the private individuals who attended the local meeting, or
sent comments to us or the Assistant Commissioner.
announced our draft pronosals.

Notices in the local press

Comments were invited by- 6 June

1984.

16,

We received letters in response to our draft proposals from Kent County

Council,

Dartford Borough Council, Graveshnm Borough Council, Sevenonks District

Council,, Fawkham Parish Council, Hartley Parish Council, Longfield Parish Council,
Southfleet Parish Council, Tim Brinton HP, Mark Wolfson MP, a county councillor,
a district councillor, 'three political organisations, New Barn Ratepayers Assn.,
the Kent Association of Parish Councils, Fawkham and District Preservation Group,
the Vicar of Longfield Parish Church and 66 private individuals.

17,

Kent County Council raised no objection to our proposals to unify the New

Barn area within the parish of Longfield and to transfer the enlarged parish to
the Borough of Dartford.

However they suggested that the area to the south of the

railway line near Longfield station had a closer affinity with the parish of
Hartley than with the parish of Fawkham.

The County Council did not envisage that

there would be any difficulties so far as the opera~ion of their services was
concerned.

18,

Dartford Borough Council welcomed all the draft proposals as being in the

best interests of effective and convenient local government and foresaw no problems
in the provision of services to an enlarged area.

19«.

Gravesham Borough Council, while accepting that New Barn should be

unified within one district, were opposed to our draft proposals.

They argued

that the Assistant Commissioner's report of the local meeting paid insufficient
regard to the guidelines in DOE circu]_ar 33/78;

they pointed to the evidence of

majority opinion in favour of inclusion within the Borough of Gravesham and
maintained that local government would be more effective and convenient if it was in
accordance with the wishes of the people;

they believed that the position of

New Barn and ease of access to the town of Gravesend linked the area more
closely with the social and administrative facilities in the Borough than with
those in Dartford on Sevenoaks;

they stated that local government services in the

area would be more cost-effective if provided by Gravesham Borough Council,

^

asked us to revert to the Borough Council's original scheme, but that if we
decided to adhere to bur proposals to unify New Barn within the parish of Longfield,
we should consider transferring the enlarged narish to Gravesham Borough;

they

suggested that the resulting boundary could be improved by the inclusion of
additional farmland to the north of Longfield.

20,

Views similar to those of the Borough Council were expressed by Tim Brinton MP,

the Gravesham Constituency Conservative Association, and two private individuals.

21.

Sevenoaks District Council agreed with our proposal to unify New Barn within

the parish of Longfield but not with our proposals for the transfer of the enlarged
parish to the Borough of Dartford and the transfer of thoseparts of Longfield
parish to the parishes of Fawkham and Hartley.
the possibility of transferring

T

he District Council argued that

Longfield parish to Dartford had not been

sufficiently discussed and asked that a local enquiry be held for this purpose.
They estimated that the transfer would increase the total cost of providing services
in the area as a whole.

They questioned the advantage seen by the Assistant

Commissioner, when examining the possible transfer of Longfield to Dartford, in
securing open land to the north-west of New Barn within the same district, and they
maintained that the area between New Barn and New Ash Green formed a cohesive unit;
in their view, Longfield's ties with the parish of SOuthfleet were less strong
than those with the parishes of Hartley and New Ash Green, whose inhabitants
looked to Longfield for day-to-day services and whose children attended Longfield
schools.

Sevenoaks District Council also took issue with our proposals to adopt the

railway line as the southern boundary of the enlarged Longfield narish, stating
that the area to the south of the station that we had ^proposed should be
transferred to Fawkham parish contained housing development which had little
affinity with the Fawkham community and also contained a car park used by railway
commuters.

Finally, the District Council did not think our proposals for the

warding of the enlarged Longfield parish would be the most suitable arrangement
and submitted their own scheme for consideration.

22.

Mark Wolfson MP supported the case put forward by Sevenoaks District

Council, whose request for a further public enquiry was also made by the Dartford
Constituency Labour Party and the Hartley and District Branch of the Labour
i
Party who considered that an enlarged Longfield parish should remain within
Sevenoaks District.

23-

Longfield Parish Council did not wish to oppose our proposal to incorporate

New Barn within their parish but, like Sevenoaks District Council, they were opposed
to the transfer of the parish to the Borough of Dartford.

They disagreed with the

proposed realignment of their boundary along the railway line;

they stated that

the transfer of the Hartley Bottom area to the parish of Hartley might seem
logical but that it had no connections with the Hartley community; they also
maintained that the area to the south of the railway station had no connection
with Fawkham.

In their view the problems of traffic management and road

maintenance both north and south of the railway line would be exacerbated since
responsibility would be divided between Kent County Council and Sevenoaks District
Council, to the south, and Dar.tford Borough Council (which exercised powers under
an agency agreement) to the north.

The Parish Council suggested that allotments

in their ownership but situated just beyond the proposed eastern boundary of the
narish should also be included.

Finally they urged that the whole of any

enlarged parish should remain .unwarded at the outset so as to encourage the
involvement of all the community.

2*f.The New Barn Ratepayers Association, while accepting some of the Assistant
Commissioner's arguments for the unification of New Barn within the parish of
Longfield, believed that more weight should have been given to the wishes of a
majority of New Barn residents in favour of inclusion within the Borough of
Gravesham.

Tjie Association felt that properties immediately to the north and east

of our proposed boundaries for the enlarged parish should also be included since
they did not form part of the nearest

communities in Southfleet and Istead Rise.

They also thought that it would be ah advantage to include within the parish open

land to the north-west in the same way that we had proposed the inclusion of
open land to the east of New Barn.
25-

Some of these points were nlso made by Mr D G W Haywnrd, a private individual,

who also suggested that the title of the enlnrged parish should include the nnme
of New Barn.
2^

Southfleet Parish Council stated that at a special parish meeting held to

discuss our draft proposals, the majority wished to renain within the Borough of
Dartford, none wished to be transferred to Sevenoaks District, while a number of
residents expressed a preference for remaining within Southfleet parish; there was
also concern for the financial viability of the parish if the area of New Barn was
lost. Three private individuals considered that there were closer social ties
between New Barn and Southfleet than there were with Longfield and.they were
opposed to the substantial changes to the -parish boundary that our draft proposals
entailed.
27.

Of the other parishes affected by our draft proposals, Fawkham Parish

Council were opposed to the transfer of Longfield parish to the Borough of Dartford,
but they had no comments on the area to the south of the railway station that we
had proposed should be transferred to Fnwkham parish.

Hartley Parish Council, who

were against the proposed transfer of Longfield parish, stated, that this area had a
closer affinity with their oarish than with Fawkham.

Fawkham and District

.Preservation Group, however, regarded the railway line as the "most'logical boundary.
28.

'^he Kent Association of Parish Councils expressed support for the incorpor-

ation of New Barn within Longfield parish but, in a separate letter, the Sevenoaks
Area Committee expressed opposition to the enlarged parish being transferred to the
Borough of Dartford.
29-

The Vicar of Longfield Parish Church welcomed the proposal to incorporate New

Barn within Longfield parish but he regarded the areas to the south of the railway
as integral parts of the parish.

He said that some local residents had reacted

favourably to the idea of the parish being transferred to the Borough of Dartford.
However, most of the private individuals who wrote to us in response to our draft
proposals were opposed to the idea of being transferred to the BoroUgh; some
because they did not wish to be part of an urban district, others because they were
satisfied with existing local government services and could see no benefit in
10

change, while some feared a rates increase.

30..

We have reassessed our draft proposals in the light of the representations

we received and the various suggestions put forward.

The substantial measure

of agreement to our proposal to unify the New Barn area and incorporate it with
the parish of Longfield has confirmed our view, based on the Assistant
Commissioner's observations, of the close connection between the communities
in Longfield and New Barn.

Nevertheless we did take into consideration the views of

Southfleet Parish Council and of those private individuals who wrote to us.
We accept that the identification

of communities cannot always be precisely

defined but we remain convinced that our proposal provides the right answer
to the question with which parish - and community - New Barn is most closely
linked.

We have noted the concern for the future viability of Southfleet

parish but we do not believe that a prospective reduction in rateable value and
electorate .ought of itself to be a determining factor against change which we
see as desirable in the interests of effective and convenient local government.
We have therefore decided to adhere to our draft proposals, for the incorporation
of New Barn within the parish of Longfield.

31.

In support of their original scheme-, Gravesham Borough Council pointed to

the importance of the wishes of the inhabitants - a point also made by the
New Barn Ratepayers

Association - and to the significance of the proximity of

New Barn to the town of Gravesend,

The Assistant Commissioner took these factors

into account in his assessment of the Borough Council's scheme and we are not
persuaded that his judgement was in any way in conflict with the guidance of DOE
Circular 33/78.

We have noted the suggestion that the enlarged Longfield parish

should be transferred to Gravesham. Borough but we do not believe that this vyould
be an improvement on our proposals.

32.

It was argued by Sevenoaks District Council and two Labour Party

:

organisations

that there had not been enough opportunity to .discuss the possible transfer of an

11

enlarged Longfield parish to the Borough of Dartford.

However, our letter of

19 July 1983 did not seek to prejudge the question of which district the
New Barn area should be within, and the various parties to the local meeting
were given the opportunity to address themselves to all the possible answers.
As we have already explained, we think their response was somewhat inhibited
by the expectation of a general review of non-metropolitan district boundaries
at some future date.

Nevertheless, the purpose of our draft proposals was to

continue the process of consultation in order that proper discussion of the
Dartford option might be achieved.

33.

We have given very careful consideration to the arguments advanced by

Sevenoaks District Council, Longfield Parish Council, other bodies, and a
number of private individuals, against our proposal to transfer the enlarged
parish of Longfield to the Borough of Dartford on the grounds, broadly, that
this would be disruptive of a wider community of interest in the area between
New Barn and New Ash Green and that it would result either in the deterioration
of local government services in the area or in the higher cost of the existing
standard of services.

However, we have also taken account of the views of Kent

County Council and Dartford Borough Council, and we are not persuaded that the
connection between the parish of Longfield, as enlarged by the addition of
New Barn, and the communities south of the railway line is of overriding
significance in terms of the pattern of community life, nor are we persuaded
that local government services would be adversely affected as a result of our
proposals.

We have therefore decided to adhere to our draft proposal to

transfer the enlarged parish of Longfield to the Borough of Dartford.

34.

We have considered the comments made to us on the detailed boundary changes

envisaged in our draft proposals.

In addition to those made by Sevenoaks

District Council and Longfield Parish Council, there were a number of objections
to our proposal to transfer the two areas of " Longfield parish

south of the

12

railway line to the parishes of Fawkham and Hartley.

We are not convinced that

either of these two areas has a particularly close connection with Longfield
parish but we accept that the area south of the railway station has no real links
with the parish of Fawkham and we note the County Council's view that it has a
closer affinity with the parish of Hartley.

We have therefore decided to amend

our draft proposals and to propose the transfer of both areas to the parish -of
Hartley.

35 . We have considered the suggestions made by the New Barn Ratepayers
Association and Mr D G W Hayward that properties to the north of New Barn with associated open land - and properties to the east should be included within
the enlarged parish of Longfield.

In addition, Longfield Parish Council suggested

extending the eastern boundary so as to include the parish council-owned
allotments.

However, the Assistant Commissioner, having heard the evidence and

inspected the area, specifically recommended against the inclusion of the properties
along the New Barn Road to the north, and in view of our proposal to transfer
Longfield parish to the Borough of Dartford we see no good reason to include
within the parish additional open land to the north-west.

Neither do we see any

case for extending the eastern boundary of the parish so as to include either the
allotments or the properties along the Walnut Hill Road.

We have therefore decided

to adhere to our draft proposals in these areas.

36, We were inclined to agree with Mr Hayward's suggestion that the name of
New Barn might be included in .the title of the new parish of Longfield.

However

we noted that under section 75 of the Local Government Act 1972 a district council
may, at the request of a parish council, change the name of a parish, and we
decided that this was a matter that could be left to the local authorities concerned

CONSEQUENTIAL ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
37. We have examined the various suggestions made to us for consequential
adjustments to the county electoral arrangements in the Borough of Dartford.

We

have concluded that the adjustments suggested by Kent County Council would

provide a satisfactory standard of representation and we have therefore decided
to include them in our final proposals.

*

38. We have noted the objections to our draft proposals for the warding of the
enlarged parish of Longfield and we have decided to accept Longfield Parish
Council's view that it would be better for the new parish to be unwarded at the
outset.

39. We hereby confirm.our draft proposals as our final proposals subject to the
amendments referred to in paragraphs 3^Land 3g above.

40. Details of our final proposals are set out in Schedules 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 to
this report.

Schedules 1 and 2 specify the proposed changes in local authority

areas; Schedules 3 and 4 specify the consequential adjustments to the existing
electoral arrangements at parish and district level respectively and Schedule 5
specifies the revised county electoral arrangements.

41.

Separate letters are being sent with copies of the report, and a large scale map illustrating our

proposals, to Kent County Council,,Dfcrtfocd Borou^i Council, Graveshem Borough Council and Sevenoaks
District Council. The three district councils are being asked to place copies of the report and mep en
deposit at their main offices, and to put notices to this effect on public notice boards and in
the local press.

The text of the notices will refer to your power to make an

Order implementing the proposals, if you think fit,

after the expiry of six weeks

from the date they are submitted to you; it will suggest that any comments on the
proposals should therefore be addressed to you, in writing, preferably within six
weeks of the date of the letter.

Copies of this report, which includes a small

sketch plan illustrating the proposed changes, are also being sent to the other
bodies and persons who received the letter about the local meeting, and to as

many as possible of the private individuals who attended the local meeting
or made written representations to us or to the Assistant Commissioner.

LS

SIGNED:

G J ELLERTON (Chairman)

J G POWELL

(Deputy Chairman)

JOAN ACKNER

TYRRELL BROCKBANK

G E CHERRY

K J NEWELL

BRIAN SCHOLES

LESLIE GRIMSHAW
Secretary
28 February 1985
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
PRINCIPAL AREA BOUNDARY REVIEW - FINAL PROPOSALS
BOROUGH OF GRAVESHAM/BOROUGH OF DARTFORD/SEVENOAKS

Note:

DISTRICT

Where a boundary is described as following a road, railway, river, canal
or similar feature, it shall be deemed to follow the centre line of the
feature, unless otherwise stated.

SCHEDULE 1

DISTRICT ALTERATIONS

1.

Boundary realignments between Sevenoaks District and the Borough of Dartford.

Area 1:

Description of a part of Longfield CP proposed to be transferred from
Sevenoaks .District to the Borough of Dartford.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing eastern
boundary of Sevenoaks District meets the southern boundary of the Rochester Bromley railway, thence northwestwards along said southern boundary to National
Grid reference TQ 6l9¥f68096, as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (B1) TQ 6168, date
of publication Sept 1979» being a point on the northern boundary of Hartley CP,
thence northwestwards along said CP boundary, the southern boundary of the railway
and continuing northwestwards and northeastwards along the northeastern boundary
of Horton Kirby and South Darenth CP to the existing northern boundary of Sevenoaks
District, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along said District boundary to
the existing eastern boundary of Sevenoaks District, thence southwards along said
District boundary to the point of commencement.

Area 2:

Description of a part of Hartley CP proposed to be transferred from
Sevenoaks District to the Borough of Dartford.

That area bounded by a line commencing on the southern boundary of Area 1, as
described above, at National Grid reference TQ 6179468157, as shown on OS 1:2500
Microfilm (B1) TQ 6168, date of publication Sept 1979, then eastwards and

southwards along said southern boundary to the southern boundary of the Rochester Bromley railway, thence northwestwards along said southern boundary to the point
of commencement.

2.

Boundary realignments between the Borough of Gravesham and the Borough of

Dartford.

Area 3- Description of a part of the non-parished area of the Borough of Gravesham
proposed to be transferred to the Borough of Dartford.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing western
boundary of the Borough of Gravesham meets the northern boundary of parcel No 5^21,
as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (C) TQ 6269, date of publication 1984, thence
eastwards along said parcel boundary and eastwards, northeastwards and southeastwards along the northern boundary of parcel No ?110 to the eastern curtilage of
No 53 Longfield Avenue, thence southwards along said eastern curtilage to a point
in line with the rear curtilage of No 18 Yew Tree Close, thence eastwards to and
along said rear curtilage and the rear curtilage of No 1? Yew Tree Close to its
northeastern corner, thence southeastwards in a straight line from said northeastern
corner to the southwestern corner of parcel No 8919* thence southwards along the
field boundary leading from said southwestern corner, to the rear curtilage of
No 15 Yew Tree Close, thence southwards along said rear curtilage, the rear
curtilages of No's 14-8 Yew Tree Close and the eastern curtilage of No 6? Longfield
Avenue to its southern most point, thence due southeastwards from said point to
the southern boundary of Longfield Avenue, thence southeastwards along said southern
boundary to the road known as Stony Corner, thence southwards along said road to
the existing northern boundary of Meopham CP, thence southwestwards along said CP
boundary to the existing western boundary of the Borough of Gravesham, thence
northwards along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

Area 3A: Description of a part of Meopham CP proposed to be transferred from the
Borough of Gravesham to the Borough of Dartford.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing western
boundary of the Borough of Gravesham meets the northern boundary of Meopham CP,
thence northeastwards along said CP boundary to the road known as Stony Corner,
thence southwestwards along said road to Nurstead Lane, thence southwestwards along
said lane to the existing western boundary of the Borough of Gravesham; thence
northwards along said Borough boundary to the point of commencement.

SCHEDULE 2
CIVIL PARISH ALTERATIONS
1.

Borough of Dartford

Areas 1, 2, 3 and ?A, as described in Schedule 1, and Area 4 as described below
shall all form the parish of Longfield, in the Borough of Dartford.

Area 4: Description of a part of Southfleet CP, proposed to form a part of
Longfield CP.

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the existing southern
boundary of the Borough of Dartford meets the rear curtilage of No58 Turnstone,
thence northeastwards along said rear curtilage, the rear curtilages of No's 56-26
Turnstone and the rear curtilages of No's 21-35 Orchard Close to the northwestern
curtilage of the property known as Nuvu, thence northeastwards along said northwestern curtilage, the western end of Southfleet Avenue and the northwestern
curtilage of the property known as Woodlands to the rear curtilage of said property,
thence eastwards along said rear curtilage and the rear curtilages of the
properties known as Dewlands, Pinewood, Sennen, Hill Crest, Kalata, Clevedon, Omega,

Balcarres, Green Hedges, The Laurels, The Haven, Laragh and Southview to the
western boundary of the footpath leading to the road known as Hart Shaw, thence
southeastwards along said western boundary to a point opposite the rear curtilage
of No 13 Hart Shaw, thence northeastwards to and along said rear curtilage and
generally eastwards along the rear curtilages of No's 15 and 18 Hart Shaw and the
western curtilages of No's 25, 28, 2k and 22 Studley Crescent to the rear curtilage
of the last mentioned property, thence southeastwards along said rear curtilage and
the rear curtilage of No 20 Studley Crescent to the southeastern curtilage of the
last mentioned property, thence southwestwards along said southeastern curtilage and
continuing southwestwards along the rear, curtilages of No's 18 -14 Studley Crescent
to the northeastern curtilage of the property known as Northavon, thence southeastwards along said northeastern curtilage to New Barn Road, thence northeastwards
along said road to the northeastern curtilage of the property known as the Lawns,
thence southeastwards to and along said northeastern curtilage and continuing
southeastwards along the rear curtilages of No's 23 - 41 Birch Close and No's 23 2? Longfield Avenue to the existing eastern boundary of the Borough of Dartford,
thence southwards along said eastern boundary and northwestwards along the existing
southern boundary of the Borough of Dartford tc the point of commencement.

2.

Sevenoaks District

Areas 5 and 6, as described below, shall be transferred from the Longfield CP to
Hartley CP.

Area 5'

That area bounded by a line commencing at the point where the northern

boundary of Fawkham CP meets the southeastern boundary of Horton Kirby and South
Darenth CP, thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to the southern
boundary of Area 1, as described in Schedule 1, thence southeastwards along said
southern boundary to the western boundary of Hartley CP, thence southwards and
westwards along said CP boundary and generally northwestwards along the northern
boundary of Fawkham CP to the point of commencement.

Area 6: That part of Longfield CP, not included in Area 1, as described in
Schedule 1, or Area 5-

SCHEDULE 3

Revised Civil Parish electoral arrangements, consequent upon the proposals described
in Schedule 2.

1.

It is proposed that the Wards of Southfleet CP shall be altered as described

below.

That part of the South Ward of Southfleet CP, not included in Area k as described
in Schedule 2, shall be transferred to the Central Ward of Southfleet CP.

SCHEDULE *f
Revised District electoral arrangements, consequent upon the proposals described
in Schedules 1 and 2.

It is proposed that the District or Borough Wards, as defined in the District of
Sevenoaks (Electoral Arrangements) order 1976, the District of Dartford (Electoral
Arrangements) Order 1975 and the Borough of Gravesham (Electoral Arrangements)
Order 1977, shall be altered as described.

1.

The Longfield Ward of the District of Sevenoaks shall be abolished.

2.

That a new ward shall be created within the Borough of Dartford, to be named

Longfield Ward and will comprise of the areas as described below.

a.

Area 1, as described in Schedule 1 shall be transferred from Longfield Ward

of the District of Sevenoaks.

b.

Area 2, as described in Schedule 1 shall be transferred from the Fawkham

and Hartley Ward of the District of Sevenoaks.

c.

Area 3i as described in Schedule 1 shall be transferred from the Istead Ward

of the Borough of Gravesham.

d.

Area 3A, as described in Schedule 1 shall be transferred from the Meopham

North Ward of the Borough of Gravesham.

e.

Area ^, as described in Schedule 2 shall be transferred from the Southfleet

Ward of the Borough of Dartford.

3-

Area 5 and 6 as described in Schedule 2 shall be transferred from the

Longfield Ward of the District of Sevenoaks to the Fawkham and Hartley Ward of the
District of Sevenoaks.

*f.

a. The Longfield Ward of the Borough of Dartford, created at 2 above, shall
return three members to the Borough Council.

b.

The number of members returned from the Southfleet Ward of the Borough

of Dartford shall be reduced from two to one.

SCHEDULE 5
Revised County electoral arrangements.

It is proposed that the County Electoral Divisions, as defined in the County of
Kent (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1981, shall be altered as described below.

1.

The existing Electoral Divisions within the Borough of Dartford shall be

abolished and the Borough redivided into five Electoral Divisions, as described
below. Each Electoral Division shall return one member to the County Council.

DARTFORD NORTH ED

The Dartford Borough Wards of Brent, Joyce Green, Littlebrook and Newtown.

DARTFORD SOUTH EAST ED

The Dartford Borough Wards of Darenth, Sutton-at-Hone and Hawley

The proposed Longfield Ward, as described in Schedule 4, and the Southfleet Ward,
as altered in Schedule *f.

DARTFORD SOUTH WEST ED

The Dartford Borough Wards of Maypole, Princes, Wilmington Central, Wilmington
East and Wilmington West.

DARTFORD WEST ED

The Dartford Borough Wards of Gundulf, Heath, Miskin

and Priory.

SWANSCOMBE AND STONE ED

The Dartford Borough Wards of Bean, Galley Hill, Greenhithe, Horns Cross, Stone
and Swanscombe.

2.

Alterations to existing Electoral Divisions, consequent upon the proposals

described in Schedules 1 and 2.

a.

Areas 1 and 2 as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the

Sevenoaks North East ED to the Dartford South East ED, as described at 1 above.

b.

Area 3, as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Tollgate

ED to the Dartford South East ED, as described at 1 above.

c.

Area 3A, as described in Schedule 1, shall be transferred from the Gravesham

Rural ED to the Dartford South East ED, as described at 1 above.

SCHEDULE 6

REVIEW OF PRINCIPAL AREA BOUNDARIES
GRAVESHAM BOROUGH, DARTFORD BOROUGH AND SEVENOAKS
DISTRICT BOUNDARIES IN THE VICINITY
OF
NEW BARN
REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
1.

INTRODUCTION

1. I was appointed by the Secretary of State for the Environment in
accordance with section 65(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 as an
Assistant Commissioner to hold a local inquiry or carry out any consultation
or investigation in respect of the review by the Local Government Boundary
Commission for England of the boundary between the districts of Gravesham,
Dartford and Sevenoaks in the vicinity of the residential area known as
New Barn. I accordingly opened a public meeting at 11 a m at Longfield
School,, Longfield, on Thursday 1st September 1983.
2. The names and addresses of persons attending the meeting and the names of
any bodies or individuals whom they represented are set out in the Appendix
to this report
2.

THE INITIATION OF THE REVIEW

3. The Gravesham Borough Council by letter to the Commission dated 30th
November 1979 asked for a review of the boundaries between the districts of
Gravesham, Dartford and Sevenoaks in the vicinity of New Barn.
4. By letter to the Graveaham Borough Council dated 26th March 1981 the
Commission, after noting that the Dartford Borough Council, Sevenoaks District
Council, Kent County Council and Longfield Parish Council were all opposed to
a review being undertaken at that time, although Kent County Council and
Dartford Borough Council did agree that the current boundaries in the New Barn
area were not wholly satisfactory, and that only Southfleet Parish Council were
in favour of an early review, stated that nevertheless they had concluded that,
having regard to Department of the Environment Circular 33/78, they should
accede to the request.

5. In their letter the Commission also asked the Gravesham Borough Council
to publish notice of the start of the review and invited them to prepare a
detailed scheme for the boundary changes they sought, the scheme to be
submitted to the Commission and the submission published in accordance with
the requirements of paragraph 6 of the Commission's Report No 287, with the
opportunity for any bodies or persons who wished to do so to submit objections,
comments or counter-proposals within eight weeks thereafter.
3.

GRAVESHAM'S SCHEME

6. In response to the foregoing invitation the Gravesham Borough Council
on the 19th October 1981 submitted a formal scheme to the Commission. The
scheme requested " a re-alignment of the boundaries of Dartford and Gravesham
Boroughs and Sevenoaks District in the New Barn area to provide for the whole
of the New Barn village development to be incorporated within the Borough of
Gravesham". The scheme detailed in words and by maps the changes requested.
7. The scheme stated that New Barn was a compact community development of
approximately half a square mile, comprising a little over 3,000 inhabitants
but divided between three district councils and two parish councils. Part
of the settlement was not represented by a parish council. The major part of the
development was within Dartford Borough and the remainder of the area was
divided between Gravesham Borough and Sevenoaks District. The area within
Dartford was also served by Southfleet Parish Council and the area within
Sevenoaks was served by Longfield Parish Council. This situation, the scheme
continued, gave rise to a number of anomalies, not least in the provision
of services and in giving the development a sense of identity. One of the
difficulties, the scheme said, in achieving the latter objective was .that
there was no focal point such as a shopping parade or village hall. Small
local centres were at Longfield, Istead Rise and Meopham, with the main shopping
centres being Gravesend, Dartford, and even Maidstone.
The area, therefore,
the scheme said, was one where consideration would have had to be given in due
course to establishing new boundaries to reflect the development which had taken
place over the last ten to fifteen years but this was not expected to happen
until the general review of non-metropolitan district boundaries in 'the late
1980's.
8. However, following the initiation of a review of parishes by the Gravesham
Borough Council in June 1978 the New Barn Ratepayers Association had conducted
a survey of every property in the New Barn area which indicated that 87.3 per
cent of households who replied would prefer to see New Barn under one authority
and of the total returns received 69 per cent jj^licated a wish that New Barn
should be incorporated in Gravesham. Therefore, the scheme said, one of the
prime objectives in preparing it was to attempt to produce a solution to the
present anomalous situation which would give New Barn as a whole a sense of
identity and also meet the wishes of /. majority of residents.
9. The cSvesham Borough Council had, the scheme indicated, sought the agreement
of the Dartford Borough Council, the Sevenoaks District Council and the Kent
County Council in making a submission to the Commission, but the agreement had
not been forthcoming.
10. The scheme then contained a detailed analysis of the actual numbers of
people voting in the Ratepayers Association survey referred to in paragraph 8
above which revealed that 63.8 per cent of Dartford residents wished to see
New Barn within Gravesham, 88.7 per cent of Gravesham residents wished to
remain with that authority and 46.7 per cent of Sevenoaks residents also wished
to see New Barn within Gravesham. It was submitted that, clearly, there was a
strong feeling in New Barn that the whole area should be incorporated within

Gravesham.
11.

The scheme also analysed the position by reference to other criteria

set out in Circular 33/78, and the following is a brief summary of the analysis (a) Means of communication and transport facilitj.e^ - Distance to
Gravesend 5-6 miles, to Dartford 7 miles, to Sevenoaks 10 miles,
direct bus service only to Gravesend.
(b) Development and expected development - New Barn was entirely surrounded
by Metropolitan Green Belt and no further development was likely save
for a scheme for 47 properties at the junction of Longfield Hill and
New Barn Road (The Yews).
(c) Shopping and other facilities - Most residents came to Gravesend for major
shopping. Gravesend was an employment centre, though it was probably
fair to assume that many residents of New Barn were commujfters to London.
(The details in the scheme of education facilities were incorrect and have
since been corrected by Kent County Council). For social, recreational
and cultural facilities most residents would look to Gravesend, and the
scheme contained a table giving the comparative facilities. Hospital
facilities were split between Dartford and Gravesend with the predominance
of beds at Dartford. The district health authority serving New Barn
would be one comprising Dartford and Gravesend and the northern wards of
Sevenoaks District. Most residents would attend a group doctors' practice
in Longfield. Gravesham's local government services, such as highways,
refuse collection etc,were provided from the Brookvale Depot, 3 to 4
miles away, Dartford's from Overy, Dartford, 7 miles, and Sevenoaks from
Swanley, 6 miles. The Boundary Commission for England had been recommended
to include, inter alia, the Longfield ward of Sevenoaks District in the
Dartford Constituency, to which Sevenoaks had made no objection so that,
in Parliamentary terms, the Boundary Commission and Sevenoaks acknowledged
that there was little or no affinity of Longfield and New Barn with
Sevenoaks.
12. Following publication of the submission of Gravesham's scheme various
representations were made to the Commission as follows (1) From the Kent County Council stating that from the County Council
standpoint it was considered that, from the aspect of encouraging a
development of a sense of community, it was probably desirable to
amalgamate the New Barn development into one principal area, though it
was not proposed to express any view as to the ultimate location. The
representation also gave details of the education arrangements, concluding
on this aspect that some problems would be removed if the New Barn area
as a whole came within the Sevenoaks area. The representation also gave
details of the effect of various possible boundary changes on county
electoral divisions.
(2) From the New Barn Ratepayers Association stating that they were wholly
in agreement with the aim of the Gravesham Borough Council but asking
for an extended area to the north along New Barn Road to be included in
the scheme. There was also a further representation from the Association
commenting on various statements in the Longfield Parish Council's
representation (no. (9) below).
(3) from Mr. Tim Brinton M P for Gravesend, saying tnat since he became a
prospective candidate in 1975 it had become clear to him that the
population living in New Barn looked automatically towards Gravesend
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as their local town and felt there was a natural relationship within
that borough boundary. He was therefore delighted that this review
was taking place and would hope that any decision would take account
of the close relationship between New Barn and Gravesend.
(4) From Mr. K. Brooks, a long standing member of the Ratepayers Association
living in the Dartford part of New Barn, supporting the Association's
views.
(5) From Mr. R.W. Kingsbury, O.B.E., living in the Longfield Parish part,
supporting the Association's views.
(6) From Dartford Borough Council enclosing copies of the results of a joint
survey carried out by the Dartford and Gravesham Borough Councils at New
Barn and drawing the attention of the Commission to (a) the lesser
number of Dartford residents at New Barn who had now indicated they
favoured a transfer to Gravesham - 199 (49.9 per cent of replies
received - 30 per cent of total forms delivered to residents) as
compared with 291 (63.8 per cent) shown in the referendum results under-: ."
taken by the New Barn Ratepayers Association, and (b) the serious overall
effect any reduction in the area and rateable value would have on the
Borough. The representation also re-iterated the Council's view that
they considered it was premature to deal with the New Barn area in
isolation and any review should await a general review of non-metropolitan
district boundaries. They also supported the Southfleet Parish Council's
representation (no. (8) below).
(7) From the Sevenoaks District Council opposing the Gravesham scheme or any
other proposal for the transfer of any part of Longfield Parish and
Sevenoaks District to either Dartford or Gravesham. and submitting counterproposals for the inclusion of the Dartford and Gravesham parts which
together comprised New Barn with Longfield Parish and Sevenoaks District.
(8) From Southfleet Parish Council objecting to New Barn going to Gravesham
and stating that the whole geographical area of New Barn west of
Nurstead Avenue should be administered by Dartford Borough for reasons
detailed. The representation also contained detailed comments that many
of the submissions in the Gravesham scheme were irrelevant or incorrect.
(9) From Longfield Parish Council that they did not dispute that a case
might exist for some rationalisation of boundaries in the New Barn area,
to the extent that the previous situation was worsened under the 1972 Act.
No evidence had been presented to suggest that services provided by any
one of the District/Borough Councils was either inferior or superior to
that of the others or that unification would lead to significant
improvement in efficiency or quality of service. No case had been made
to support the proposed unification of New Barn at the cost of the
fragmentation of the Parish of Longfield. That being so the time was not
appropriate to take steps of this nature and consideration of the New Barn
question should be deferred so that the achievement of any degree of
rationalisation of boundaries should take place at the time of the general
review of non-metropolitan boundaries in the late 1980's. The part of
Longfield claimed by Gravesham was not and never had been part of the
so-called "New Barn" area. In the main, the development within Longfield
occurred earlier and led to natural physical and social ties with
Longfield. It was only since the wholesale infilling north of the ridge
which currently forms the boundary (ie those parts of New Barn in
Dartford and Gravesham Boroughs) that the claim of continuous development
could be made. Tacit acceptance of this view was confirmed by the Kent
County Council's siting of it's Longfield/New Barn boundary sign on New Barn
Road north of the junction with Pescot Avenue.
The representation also

pointed out that there was no agreement and contained criticsm
of the Ratepayers Association survey referred to in the Gravesham
scheme. It also contained details of a survey undertaken by the
Parish Council within the Parish, the results of which showed that
72.96 per cent replied; of those who replied in the whole Parish 10
per cent were in favour of the transfer to Gravesham and 90 per cent
against, while in the area proposed for transfer, out of the 84 per cent
who replied (108 valid papers) 14 per cent were in favour of transfer
to Gravesham and 86 per cent against. The representation also stated
that Longfield Parish owned two areas of recreation grounds and two
areas of allotment gardens as well as providing a good standard of
amenity street lighting throughout the Parish. It also gave details
of the facilities in the Parish including the railway station, some 35
shops and 3 schools. If the Gravesham proposal were implemented the
already long narrow Parish, less than half a mile wide, would have a
wedge driven into it, reducing it at its narrowest centre part to no
more than 300 yards in width and destroying the entity of the historic
hamlet of Longfield Hill and the main part of the village that has
developed from it. Unification in Gravesham would have a wholly opposite
effect in Longfield; unity of planning approach currently enjoyed within
the Longfield Valley and adjoining Hartley Bottom (an area of outstanding
natural beauty) under Sevenoaks District would be totally destroyed
should Gravesham become responsible for planning matters for part of the
north side of the Valley, part of which dominated Hartley Bottom. The
representation went on to say that, while having no territorial ambition
of its own, the Longfield Parish Council considered that the area of
New Barn depended to such an extent upon the services and facilities of
Longfield that, if any move towards unification could be justified, it
should be achieved by incorporation of the whole of New Barn in the
Parish of Longfield.
(10) From Mr. Robert J. Dunn, M P for Dartford, saying that the vast majority
of the New Barn community was within the present Dartford Local Authority
area. Any proposal to take New Barn out of Dartford would, he believed
seriously and adversely affect the social and geographical area of the
Dartford community. The arguments given to the Commis-sion by Southfleet
Parish Council and by other interested parties in favour of the whole of
New Barn being under the control and guidance of one local authority were
arguments that he completely supported; but it also appeared to him that
to undertake piecemeal re-organisation of New Barn without taking account
of other changes to the Dartford community would at this stage be wrong.
There was much concern in the Swanscombe and Greenhithe parts of the
Dartford area as to where that particular section of the Dartford
community's interest lay. Until 1955 Swanscombe was part of the Gravesend
community, and the movement for Swanscombe was towards Gravesend rather
than Dartford. To take account of change for New Barn while excluding
changes that ought to take place with regard to Swanscombe would in his
view be wrong. Nevertheless he understood that the Commission's brief
was to consider New Barn and he must therefore register his total and
complete support for the inclusion of all the New Barn community within
the Dartford Local Authority area.
(11) From the Southfleet and New Barn Conservative Association criticising the
Ratepayers Association survey and the Gravesham scheme. In particular,
the Conservative Association continued, the reduction of 1,500 votes which
the scheme would entail in the Dartford Borough Council area could,
they thought,bring ever more pressure and unwelcome attention from the
GLC to absorb Dartford, particularly as the loss of one of its better
rural areas would leave Dartford more urban in its environment.

New Barn, they said, had for centuries been part of the ancient Parish
of Southfleet and there was no good reason now to take it elsewhere.
If New Barn went to Gravesham it would lose parish representation. The
part of New Barn now within Gravesham Borough should be taken into the
Dartford Borough Council area and given representation on Southfleet
Parish Council. It was not their intention to make any representations
in regard to those parts of Longfield Parish commonly known as New Barn.
Longfield Parish was already fairly small and they considered there
should be no moves to reduce it further.
(12) From the Dartford Conservative Association criticising the Ratepayers
Association survey and pointing out that it did not ask whether the
ratepayers felt they needed a parish council. Whilst it was agreed 87
per cent of households would prefer to see New Barn come under one
authority one wondered whether the 69 per cent who indicated that they
wished to be part of Gravesham was based on the fact that they had greater
links with Gravesham or the fact that they wanted to seek lower rates.
It was an identification with an area and not rateage that was to be taken
into account. Roughly three-quarters of New Barn was within the Dartford
Borough Council district and the ancient Parish of Southfleet. New Barn
was under the former RDC of Dartford together with the Sevenoaks part
of New Barn. The representation continued with criticsm of various matters
stated in the Gravesham scheme. They supported the views of the Longfield
Parish Council, and those of the Southfleet Parish Council that Southfleet
should be extended to Nurstead Avenue (to take in the Gravesham part) and
the boundary with Longfield Parish should not be altered. To remove
New Barn would lower the social mix which was one of the canons of the 1972
boundary review. They also criticised the electoral arrangements which
would result from the Gravesham scheme.
(13) From the Gravesend Constituency Labour Party, Gravesham District Labour
Party and the Gravesham Council Group of Labour Councillors opposing the
Gravesham scheme, criticising the Ratepayers Association Survey,/stating
that there was no case for dealing with boundaries in the New Barn' area
in advance of any general review of non-metroplitan district boundaries.
If, however, the Commission wished to proceed, for they recognised that an
anomaly existed, it was their view that the New Barn area as a whole should
be united inside the Parish of Longfield in the District of Sevenoaks, and
the representation gave details of reasons for this association of New
Barn with Longfield, and concluded that the overwhelming balance of argument
showed that New Barn was linked in all relevant ways with Longfield and it
had no affinities with Gravesham.
(14) From Mr. T.V. Cottarn of The Drive, Longfield, objecting to the Gravesham
scheme which would transfer The Drive (at present in Longfield Parish) into
Gravesham.
(15) From Mr. Michael Harwood of 27, Pincroft Wood, New Barn (in the Dartford
part) supporting the present link of New Barn with Southfleet. The main
reason for the Gravesham scheme was, he said, economical and political
greed though noone would admit this. "Please leave us as we are".
A representation was also made to Gravesham Borough Council and passed by them to
the Comission from Mr. J. Bradley, of Meopham, supporting Gravesham's scheme
because the people of New Barn wished it and New Barn was so close to Istead Rise,
Meopham and Gravesend it made sense at least:on the map.
4. THE SCOPE OF THE MEETING
13. The Commission considered the Gravesham scheme and the representations
received in response to it. They concluded that there might be a case for the
unification of the New Barn area under one district council; but that, on the
information before them they would be unable to reach a conclusion as to which

district would be the moist appropriate. They;, therefore, arranged for me to
conduct the local meeting to obtain further information on both issues. The
Commission's letter convening the meeting stated that I had been asked to
explore the likely effects of any suggested changes on the exercise of
effective and convenient local government - not only in the area in question,
but also in each of the three districts affected - as well as on local community
interests and that I would also have regard to any evidence produced as to the
weaknesses (or otherwise) of the present arrangements, and to any clear
expression of public opinion in the area. The letter stated that I would also
be seeking views on the electoral consequences of any proposed boundary changes.
14. The local meeting was advertised in the local press and copies of the
Commission's letter convening and giving details of the meeting together with
copies of the Commission's letter of 26th March 1981 initiating the review (see
paragraph 4 above) and copies of the Gravesham scheme and of the representations
made to the Commission in response to it were placed on deposit for public
inspection at the offices of the three principal councils.
15.

The Commission's letter convening the meeting also stated that it would

be helpful to me to have a copy in writing of what - in broad outline at least anyone proposing to speak at the meeting proposed to say. In response to this
request the following were received (1) A written statement from the Dartford Borough Council together with a
press cutting from the Dartford and Swanley Chronicle of the Kentish Times
dated llth August 1983 headed "A village divided" and with photographs of
various local residents and giving their opinions.
(2) A letter from the Kent County Council confirming their earlier conclusions
(see paragraph 12(1) above) and raising three further points.
(3) A letter from the Southfleet Parish Council enclosing a copy of their
1981 representation (see paragraph 12(8) above) and saying that if any
alterations were made at the Council's meeting on 26th August 1983 they
would be sent by express post.
(4) A letter and outline statement from Mr. R.H. Avery on behalf of himself
and the New Barn Ratepayers Association.
(5) A letter from Mr. Jim Brown as Agent/Organiser of the Gravesham Labour
Party.
Other written statements of what people intended to say were put in in the course
of the meeting.
In addition the following written statements were received but were not presented
orally (6) A letter from Mr. T.G. Yarrow, as a member of Longfield Parish Council,
expressing his personal interest that he was quite happy and satisfied
with things as they are.
(7) A letter from Mr. A.R. Bassam, as Sevenoaks District Councillor for the
village of Longfield and a member of Longfield Parish Council, saying that
he would be away on the day of the hearing but confirming his complete
and utter support of the submission sent in by the Longfield Parish
Council and Sevenoaks District Council
(8) A letter from the Kent Association of Parish Councils saying that the
Association were not able to comment on the local issues involved nor
would it wish to do so for fear of siding with one Parish Council against

another, but there were two important principles at stake - (1) that
contained in Department of the Environment Circular 121/77 paragraph 7
as to the importance of community and that a community should not be
split into two or more parishes let alone two or more principal areas, and
(2) that the majority of New Barn was currently located within a
parished area, which was as it should be, and the Association requested
that the remaining unparished part of New Barn be transferred to the
larger parished part.
(9) From the Southfleet and New Barn Conservative Association opposing the
Gravesham scheme. They criticised the Ratepayers Association survey and
said that the reduction of 1,500 voters in the Dartford area would bring
pressure and unwelcome attention from London to absorb Dartford, that
Gravesham Councillors would have a higher electorate whereas boundary
changes should reduce over-weight electorates, that talcing New Barn
elsewhere would be change for change's sake and divisive of a very
closely knit Parish, that New Barn would lose parish representation which
the Conservative Association oplored, and that Longfield Parish should
not be reduced. They submitted that the review was untimely and should
form part of the general review 1984-89, but that, if it was to be
proceeded with now,the part of New Barn within Gravesham should be brought
into Dartford Borough and given representation on Southfleet Parish
Council.
16. In opening the meeting, I stressed what had already been stated in the
Commission's letter, namely that at the end of the review the Commission must
by the 1972 Act be satisfied that any changes they might wish to propose must be
in the interests of effective and convenient local government. I also indicated
that there were various courses or options open to which I thought I should
give my attention in reporting to the Commission, namely (1) the do nothing course;
(2) acceptance of Gravesham1s scheme;
(3) acceptance of Gravesham's scheme for the Dartford part only;

(4) the transfer of the Gravesham and Longfield parts to Dartford;
(5) the transfer of the Gravesham part only to Dartford;

(6) the transfer of the Gravesham and Dartford parts to Longfield Parish;
(7) the transfer of the Dartford part only to Longfield Parish;

(8) if (6)J or (7) were adopted, whether Longfield should be in Sevenoaks or
Dartford.
In each case it would be necessary to consider any details of boundaries, whether
the resulting area should be parished, whether the parish should be warded,
and the effect of each course on county electoral divisions and borough or
district electoral wards.
17.

I proposed that, subject ;to any comments, -

(1) Gravesham, as the initiators of the process, should introduce the
subject, followed by any supporters of theirs;
(2) Dartford, as the Borough with the largest part of New Barn, should speak
next, followed by Southfleet Parish Council and any supporters;
<3) Sevenoaks with Longfield Parish and their supporters should then speak;
(4)

the County Council and other non-committed parties should then speak;

(5) there should be a general discussion.

But I did not wish to place any rigid constraint on the procedure; the
important thing was that everyone should have a fair hearing. There were no
objections to this proposed procedure, and it was generally followed with free
discussion at the relevant points.
5.

THE DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING

18. At the outset Mr. G.W. Swift, Deputy County Secretary, Kent County
Council, representing the County Council, said that there were three County
Councillors present who wished to speak but they would be speaking as individuals
and not on behalf of the County Council.
(1) Gravesham's case
19. Mr. G. Chesworthf Assistant Solicitor, Gravesham Borough Council, on behalf
of the Borough Council said that, as Gravesham saw the matter in dispute, there
were three issues (1) whether there was a case for the unification of New Barn in
one district;
(2) whether the whole matter should be deferred;
(3) if there was a case for unification, which district would be the
most suitable for effective and convenient local government and
the wishes of the inhabitants of New Barn themselves.
20. As to (1) Mr. Chesworth said (i) the County Council in their letter of 18th December 1981 (see paragraph
12(1) above) had stated that from the aspect of encouraging a sense of
community it was probably desirable to amalgamate New Barn into one
administrative area;
(il)

as mentioned in paragraph 5.2 on p 16 of the Gravesham scheme the view
taken by Dartf/ord and Gravesham at a meeting of the three councils on
8th January 1980 was that a serious anomaly existed in the area, although
no agreement was reached as to how it might be resolved and Sevenoaks
disputed the need for any change of boundaries;

(iii)

at the public hearing into recommendations for Parliamentary constituency
boundaries for the County of Kent in 1980 the Commissioner, Mr. Michael
Laver, had been of the view, referring to New Barn, that there was a
genuine grievance in this area (see paragraph 2.6 and 2.7 of the
Gravesham scheme);

(ivX

Gravesham were still of opinion that there was a serious anomaly.

21. As to (2) Mr. Chesworth said that on deferment some assistance could be
derived from Circular 33/78 paragraph 13 (indicating that any comprehensive
review of a non-metropolitan district not carried out by 1984 might in practice
have to wait until 1990 but during 1978 to 1983 requests involving the alteration
of non-metropolitan districts would be considered under the criteria stated in
paragraphs 14 to 16 of the Circular, which would provide an opportunity for the
detailed review of boundaries, for example those straddled by development, for
which there was not time during re-organisation). His submission was that,
if I did form the view that there was a serious anomaly here and recommended the
Secretary of State accordingly, he should not postpone the review.

22. As to (3), which authority would provide most effective and convenient
local government, Mr. Chesworth invited me to conclude that the nearest centre
for the social and cultural activities which one would expect a district council
or principal area to provide was clearly Gravesend and similarly the nearest
centre for the provision of local government services was at Gravesend with
all the convenience and efficiency that would imply. He had two colleagues
(Mr. Hinds and Mr. Yorke, see paragraphs 31-33 below) to elaborate on that.
23. Also as to (3), on the wishes of the local inhabitants, there had been two
surveys (see paragraphs 8, 10 and 12(6) above) (1) by the Ratepayers Association
and (2) the joint exercise by Dartford and Gravesham Borough Councils. His
submission was that both surveys showed that far and away the majority of
inhabitants of New Barn who had expressed an opinion would prefer unification
and would prefer unification with Gravesend as opposed to the other two
candidates .
**. Dealing with one objection which had been made, Mr. Chesworth said it
had been contended that prior agreement of the three Councils was a pre-irequisite,
He felt some assistance could be derived from paragraph 15 of the Circular
(Changes in non-metropolitan districts will not be ruled out simply because they
seem likely to be controversial. Substantial agreement on proposals is,
however, likely to facilitate and expedite all stages of the procedure leading
to change). That meant, he said, that the absence of agreement was not an
insuperable objection to change. The paragraph was saying that agreement would
expedite change.
2l". He criticised the Longfield survey (see paragraph 12(9) above) in that it
appeared to be a questionnaire sent to every household in Longfield and not the
part in New Barn only, it appeared not to have had a detailed explanation
accompanying it as the Ratepayers Association's survey had had, and no reference
to services supplied as the latter had had. At this point Mrs. Margaret Kapff,
a resident in Southfleet, said Southfleet had not bem surveyed. Mr. R.H. Avery,
representing the Ratepayers Association ,said that we were talking at crosspurposes. We had been talking of a survey in Longfield Parish and Mrs. Kapff
was talking of Southfleet Parish; noone was claiming that New Barn was a parish
and all we were talking about was the part of New Barn in Longfield Parish
and the part in Southfleet Parish. Mrs. Margaret Stubbs said that she was a
resident in the Southfleet Parish part of New Barn. New Barn on the map was a
complete circle and for it to be divided up was ridiculous. We had waited a
long time. It didn't matter in which district they went but Gravesend was best.
New Barn should be on its own as a single place.
2o. Mr. Chesworth, continuing, also submitted that, if New Barn was wholly with
Gravesham, this would not seriously prejudice the Dartford Borough Council
because when you looked at the appendices to the statement which they had put
in (see paragraph 15(1) above and paragraphs 59, / ^^l&w1?, being appendices
giving a rateable value league table, the number of domestic properties league
table and the population league table of districts in Kent including the before
and after Gravesham scheme positions of Gravesham, Dartford and Sevenoaks , the
greatestbefore and after difference to Dartford would be of the order of 0.7 per
cent in the domestic properties league. Although there might be change it would
not seriously harm Dartford Council. He had also noticed a reference in the
Dartford statement to postal services, but that was not an aspect of local
government.
27. As to the parishing of the New Barn area, Mr. Chesworth said that, as he
understood it, when the original proposal for change arose New Barn did not want
to be parished; he submitted that the main concern today was with the principal
areas, not parishing.
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28. Afr. Chesworth put in a plan showing the area of New Barn in Dartford and
Sevenoaks which Gravesham proposed for incorporation into Gravesham and also
a plan showing the additional houses to the north in New Barn Road which the
Ratepayers Association proposed for transfer from Dartford to Gravesham (see
paragraph 12(2) above). Gravesham Council, he said, agreed with the Association
over this extension.
29. Mr. B.J. Rowbotham, Assistant in the Borough Secretary's Administration,
Grayesham Borough Council, said that Gravesham's Parish Review had been sent
to the Commission and passed on to the Secretary of State. Notice of the
review had been published inviting comments on areas which might be parished.
He understood that in their response to the review the New Barn Ratepayers
Association were seeking unification not parishing. The reason the Gravesham
part was unparished was historical. Mr. Edward Moore, County Councillor for
Partford SE including Southfleet, said that the Gravesham part was not parished
because it had been in the Northfleet Urban District. Mr. Avery then explained
that the present boundary between Dartford and Gravesham Boroughs was the boundary
between the old Northfleet Urban District to the east and south of that the Strood
Rural District and to the west the old Dartford Rural District. Longfield Parish
and Hartley and Ash had also been in the old Dartford Rural District. What was
new in boundaries in the 1972 re-organisation was that Sevenoaks District (the old
Sevenoaks Urban and Rural Districts to the south) had been extended northwards.
Mrs. Sheila Eames, Sevenoaks District Councillor for Hartley and Fawkham,
confirmed that the new Sevenoaks District had been extended northwards to take
in part of the old Dartford Rural District.
30. Mr. Rowbotham said that there were five parishes in Gravesham Borough,
Cobham, Luddesdown, Shorne, Higham and Meopham which was nearest to New Barn.
Gravesham had invited representations from the unparished areas for parishing and
had themselves proposed a parish for Chalk but the majority of people there
opposed it. Mr. Jim Brown, Gravesham Labour Party, said that the five parish
councils were inherited parish councils; he understood that the prcposal for a
parish at Chalk did not come from the Borough Council. Mrs. M. Noreen Salway,
Chairman of the Southfleet Parish Council (who had also signed the written
statement of the Southfleet and New Barn Conservative Association as Chairman
of the Association, see paragraph 15(9) above) asked, if New Barn were a separate
parish, where would their meetings be ? They did not want a community hall.
31. Mr. Terence Hinds, Assistant Technical Officer, Gravesham Borough Council,
said that there would be little difficulty in extending all of the services
currently operated by the Technical Department to cover the Dartford and Sevenoaks
areas of New Barn; current staff resources would be sufficient and the manual
work force would need to be increased by one refuse loader only; existing
vehicles and plant would be sufficient. Most Technical Department services were
managed by staff based at the Brookvale Depot, 3i miles from New Barn, or
.. ;
Northfleet Town Hall, 4^ miles. Dartford's services were mostly administered from
Dartford Town, 7 miles. Most of Sevenoaks services were managed from Sevenoaks,
14 miles, though certain were based at Swanley, 6 miles. Gravesham
administration would mean quicker response times, lower costs (eg, transport and
staff) in view of the shorter distance from offices and depots. This would mean
greater efficiency and effectiveness. In reply to a question from Southfleet
as to additional traffic, he said the Gravesham vehicles would come down New Barn
Road through Southfleet 3 or 4 times a day. The refuse fleet would be sufficient
to meet the increased demand; one crew would need to be increased by one man on one
or two days each week. Gravesham operated a "point of storage*' collection system
with plastic sacks whereas Dartford used a "font of property" collection system less convenient for householders. Existing resources would be sufficient to
operate the street cleansing, abandoned vehicle removal, highway maintenance,
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cesspool emptying and environmental health department services. Gravesham
employed a full-time Public Paths Officer to manage countryside footpaths and
bridleways, whereas neither Dartford nor Sevenoaks had such a full-time officer.
Gravesham employed a Dog Warden for 19£ hours a week, whereas Dartford employed
a "free-lance" Dog Warden for 5 hours a week experimentally and Sevenoaks did
not have one. There were 3,000 car parking spaces in Gravesend and, except perhaps
on the Saturday before Christmas, there was always space. Emergency services were
operated from the Brookvale Depot where a security officer was available every
hour of every day able to bring into force any emergency service.
32. Mr. Raymond Yorke, Principal Planning Officer with Gravesham Borough Council,
then dealt with two points. First, the only bus service serving New Barn was
the 489/490 service to Gravesend (between Gravesend and Ash). There was no
direct service from New Barn to Dartford, and to travel to Dartford by bus
involved a change at Longfield Station on to the 423 service (Longfield to
Dartford), and the timetables, of which he gave some particulars, did not
allow a good connection. Information received from Kent County Council
indicated that whilst the 489/490 service was less profitable than the 423
service, this was mainly because it did not collect much traffic in the
Gravesend/Northfleet urban area compared with the traffic which the 423 service
collected in the Dartford urban area. Bus patronage was predominantly in the
direction of Gravesend, eg Kent County Council surveys on Saturday 19th
February and Tuesday 15th February 1983 showed 56 and 52 passengers alighting
at New Barn from the Gravesend direction and 7 and 20. from the Longfield
direction respectively,' the increase in the Longfield passengers on the Tuesday
suggesting that they were mainly for travel to work.
33. Secondly, on planning policy, Mr. Yorke said that the approved North West
Kent Town Map forming part of the development plan, an extract from which he
put in, showed green belt policy as applying all round New Barn, though the Yews
area now in course of development had been left a white area by a ministerial
modification. The Kent Structure Plan was supportive of green belt and
countryside restraint policies. The Borough of Gravesham Local Plan, which
had been approved by the Borough Council but was not yet operative, was also
supportive of these policies and defined the boundaries of that part of New Barn
within Gravesham tightly around the boundaries of existing development and a
similar approach could be taken to those parts which currently lay outside
Gravesham. Sevenoaks had produced a draft Local Plan and Dartford had resolved
to prepare one. He did not think that the Government's current draft circular
on development in green belts would make any difference to the way operative
plans were used. At the time the North West Kent Town Map was prepared a
consistent attitude was easy to achieve as Kent County Council was the local
planning authority for the whole of Kent. From 1974 the position changed with
Kent as the strategic planning authority with the three separate district planning
authorities each with power to determine the great majority of planning
applications in its own area and each with power to prepare plans for its area.
The Kent County Council were also preparing a countryside subject local plan
which showed the area to the north-west of New Barn as an area of special
significance to agriculture and the area to the east as of special landscape
value, though it left an area to the north-east towards Istead Rise white, but
this was still covered by the green belt policy in the other plans.
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34. Mr. K.E.M. Leadbeater, Dartford Borough Councillor, said he did not know
how things would improve if there were one authority because the land in
Dartford would still be agricultural. Mr. Yorke said this was true. There
was not an insuperable problem. If development was proposed on adjacent land
to New Barn that district council would be required to consult Gravesham.
There was a procedure for consultation where applications'/for development were
on the boundary of a district. He was not aware of any current outstanding
applications in the Gravesham part and was not aware of being notified of
any in adjacent districts. Mr. F. Barker, Southfleet Parish Councillor, said
that his company owned all the land on the Dartford side of New Barn. His
company were a farming company and they had not put in any applications for
development. Mr. Yorke said that when consultations took place on the Gravesham
Local Plan there was no suggestion that people wanted to develop in the Gravesham •;
green belt, but there could be at the final stage. It was the Gravesham practice
to notify planning applications to people whom they thought likely to be
affected. Mrs. Salway said that Southfleet Parish Council were consulted on
planning applications by Dartford Borough.
(2) The New Barn Ratepayers Association's case
35. Mr. R.H. Avery, for the New Barn Ratepayers Association, said that he had
retired after 40 odd years in London local government. We had spent a lot of
time that morning in talking of large scale strategic plans, developing into
rival claims between different authorities. He would like to bring this down
to what people really wanted. He intended (1) to show that present boundaries were unsatisfactory;
(2) to show that a change was needed to bring New Barn into one district;
(3) to indicate why that district should be Gravesham.
36. The first point had already been touched on by several speakers. The
boundaries were not clearly recognisable. For much of the way they followed
footpaths but in many places they deviated from these. The boundaries,
particularly that between Dartford and Gravesham went through the gardens of
properties and in one case buildings; roads were divided between districts;
two dead-ends were sub-divided between two districts. It would be impossible
to beat the bounds in the old-fashioned way. In Poplars Close one house was
in^ravesham and the rest in Dartford. Which Council should collect the refuse ?
In fact Gravesham rather sensibly reached agreement with Dartford that Dartford
do it. Refuse vehicles from the two Boroughs had to go along The Oval. There
was a further complication that some houses in Dartford had front entrances in
Gravesham, and someone had had to make a planning application for a garage to
the two authorities. There was a small open space at the end of The Oval, and
the boundary went across the middle; on one side the trees were subject to a
tree preservation order, on the other side they were not. In the case of the
development at The Yews, the house had originally been in Dartford, but now there
were 40 houses split between Dartford and Sevenoaks. The problem of who should
do the refuse collection should not arise. This was not conducive to effective
and convenient local government and was confusing to residents with 3 borough
or district councils, 2 parish councils, 2 M Ps (until recently 3) and a polling
district called New Barn (East) lying to the west of one called New Barn. The
boundaries were nonsense and were not sensible even before the 1974 re-organisation,
The three district Councils all agreed that development was now complete unless
there was some radical change in Government planning policy, so there was no
reason not to rectify the anomalies now.
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37. As to the second point, Mr. Avery said that New Barn had originated from
a former landed estate, the New Barn Estate. It was a compact residential area
surrounded by open, mainly farming, type land and separated by open land from
the village of Southfleet and from Longfield to the south-west; it was
separated from Istead Rise to the north-east and Meopham to the south-east.
There were advantages in having the area in the district of one local planning
authority. He did not think that the planning policies of the Councils were
so different as to affect very much what happened, but it was desirable to have
consistency. There was an advantage in having one authority to go to. And
for refuse and street cleansing, avoiding duplication of vehicles meant avoiding
duplication of costs. The street lighting position differed because of
differences about what was wanted. The residents in New Barn alone had not been
asked what they wanted. Mrs. Salway intervened to say that the Southfleet part
of New Barn had been surveyed as part of the whole Parish, and the people from
New Barn did not want street lighting. Mr. A.C. Deakin, a member of the
Association from the Gravesham part of New Barn, said that the clue to the
difference in lighting policy turned on the difference between the old Dartford
Rural and Northfleet Urban Districts. Some in the Northfleet part had had it
wished on them willy nilly, and it was unpopular with a lot of residents.
Mr. Avery, continuing, said that all factors had been taken into account when
the residents voted on the two specific occasions on putting New Barn into one
district, a question not asked in the Longfield Parish survey. There had been
a significant response to both polls and in each an overwhelming majority for
unitfication, 87 per cent in the case of the Association's referendum in 1978
and 88 per cent in the joint Dartford - Gravesham poll of 1982,
38. It being about 1. 20 p m I adjourned the meeting for lunch and resumed
at 2. 30 p m.
39. Mr. Avery then dealt with his third point - Why Gravesham ? This he said
was primarily based on the voting in the two surveys, a majority of 69 per cent
of those voting in the Association's 1978 referendum and of 71 per cent in the
Dartford - Gravesham poll in 1982; even if the Longfield Parish Council's poll
figures were added to the latter, there was still a significant majority for
Gravesham. The Association had not attempted to find out why the voters so
voted, but there were a number of factors, distance to the Town Hall, cinema
or major shopping centre. Gravesham was 50 per cent nearer in distance than
Dartford and Sevenoaks was twice as far as Dartford; time and the cost of travel
were factors; he hesitated to think how one would get to Sevenoaks by public
transport. Distance was part of the cost of services such as refuse, and
Gravesham Depot was nearer. These were all factors which would have been taken
into account.
40. Everyone admitted, Mr. Avery continued, that rates were a varying factor.
The county rate, which was the predominant rate, was the same for all three
districts, and the water rate was nothing to do with local government. The
borough rate was only a small proportion. Nevertheless the Gravesham rate had
for some years been a little lower than Dartford or Sevenoaks, though for the ;
current year Gravesham was a little more than Sevenoaks. More important was the
value people put on the services they enjoyed. Obviously noone had any measure
of this. But at one time the refuse collection in Dartford and Sevenoaks had
been poorer than Gravesham, but the residents now did not ;hold that view. They
thought there was very little to choose between the three except that in
Gravesham and Sevenoaks householders were not required to bring their refuse out
to the fromt. This was important if the residents were old or infirm, and it
left the refuse a prey to marauding cats and foxes. On other services people had
different opinions. The Planning Department in Gravesham was far less helpful
than Dartford or Sevenoaks. These were all factors influencing people in casting
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their votes. .The residents had taken them into account and had voted for Gravesham,
41. The Association, Mr. Avery said, supported the Gravesham scheme with the
minor modification that the houses along New Barn Road ought to be included
(see paragraph 28 above) for the following reasons (1) several of the residents belonged to the Association;
(2) the houses were in New Barn Road;
(3) there was open space beyond the last house.
The Association recognised that this would make a peculiar twist in the
and were happy to leave it to the Boundary Commission to suggest where
boundary should be, but they had suggested to the Commission that roads
be utilised (taking in the open area on the other side of New Barn Road
that road, Downs Hill Road and the existing boundary).

boundary
the
should
between

42. Mr. ,Avery then referred to some objections which had been raised to the
Gravesham scheme. A comparison of services,1, he said, was not really relevant,
but the real question was - What did the residents in New Barn want ? Hitherto
Dartford had not defended the present boundary. They had agreed to conduct a
survey. That meant a deferment for three months. How much longer must we keep on
deferring ? Dartford had ignored the findings of the surveys showing that
Dartford residents in New Barn voted to be part of Gravesham. As to Longfield
and Southfleet, he could understand that both Parish Councils should take
defensive positions, but change had to take place in New Barn and the present
boundaries were not reasonable. It was wrong in considering principal area
boundaries to be swayed too much by parish boundaries. It wasn't clear whether
Southfleet defended the present boundary and were paying sufficient weight to
their residents in New Barn. Longfield were also taking a defensive view. They
suggested that the Ratepayers Association was invalid or insufficient. If their
main criticsm was that the survey was based on comparative rate levels, it
meant that people had not read the survey document because it dealt with other
aspects than rates. Longfield had made no attempt to justify present boundaries
except on historical grounds. They said that no': part of New Barn was included
in Longfield and that that was the view of their residents. That, Mr. Avery said,
could not be held as a tenable view. The fact that some residents in the New Barn
part of Longfield thought they were not in New Barn was balanced by the view of
other residents in the same area to the contrary. Also it was a fact that many
of the houses on either side of the boundary were contiguous, eg in Greenfinches.
The area straddled New Barn Road. Historically the houses- in Hill View Road,
which was entirely in Longfield Parish, were built on the old New Barn Estate,
and were known as plot no. so and so on the New Barn Estate. The Ordnance Survey
Map TQ6269 showed the words "New Barn" printed three times in the area (the plan
put in by Gravesham also shows this). A letter received from the Sevenoaks
District Planning Officer referred to tree preservation orders affecting New Barn
including The Drive (in Longfield Parish) etc.
43. Criticsm, Mr. Avery said, had also been made that the Association's survey
had been conducted by an unofficial body not authorised to do so, but there was
no official body which could do this for the whole of New Barn. The Association
had been founded for the specific purpose of providing a common means of providing
for New Barn as a whole. Reference to New Barn not being a parish was not relevant
as they had the Association. At the last count 50 per cent of all householders
in New Barn were paid-up members and included households from all three districts.
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A
44.

Mr. Avery then re-iterated the three points he had made in opening.

45. In reply to questions from myself, Mr. Avery said that the Association had
been constituted in 1973. It was run by an executive committee elected
annually at the Annual General Meeting. The members attending the Annual
General Meeting had fluctuated, often 50 to 60 members were present when the
referendum was being discussed. There were six meetings a year including the Annual
General Meeting, and the Executive met six times a year. There were 545 paid-up
members. He could not off-hand give the numbers in each district. The
Executive included representatives from each of the districts, at present 2
from Sevenoaks, 3 from Dartford and 5 from Gravesham. One of the predominant
feelings was to preserve the rural, quiet character; they also looked at
planning applications for development, the preservation of trees and the
disposal of asbestos*waste. To put the whole into Dartford or Sevenoaks would
secure unification and deal with problems. The ordinary resident did not wish
to go to the Town Hall very often, but it affected community links.
46. Mrs. Kapff (see also paragraph 25 above) said that Mr. Avery kept on talking
about the majority of people in the whole of New Barn but the Gravesham part
should be excluded. Mr. Avery said he was talking about the numbers who voted.
Mrs. Stubbs (see also paragraph 25 above) said that she belonged to the Southfleet
Women's Institute and every time there was an exhibition in Gravesend they went
regularly to it. Mrs. Avery said she was delighted to hear Mrs. Stubbs as an
ordinary person who lived in the area. She was afraid the meeting was going to
develop into a fight between vested interests. She had the strongest possible
onjection to hearing someone who didn'tlive in New Barn saying New Barn residents
were being influenced by people who were biassed.
47. Mr. Jim Brown (see also paragraph 30 above) asked why the survey had been
done on households. Mr. F.C. Weathere.il, County Councillor for the Tollgate
county electoral division including theWTGravesham part.of New Barn, said he
He agreed on unification.
had intended to speak but Mr. Avery had covered everything./ Much of the
population, he said, wanted to be attached to Gravesend, and this was sensible
because the ebb and flow was to Gravesend for entertainment, but for a doctor
a lot went outside the area, he believed to Istead Rise. There was no Church
in New Barn., The population went to Gravesend more than to Dartford or
Seveoaks; public transport was available to Gravesend. Mrs. Fames (see also
paragraph 29 above), referring to Mr. Amery's references to Sevenoaks District
Council, said that people living in Longfield did not feel they belonged to
Sevenoaks Town. Sevenoaks was a rural District and Sevenoaks Town had no more
importance than any other part of the District such as Edenbridge or Swanley.
Their Council consisted of many rural parishes who wished to stay independent
and left alone and they were not expected to belong to Sevenoaks. It had always
been a rural district and she assumed that in the 1972 re-organisation this was
taken into account. Belonging to Sevenoaks Town was not the way the Council
looked at it.
48. On my raising the subject of a parish council, Mr. Avery said that the
Ratepayers Association had no attitude at all to a parish council. If the
whole of New Barn were put into Dartford or Sevenoaks, it stood to reason
that /the existing parish boundaries would have to be revised. If the whole
were put into Gravesend, we had already heard that there would be no bar to
another parish. The Association had never discussed whether or not New Barn
might have a parish.
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.. (3) The Dartford case
49. Mr. J.M. Wilson, Borough Secretary, Dartford Borough Council, said that
his Council objected most strongly to the proposal to transfer the whole of
New Barn to Gravesham. He proposed to summarise his Council's view and
deal with some of the points made today.
50. First, his Council thought the review was premature and that any review
should await the review of non-metropolitan district boundaries. He was
under the impression that such a review was fairly imminent (I pointed out it
was unlikely to be before the 1990's).
51. Secondly, he said the present position was fairly untidy, but there had been
no evidence to justify a review as a special case unless agreement was reached,
and there was no agreement.
52. Thirdly, he said, he took Mr. Chesworth up on two points (items (ii) and
(iii) in paragraph 20 above). First, though he agreed there was an anomaly,
he disputed that it was a serious anomaly as stated in paragraph 5,2 of the
Gravesham scheme. Secondly, Mr. Chesworth had said that the Boundary Commission
Commissioner had stated that there was a genuine grievance in the area. However,
the Commissioner did not say that there was but only that there might be,
and Mr. Wilson said he knew I would read paragraph 2.6 and 2.7 of the Gravesham
scheme as an entirety (in which the Commission/emphasised that the question of
grievance was a matter for the Local Government Boundary Commission).
53. Fourthly, speaking of anomalies, Mr. Wilson said he guessed that there were
very many, probably all over the country. He would give examples of some in
his area. Hextable, adjoining Wilmington where he lived, was li miles from
Dartford Town Centre but in Sevenoaks District, though he was making no
territorial claim. Dartford could have a claim on Fawkhan^ New Ash Green and
Horton Kirby, all now in Dartford Parliamentary constituency, though he was
not seeking to claim them. There were lots of other examples. Why was New
Barn so different that it had to be considered separately? If I recommended
a change now 1 should be creating a ripple effect, and I should hesitate to
do so.
54. Fifthly, despite what Mr. Avery had said, a majority of New Barn residents
did not seem to be in favour of change. The Association's survey was unreliable
and out of date and should be disregarded, it was loaded; there was no majority
for transfer to Gravesham. It was surprising in view of the biassed wording of
the questionnaire that not more had voted to go to Gravesham. The Joint survey
by Gravesham and Dartford in 1982 produced different results with a lesser
number of Dartford residents favouring a transfer to Gravesham, 199 (49.9 per
cent of replies received,30 per cent of total forms delivered to residents)
as compared with 291 (63.8 per cent) in the Association's survey. He asked me
to take into account the number who did not reply. The 291 just mentioned did
not relate to the number of households but to the number of replies received.
In fact only 45 per cent of Dartford residents to whom it was claimed a form
was delivered replied in favour of going into Gravesham; 55 per cent of
residents did not express a wish. It was also relevant that, allowing for nonresponses and for people's preferences for a non-Gravesham transfer, only 507
out of the 1057 houses opted for Gravesham, ie 47.9 per cent. He suggested that
those who did not reply must be reasonably happy with the situation as it was.'
He suggested that a more accurate assessment had been made in the local
newspaper of llth August last (see also paragraph 15(1) above) where it said
"We asked a number of households-what their reaction is to the proposal, and
the vast majority wanted to stay as they are". He suggested that the survey
came out in favour of a non-Gravesham solution.
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55. Mr. Avery had said, Mr. Wilson continued, that (1) the present boundaries
were unsatisfactory and (2) New Barn should be unified. He couldn't find any
example in what Mr. Avery had said of how anyone had been inconvenienced by the
present position except one individual who had had to put in two planning
applications, but he couldn't see that that was a reason for transferring the
whole of New Barn to Gravesham. Mr. Avery had said that he did not think the
question of rate level was a significant factor in answering the Association's
questionnaire, but he, Mr. Wilson, could not possibly accept that. It was
pretty obvious what they were going to say. As to refuse, all the districts
were superb, but it was wrong to say that the Dartford service was inferior;
it was very cost effective and very efficient. People were required to take
their refuse to the front door not to the front gate; but special arrangements
could be made for the elderly or disabled.
56. The Commission, Mr. Wilson said, had always explained the need for
agreement before undertaking a review, and there was no agreement.
57. Gravesham, he continued, were in favour of the scheme for their own
political ends. New Barn would bring Conservative votes in, Gravesham Borough
Council was marginally Conservative, as was Dartford but less marginally so.
58. The Ratepayers Association's questionnaire, he said, was defective but
only 507 out of 1,057 were in favour of the Gravesham option. The Association
had not demonstrated that they reflected reality. As well as Dartford,
Sevenoaks District Council and Southfleet and Longfield Parish Councils opposed,
and there was considerable opposition. He understood the County Council could
see no special reason for review in advance of the general review. He suggested
that no evidence had been produced to show that the present situation presented
any problems or that anyone was disadvantaged. No evidence had been produced
to show that the transfer of the area <to Gravesham would be in the interests
of convenient local government, nor that there were any weaknesses in the
present arrangements. He placed great reliance on these points because this
was what the Commission had asked me to investigate.
59. The effect of the transfer on Dartford would, Mr. Wilson said, be most
serious. It was the second smallest district in Kent with the second smallest
rateable value, and they could not afford to lose rate support grant and rateable
value. Their electorate would be reduced and they would lose elected members
and might become less viable. Mr. Chesworth had said that 0.7 per cent would be
the worst loss (see paragraph 26 above), but Appendix D (a population league
table of Kent districts) to the Dartford written statement did not support that
(it shows Dartford with a current population of 77,900 reduced to 76,000 if the
New Barn part were transferred to Gravesend, a percentage of 2.4). There was a
very real fear in Dartford that their area would be taken into London, probably
the London Borough of Bexley. Dartford residents would strenuously oppose that.
60. Mr. Wilson said that his final point on his main submission was that, if the
transfer to Gravesham was made, Southfleet Parish Council would cease to exist
and residents in New Barn would not have a parish council to represent them.
61. He hoped he had put forward some fairly compelling arguments and was fairly
confident about his main submission, but, if it did not meet with favour, he
submitted that the whole of New Barn should be put within the area of Dartford
including the Gravesham and Longfield parts. There were a number of reasons for
this (1)

The major part of the New Barn area was within Dartford and it would be
more convenient if the minor parts were to be transferred to Dartford, and
this would cause less disturbance.
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(2)

if the whole were to be transferred to Dartford, this would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government. Dartford would
be strengthened at very little cost to Gravesham and Sevenoaks. The
league tables showed that Dartford was the smallest in population and
number of domestic properties and marginally the second smallest in
rateable value and it had the second smallest area in the County.

(3)

The part of New Barn at present within Sevenoaks District was at present
in Dartford Parliamentary constituency.

62. Mr. Wilson then commented on what had been said by Mr. Hinds and Mr. Yorke
(see paragraphs 31 to 33 above). He could, he said, say everything about Dartford
that Mr. Hinds had said about Gravesham. In considering how far the Dartford
Depot was from New Barn, we had to bear in mind their vehicles had to be there
for Southfleet anyway. They had an officer whose duties included country
footpaths.As to Mr. Yorke's comments on bus services, public transport was
hardly a significant issue. The 1981 Census showed that in Southfleet ward, of
which the Dartford part of New Barn formed the major part, 90 per cent of
house^gholds had the use of one or more cars; the percentage of 2 car households
in Southfleet ward was 46 per cent. There was little doubt the figures .were now
higher. There was also evidence to suggest that people would not have gone to
live in New Barn in the first place if they had not got their own transport.
As to Mr. Yorke's comments on planning policies, Dartford did not accept that,
if New Barn were within the area of one authority, things would somehow be better.
At an inquiry into the North West Kent Town Map in 1977, for example, all three
authorities worked very closely together and with a common voice in opposition
to the notion of further land releases for residential development.
63. In conclusion, Mr. Wilson urged that New Barn should be left as it is and
dealt with comprehensively later, and, if not, that the whole of New Barn be
placed in Dartford Borough.
64. In reply to a question from myself as to places of employment of New Barn
residents, he thought a great many might go to London, with a number working
in Dartford and .Gravesend.
65. A number of people then commented on what Mr. Wilson had said. Mr. A.C. Deakin
(see also paragraph 37 above) said that when the Association had their referendum
result they asked Gravesham if they would accept them, so the alleged motives for
Gravesham advocating the Association's case were neither here nor there; it was
really the Ratepayers Association v Dartford Borough. The correct procedure for
those wanting the status quo was to vote No. Mr, Avery said Dartford had
commented that the Association's referendum was out of date, but there were very
similar proportions in the Dartford/Gravesham poll in 1982, 82 per cent for
unification in the first, 87 per cent in the second. He accepted that the awkward
planning application was not a reason for transfer. How, he asked, could one say
that the local newspaper poll was more valid ? In talking about majorities, he
had been talking about majorities of votes, which was how things were conducted here,
for example in the election of a Government. Mr. Chesworth said that Mr. Wilson
should not select two figures from many in the survey. Gravesham might nwbe
marginally Conservative, but at the time of the decision it was strongly
Conservative. His reference to 0.7 of a thousand was in the context of Appendix C
(the number of domestic properties league table, which shows that of 27,900
properties currently Dartford would lose 700 to Gravesham if the transfer took
place). Mr. Wilson had said there was no evidence of inconvenience in the
present situation, but he, Mr. Chesworth, suggested that there were several.
Mr, F.C. Weatherell (see also paragraph 47 above) said Dartford had been talking
about the good of Dartford Borough, not the good of the people concerned.
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(4) The case for Southfleet Parish Council
66. Mrs. M. Noreen Salway, Chairman of the Southfleet Parish Council, said
that on 9th November 1981 the Council had resolved (1) that they were, in
principle, against New Barn going into Graveshara Borough, and (2) that the
whole geographical area of New Barn,west of Nurstead Avenue, <ie including
the Gravesham part but not the Longfield part) should be administered by one
authority which should be Dartford Borough. The reasons for this, she said,
were that (1) The concept of the 1978 Ratepayers Association survey was too narrow in
that it appeared to many to apply to rateable values and amount of rates
levied.
(2) The Gravesham scheme made no mention of the Church; the whole of New Barn
came within the parochial area of the Parish Church of St. Nicholas,
Southfleet.
(3) New Barn had always been an integral part of Southfleet; the effect of
moving under Gravesham would split this ancient Parish to no good effect.
(4) The result of moving New Barn within the Gravesham area would appear to
depriive New Barn of a parish council.
The separation of New Barn from the Parish of Southfleet would have a deleterious
effect and would leave this rural area to be linked with an urban one. They
considered that Gravesham Borough Council had ignored the effect the loss of
New Barn would have on the surrounding hamlets of Betsham and Westwood and on
Southfleet village.
67. The Parish Council's written statement, which Mrs. Salway presented,
contained
comments to the effect that many of the submissions in the Gravesham
i.1'"
•
^
-,
and education
scheme were irrelevant or incorrect, namely bus services/Tmcorrect), shopping
and employment, social, recreationaland cultural, medical and hospital facilities
(irrelevant), and that the various statistics about electoral arrangements in it
indic4ated that New Barn would be added to an already overweight electoral area.
In its present state the Parish of Southfleet, including the areas known as
Betsham, Westwood and New Barn, contained a wide range of people of various ta£es
and employment, which was ideal in a rural community.
68. In the course of the discussion I obtained confirmation that Southfleet
Parish is divided into three wards, the North Ward (Betsham) with 2 members for
an electorate of 243, the Central Ward (St. Nicholas) with 4 members for an
electorate of 668 , and the South Ward (New Barn East and West) with 4 members
for an electorate c*f 1,480? On my asking about the disparity of representation
for the Central and South Wards, I was told that no representations had been made
about it, but that it would be dealt with if a request were made. It also
emerged in the course of the meeting that the people of the Southfleet part of
New Barn had wanted neither street lighting nor a village hall or community centre,
69. Mrs. Salway added that there had been lots of mention of the Association's
1978 survey. If it did not rely entirely on rates, then why did so many people
think that that was so. If anyone thought there was any malfunctioning by
Dartford Borough Council or Southfleet Parish Council, she would like to hear
about it.
* On the 1983 register the electorate of the South Ward is 1,536.
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(5) Other views
70. Mr. Edward Moore, County Councillor for Dartford SE (see also paragraph 29
above), said that he had been connected with local government for 40 years, 32
years with Kent County Council, and he was interested in supporting the Dartford
Council's submission but he was also interested in good local government in Kent.
Southfleet had always been part of Dartford, and there was no need for this change
before the general review. It would be better for the people of New Barn to come
under one administrative area, and the opportunity was lost in the 1972/73
re-organisation. While it was true that Longfield had always had an interest in
part of New Barn, Longfield was administered by the Dartford Rural District
Council. He had been born in Dartford Rural District, had gone to Gravesend,
then Dartford Borough, then Dartford Rural District and thtfi Gravesend. No
services elsewhere in Great Britain were superior to those in the Dartford area.
He believed it was vital for Dartford Borough to be a viable entity in the County
of Kent, and that the rateable value should be supported for the good health of
Kent which was under tremendous pressure for territory by London boroughs. As to
the anomalies quoted by Mr. Avery in the New Barn area, similar anomalies existed
through the whole of the United Kingdom and in the London boroughs. Often one
could find the front room of a house in one area and the garden in another.
New Barn was not peculiar or unique. He saw no reason why Southfleet should lose
New Barn. Prior to the 1972/73 review seven-eighths of New Barn was in the
Dartford Rural District and one-eighth outside.
71. Mr. K.F.M. Leadbeater, Dartford Borough Councillor (see also paragraph 34
above), said that he did not want to add to what Dartford Borough had said, but
he wished to refer to the consequential electoral arrangements. If I acceeded
to Gravesham's case, the electoral arrangements in Dartford would require review
because Southfleet might not have enough electors for one councillor, and
Gravesham had suggested that Southfleet be merged with Bean electoral ward to
elect two councillors. (Later in the meeting he said he thought on reflection
that it would be better to retain the Bean ward intact and to leave the residue
of Southfleet as a ward which might be over-represented but which might help
in adjusting county electoral divisions).
(Mr. Wilson gave me figures showing
that at present the electorate of Bean ward totalled 1,260 returning one member;
if the balance of Southfleet less New Barn was added to the Bean ward, the
resulting electorate would be 2,231 returning two members, resulting in an
overall loss to Dartford Borough Council of one member). Mr. Leadbeater said
he believed Bean was right as it was and had a strong sense of identity. To
transfer all New Barn to Gravesham would result in an overweight county electoral
division there, and, although there were larger county electoral divisions, the
biggest at Sheerness was a special case.
72. Mr. Robert Dunn, Member of Parliament for Dartford, said that he wanted to
speak in support of the Dartford case. Dartford Borough was made up of the old
Swanscombe Urban District, the old Dartford Borough and part of the old Dartford
Rural District. In the last three years the marriage had not been an easy one.
Speakers had talked of where people went to shop, school etc as an important
determinant. The arguments about New Barn applied to other areas too, especially
in relation to the old Swanscombe Urban District. To take a decision before
the general review would be premature. If I took a decision, he urged me to
include SPH&Sitf Gravesham/lnto Dartford and to leave the Longfield area of New
Barn in Longfield. He had fought for some years to keep Dartford an independent
community. Any reduction would place it under threat from the London Boroughs of
Bexley and Bromley. There was not the same identification of the Longfield part
with Dartford as the Gravesham part.
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(6) The Sevenoaks case
73. Mr. Jeremy Baker, Deputy Clerk and Solicitor to Sevenoaks District Council,
put in a written submission of the District Council's case, to which was attached
a report of a survey of Longfield and New Barn carried out by pupils and staff
of Longfield School in July 1981. This started with a history of Longfield
showing that, according to Kelly's Directory, the 1851 population was just 162,
New Barn, Red Cow and Pescotts being listed as farms within the Parish. By 1881
the population was 328, and from this point on a reference was always made to
the railway in the directories. Longfield, New Barn, Hartley and New Ash Green
had developed as "dormitory settlements" with commu^ters working in Bromley and
London and looking to the rail service to Victoria as their means of access to
earning their living. This had resulted in the development of housing all round
the village and a growth in car parking areas around the station and redevelopment
and enlargement of the shopping centre, especially along Station Road. The
commuters looked to the railway or to the easy communications of the M20 or the
A2M to London. A survey of New Barn housing types would indicate that New Barn
would also fit into this pattern. The sale of tracts of land in the late 1940's
and 1950's led directly to the building of substantial houses with large gardens.
These gardens in some cases had been sold and infilling had occurred. Development
in the 1960's was of smaller family houses but nearer to the B260 (Main Road) and
today further infill along the B260 was occurring. It would appear that
communications had developed to allow easy access from New Barn to Longfield and
especially the railway station. The survey showed a wide range of shops and
services in Longfield and also garages,, three schools and a public library. The
schoolchildren had also attempted a quesionnaire into every house in four in the
New Barn area, but the return proved disappointing, only 85 usable returns being
received; but the links with Longfield seemed many and varied.
74. Mr. Baker said that he did not rely on the survey very much except-as a
description of the community, and he could not pretend it was exhaustive. The
Commission, he said, in setting up the new districts in 1972 had specifically
decided on the boundary between Dartford and Sevenoaks at a time when the New Barn
properties had been built except those under construction at The Yews. Sevenoaks
did not see that boundary as particularly objectionable. The Longfield Parish
boundary with Dartford was on the brow of a slope; on the other side people
looked the other way. The Gravesham proposals were objectionable because they
separated properti^ on either side of the B260.
75. The Sevenoaks Council had formally resolved to oppose the Gravesham scheme
or any other proposal for the transfer of any part of Longfield Parish and
Sevenoaks District to either Dartford Borough or Gravesham Borough, though he
indicated that they would accept a simple tidying up of boundaries. Further,
they had resolved to submit counter-proposals for the inclusion of the Dartford
and Gravesham parts of New Barn into Longfield Parish and Sevenoaks District.
76. In the view of the District Council, he said, the proposals now made were
premature in advance of a full review of the three Districts generally because (1) There was no evidence of any breakdown of local government services and,
whilst it was no doubt desirable in the long term that a sense of
community should be fostered within the New Barn area, there was little
evidence that it currently existed, and, whilst there was a case for
rationalisation of boundaries in due course, it was not urgent at present.
(2) The Gravesham scheme would deprive Longfield Parish of 18 per cent of its
population and 11 per cent of its rateable value. It would tend to divide
, Longfield Hill from the remaining part of the Parish
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(3)

There were good reasons for the present boundary, whereas a boundary
along the centre of the B260 would run through the centre of the community
The residents in Pescot Avenue, The Drive, Hill View Road and the new
development at The Yews regarded themselves as living in Longfield rather
than in New Barn, and, except for The Yews, most of the properties were
built before the majority of the New Barn area and the residents would rarely
have occasion to travel north into New Barn whereas they regularly travelled
into Longfield itself.

77. If the prematurity argument was not accepted, Sevenoaks would argue, Mr. Baker
said, that the area at present in Sevenoaks District should be excluded from
transfer to Gravesham in any scheme the Commission might propose. The only
exception was that nos. 1 to 12 inclusive Greenfinches should perhaps be
regarded as part of New Barn whereas that part of The Yews development currently
within the area of Dartford should not.
78. Sevenoaks disputed, he said, the validity of the Association's 1978 survey
because the information distributed with the questionnaire would largely have
induced a decision by residents based on rate poundages; the survey was long out
of date and rate comparisons now would be different. The Dartford - Gravesham
survey did not include the Sevenoaks part.
79. Sevenoaks, Mr. Baker said, fully supported the Longfield Parish Council's
case.
80. Should the Commission not accept the prematurity argument or the argument
for the exclusion of the Pescot area from any transfer, then and only then
Sevenoaks felt most strongly the whole area should be included in the Longfield
Parish in Sevenoaks District. This was because the majority of local facilities
on which people relied were in Longfield, schools, railway station, Churches,
shopping and other facilities, something like 40 in the children's survey, and
youth club facilities. it must be a reasonable expectation that a coherent
community for the area could best be developed on the basis of the existing
facilities within Longfield rather than the more distant though more extensive
facilities available in Gravesend and Dartford. The distance between
administrative centres was not of great significance, particularly as several
of the departments of Sevenoaks District, including both Planning and Treasurer's
Departments, were located at Swanley easily accessible by train from Longfield,
though it was hoped in due course to centralise offices further south. The old
Dartford Rural District Council Offices were at Swanley.
81. On my asking about a possible transfer of Longfield Parish including
New Barn to Dartford, Mr. Baker said he was quite certain Sevenoaks would
object most strongly to that in advance of a proper area review because Hartley
had also been in the Dartford Rural District, and there was also Fawkham, Ash
and New Ash Green. All these areas would have to be looked at, and it was wrong
that any one part should be looked at independently of the others. As to
commuters to London, he knew that Longfield Parish Council were concerned with
the parking problem in Longfield caused by commuters. Shopping had been
developed in the vicinity of the station because it was well used.
82. Mr. Baker also added that Sevenoaks had a footpaths officer but not a dog
warden; and that, in connection with the planning service, it was important
that communities have a parish council; Sevenoaks did not consult residents
or ratepayers associations on planning matters but were most meticulous in
consultations with parish councils. So he suggested, the existence of a parish
council was important. It was the Sevenoaks practice also to notify neighbours
of planning applications.
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(7) The Longfield Parish Council's case
83. Mr. N.K. Cooper, Solicitor of Messrs Argles and Court, Solicitors,
Maidstone, who had with himurs. Barbara Darville, the Chairman of Longfield
Parish Council, and Mr. Thomas Yarrow (see also paragraph 15(6) above),
immediate Past Chairman of the Council, represented the Longfield Parish
Council.
Mr. Cooper said that he had also had local government experience
and had worked for the Kent County Council. He referred to Longfield's
written submission (see paragraph 12(9) above). It was, he said, no part of
his instructions to make any territorial claims or to criticise one district
council against another. There were two issues (1) should New Barn be unified
and (2) if yes, with which district should the new area or parish be put. The
criteria for judging these issues were (1) the likely effect on effective and
convenient local government, (2) what local community interests would be
affected, (3) were there any weaknesses in the existing arrangements, and
(4) was there any clear expression of public opinion.
84. Longfield Parish, he said, was shaped rather like a Wellington boot, in parts
less than half a mile in width, which the Gravesham submission would reduce to .
300 yards. Its rateable value of £305,032 would be cut by £34,465 (11.3 per
cent) on 1981 figures, quite apart from the loss of the coming Wards
development (at The Yews). It had a population of 2,400 at the last Census and
its electorate would be reduced by 282 (18 per cent).
85. Longfield, he said, was an ancient Parish (and he referred to the Longfield
School survey (see paragraph 73 above) whose history took on a different character
with the coming of the main railway line to Victoria. It was physically and
topographically divorced from New Barn by the escarpment of the North Downs. The
escarpment was important from a planning point of view. The area was surrounded
by rural areas, and one felt more confidence with a district council used to
dealing with rural problems rather than urban ones. Longfield was currently
effectively and conveniently comprised within Sevenoaks District and wished to
stay that way. Longf^eld's written submission made that plain, and at a full
meeting of the Parish Council on 24th August 1983 all nine members of the Parish
Council unanimously expressed and endorsed this view.
86. Why change TJAt the last review, he said, the Parish Council made no move
to alter the boundaries, neither did the Boundary Commission; nothing had changed
in the meantime and it would be wrong to advocate change for change's sake.
There was nothing to indicate that any detriment or disadvantage would arise
from the present arrangement or that anything was to be gained by altering it.
But to put New Barn with Gravesham meant that residents would lose their Parish
Council, and this involved the loss of the submission of plans by the District
Council to the Parish Council. The seat of government would be that more remote.
As to who had to go to the District Council, a number might if there was a large
local authority housing element, but there was no local authority housing in
New Barn.
87. The Parish Council, he said, opposed strongly the removal of the Pescot
Avenue area from Longfield. It would slash the Parish's income by 18 per cent
while still leaving it the main source of services for the area, and it would
cut savagely into the actual physical size and shape of Longfield Parish. There
might be some boundary anomalies and odd situations, but that was not unique;
half the Law Society's premises in London were in Holborn and the other half in
the City of Westminster. If the surveys showed anything, they tended to show
that people wanted to stay as they were. They didn't show any disquiet or worry.
He hoped the view would be taken that there was no call for an alteration of
boundaries.
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88. The various services and facilities, Mr. Cooper said, were located in the
heart of Longfield, the schools (3), the Evening Institute, the recreation
grounds (2), the allotments, the railway station (which within British Rail's
South Eastern Division was 37th in the league table in cash receipt terms out
of 180), the Churches, though there was also the Parish Church at Southfleet,
the public houses (2) and the shops (35), though there was one small village
store in New Barn, professional offices and agencies, library, and car parks
(provided by the District Council), and street lighting. Longfield provided
the only street lighting in the area apart from some in the Gravesham part of
New Barn. Mr. Cooper then dealt with the distances to the three District Council
administrative centres and the train and bus services.
89. On finance, Mr. Cooper said that rates in the pound varied from time to time
in each area, maybe they were currently lower in Sevenoaks.
90. He said that Kent County Council, as education authority, had been plainly
and expressly in favour of the link with Sevenoaks.
91). The surveys generally showed that people wanted to stay where they were,
but the Parish Council condemned the survey carried out by the Ratepayers
Association. The Association was not an elected body, was not responsible
to any electorate and their only authority sprang from a small body of activists
rather than any mass support. They did their own counting, they made their own
decisions as to which papers were spoilt, they distributed and collected their
own papers, the collection was haphazard, the papers were not numbered, not
all those that were delivered were collected, the information supplied was slanted
and originally not accurate in financial terms though a corrective circular was
said to have been circulated; in any event the rating figures had altered so •
that Sevenoaks and Gravesham were now very, similar while Dartford was about 5p
more, but this might be purely temporary. The questionnaire with the survey did not
point out that going to Gravesham would involve the loss of parish council ties.
So the Parish Council would add their voice to criticsm as to the invalidity
of the Association's survey and its limited importance. He was not instructed
to say that the Association was politically motivated, but any Association could be
the work of a few strong minded people
92. He submitted, therefore, that on the issues there was no evidence that anyone
was deprived or disadvantaged, and no suggestion that the Gravesham scheme would
bring about the improvement of the lives of the people in the area. Page after
page of Gravesham1s scheme was based on the Association's survey. It was the
only point they seemed to rely on, on shifting sands in his submission.
93. Mrs. Darville, Chairman of the Parish Council, said that the cost of
recreation grounds and lighting amounted to half their annual precept. They
lit the whole of the B260 and lit all roads. The parish rate was 1.93 p in the
pound. The precept was for £7,000; lighting cost £2,700; and the maintenance
of the recreation grounds about £1,000. These responsibilities would not
decrease if part of the Parish were taken away. That was why their Parish
survey had included the whole Parish. The Parish wanted to stay in Sevenoaks
District. The Ratepayers Association had said they wanted to keep New Barn a
rural area, and. Longfield felt they would be better served by a rural district
than an urban one.
93. Mr. Yarrow said that the whole area of New Ash Green, Hartley and Longfield
had a close affinity in relation to schools and transport, and, if Longfield and
New Barn were transferred to Dartford, that would be lost. At present they
were asking the County to look at the area as a whole, eg for fire services, and
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to transfer Longfield and New Barn would set this a step back. That whole area
ought to be united rather than fragmented. This view was also shared by the
other Parish Councils of Hartley, Southfleet and Ash.
95. It being about 6. 20 p m, I adjourned the meeting until 7 p m , being the
time at which the public notice of the meeting stated that an evening session
would be held.

(8) The evening session - various views
96. Mr. Eric Huxley, Dartford Borough Councillor and Justice of the Peace,
said that he was a member of the Borough Council's Review Sub-Committee and of
the Southfleet Parish Council, but the views he was to express he was making as
a resident of Southfleet Parish. The Ratepayers Association's 1978 survey was
so biassed in his opinion as to make the outcome unacceptable. In effect it
had asked two questions - Do you want to pay less rates ? to which not
surprisingly the majority had answered Yes, and, after showing the rate paid
in the three Council areas Which Council would you prefer to be in ? Not
surprisingly again they chose the Council with the smallest rate. When the
survey was carried out by the Councils the results were considerably different.
He thought it was fair to accept that people who did not reply were happy with
the status quo, in which case nothing like a majority was in favour of going,
into Gravesham.
97. The Gravesham submission, he continued, had nothing to do with services or
efficiency. It was purely politically motivated. Gravesend Borough Council
before re-organisation and Gravesham Borough Council now were finely balanced
politically.
Gravesham was Conservative controlled and New Barn had a strong
Conservative population. The politics were highlighted by the submission of the
Gravesham Labour Party (see paragraphs 12(13) and 15(5) above and 101
below),
who not only did not want New Barn in Gravesham but, in order not to damage
their colleagues in Dartford, suggested pushing the whole lot into Sevenoaks,
which area had been abandoned by the Labour Party.
98. The removal from Southfleet Parish of the New Barn area would make the
Southfleet Parish Council virtually redundant. Dartford was the smallest or
second smallest in every statftical aspect in the whole County; to remove
New Barn would make it less viable; if it was to be united, it would make the
most sense to put it into Dartford Borough.
99. Mr. /C. Brooks, a resident in Starling Close in the Dartford part of New Barn,
said the Association's survey was not biassed. Dartford's own survey showed
virtually the same result. Over 90 per cent wanted one authority and 80 per cent
favoured Gravesham. Up to that time none of the authorities had shown any
Interest. The suggestion of political motivation was too far fetched. Sevenoaks
didn't enter into it, and they were 4 miles from Gravesham and 8 miles from
Dartford.
100. Mr. Huxley said you could make statistics mean anything you could want
them to mean, but the Association had 30 per cent non-response, so it was
impossible for 90 per cent to say they wanted one authority, and the Borough
Councils had just over one-third non-response.
101. Mr. Jim Brown, , for Gravesham Labour Party (see also paragraph 47 above)
said it seemed strange that this proposal was going ahead when it was highly
controversial. Support for it on Gravesham Borough Council was by only 2 votes,
23 for and 21 against. There were 20 Labour Councillors, 1 Social Democratic
Councillor and 23 Conservatives. In one ward 1 Conservative, 1 Social Democratic
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were elected.
and 1 Labour Councillor/ The unfortunate officers of Gravesbam Council had
been given a difficult brief. New Barn would mean the addition of one or two
extra councillors to Gravesham.
102. He say, he continued, no reason for change now. The 1978 survey was 5 years
ago and now the rates situation had changed, Sevenoaks being now the cheapest.
It was unusual to have a survey on households and not electors. The Labour
Party said there should be no change, but their reserve position, if there was
to be changef was to say that there was an obvious link between New Barn and
Longfield. There was a natural barrier between New Barn and Gravesham. It
was necessary to go through Southfleet (in Dartford Borough) to go from New Barn
to Northfleet, where the Gravesham Council's Depot was. New Barn formed a
natural extension of Longfield and Longfield Hill. There were various levels
at which people did shopping. From what they could see most of the daily shopping
was done in Longfield. For clothes etc people would shop around a very large area.
Substantially the doctor GP's were in Longfield. Education facilities, including
the school in which the meeting was being held were in Longfield. As to public
transport, a much higher proportion of people in the New Barn area owned cars
than in the centre of Gravesend or Dartford; therefore comparison of bus travel
was not significant. But rail travel was significant from Longfield station.
The service from Longfield station was considered better th&n from Gravesend.
It was a country area and owed its entire layout to the railway station.
Swanley was the next stop but one, and departments of Sevenoaks Council were at
Swanley. There were no Council houses in New Barn. To sum up, he said, if we
looked at the proposal in the context of the Ordnance Survey map it would be
unusual to include a rectangle in Gravesham Borough driven for three-quarters of
a mile to the west. To include the area would bring the maximum increase from
rates but the least claim on services.
103. The electorate which would be transferred to the Gravesham area was,
Mr. Brown said, 1,702, and there were two possibilities, one to establish New
Barn as a separate ward with 2 councillors, and the other to include New Barn in
the Istead Rise ward with the addition of 1 councillor. In terms of distortion one
extra member was preferable, but what would New Barn think about it if they shared
with Istead Rise. The quota in Gravesham was 1,631.
104. To vary the boundary, he concluded, in what was the most marginal Borough in
Kent and almost certainly leading to a change in Parliamentary boundary would set
a bad example.
105. Mr. Brooks (see also paragraph 99) said that Sevenoaks was a long way away.
One of the things New Barn lacked was a meeting hall. As New Barn ratepayers they
had to hold a meeting at a Scout Hall. They had no community centre. Mr. Huxley
said there was a village hall in Southfleet. Mr. Brooks said that was several
miles from New Barn. Mr. Weatherell (see also paragraph 65 above) said Mr. Brown
was a defeated candidate for Gravesham advocating that New Barn should go to
Sevenoaks.. That was political bias. Mr. Percy Reedfot Culverstone in Meopham
said that Mr. Brown had an efficient local government head and there was not
political bias.
106. Mr. Barker, Southfleet Parish Councillor (see also paragraph 34 above)
said that from 1910 to the War New Barn was nothing more than retired people's
houses on 2 acre plots. He was interested in New Barn people generally. People
from New Barn came to Southfleet Parish Church, and Southfleet provided a cricket
field and a village hall. Many of the New Barn residents had been completely
against a parish hall. He had been on the Parish Council for 40 years. It
was difficult to get New Barn people along to their meetings; it was even
difficult to get 4 representatives along. Attendances at the annual Parish
Meeting varied from 10 to 80 JK|nnrH1i,1tHliMit^ftJiKgiaAqprTlh*1'""1f<rtCflrafV New Barn

-

27 -

people attended only if the subject affected New Barn; widening of New Barn
Road was one thing, and vandalism and the riding of motor bikes. Mrs. Salway,
Chairman of the Parish Council, did not agree that New Barn was disinterested,
she was herself a Parish Councillor for the New Barn ward and had endeavoured
to put the Parish Council's case fairly. It emerged from the discussion that
at the last Parish Council elections the 2 seats in the Betsham ward were
unopposed but all the others were contested. Mr. Brooks said that, if New Barn
went to Gravesham, they would not have to pay the parish rate. Lots of people
in New Barn didn't realise Southfleet was anything to do with them.
107. When I asked how many people present lived in the Longfield part of New
Barn 4 people put up their hands including Mrs. Darville, the Chairman of
the Parish Council (see also paragraph 93 above). Mrs. Darville said she
lived in Pescot Avenue. Mrs. Mary Anderson, of The Drive, in the Longfield part,
said that she was part of the original Committee of the Ratepayers Association
and she thought New Barn ought to go to Gravesham. Mrs. Cottam said that she
lived in The Drive and thought they should stay as they were and her neighbours
thought the same.
108. Mrs. B.R. Allen, of Deerhurst Close, said that she had lived for 9 years
under Gravesham Council. She went to Gravesend every week to do her shopping
and very rarely to Longfield. Her husband was buried in Southfleet Churchyard.
109. Mr. Atkins, of The Drive, said he had attended the Parish Council meeting
with an open mind. He was not against change, but he couldn't see any logical
reason for changing the boundaries. With the green belt there was no dividing
line as far as the residents and the areaswere concerned. He got the feeling
that many people were in favour of change simply for the purpose of drawing lines
on a map. He couldn't see any reason for change as far as the Councils were
concerned. He could only see disadvantages for people living in Longfield if
there was change. There could be higher rates and they would still be-on the
periphery of a district. Their needs were sufficiently catered for, and there was
no logical reason for moving.
110. Mr. R. Eagles, a member of Southfleet Parish Council who had lived in
New Barn Road for six years and was also a member of the Ratepayers Association,
said that his contention was that the area was fragmented unnecessarily.
New Barn was a homogenous area. The residents considered that they were New Barn
ratepayers. Whenever a problem occurred they had to contact three different local
authorities to deal with it. It was very unsatisfactory. As a New Barn resident
and Parish Councillor he felt New Barn was under-represented. New Barn was
always interested in Southfleet affairs. They should have only one authority to
deal with, Gravesham. Questions of whether there should be a parish council if
they went to Gravesham could be discussed later. If they were to be comprised
in Southfleet, they should have greater representation. Gravesham was a more
logical area. Mr. Huxley said he had heard Mr. Eagles say New Barn ought to have
a greater voice. In Gravesham it would have no voice on a parish council, and
to put it there could give it a lesser voice. Mr. John Brown, Parish
Councillor for Southfleet living at 16, The Oval, said that, although Mr. Huxley
said New Barn had a voice they were in a minority against Councillors from Betsham
and Southfleet. He felt they were more associated with Gravesend than Dartford.
111. Mr. W.J. McNeill, County Councillor for the Sevenoaks NE county electoral
division, and, incidentally Chairman of the County Education Committee had had to
go but had asked Mr. Swift, representing the County Council (see next paragraph)
to say what he would have said as follows - Much had been said about shopping and
access to the Town Hall etc, but there were many areas with sprawling areas; there
was nothing new about travelling if you lived in a rural area. Nothing had been
said about the daily use of Longfield by New Barn residents for schoolstnd library,
-
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and not much about the use of the station. But his principal request was for
the matter to be deferred until the general review. Fawkham and Hartley
had .just become one Church parish and might combine as a parish council. The
boundary between Ash and Hartley was the subject of a review recommended by
Sevenoaks District Council. His electoral division might go to Dartford Borough
as it was now in the Dartford Parliamentary constituency. Therefore, New Barn
should be part of the general review.
(9) The evening session - the County Council's view
112. Mr. G.W. Swift, Deputy County Secretary, Kent County Council, said that
the County Council had not come down on one definite side of the fence. The
County Council's position had been set out in their letters to the Commission
of 18th December 1981 and 17th August 1983 (see paragraphs 12(1) and 15(2)
above), from which he read.
and proposed solution
113. The letter of the 18th December 1981 said that the Gravesham submission /
were considered ;by the County Council's Electoral Review Group and were discussed
solely from the County Council standpoint. With this in mind, it was considered
that, from the aspect of encouraging the development of a sense of community,
it was probably desirable to amalgamate the New Barn development into one
principal administrative area. It was not proposed to express any view as to
the ultimate location of New Barn, such decision to be left to the Commission
in the light of the views expressed by those directly concerned. The letter
enclosed details of the county electoral divisions involved and the effects of
various solutions to the location of New Barn. Whilst all the possible
variations fell within the limits set by the Largest and Smallest Divisions set
or envisaged during the 1979/81 review of the county electoral divisions
nevertheless the Group felt that the large divisions that would be created
if New Barn was to be wholly located either in Dartford (Dartford South-East
Division) or Gravesham (Tollgate) should be drawn to the attention of the
Commission.
114. The letter continued that the proposal had also been examined with the
County Council's operational functions in mind and, generally, it was agreed
that there would be little effect should New Barn be re-located within any of
the three Local Authority areas. However the Education position as described
on p 10 of Gravesham's submission ought to be amended to read as follows "There is a three-tier system of schooling within the Longfield Parish
(Sevenoaks District) which serves the New Barn community. A minority of
children travel to Gravesend to attend the denominational St. George's
C.E. and St. John's R.C. Schools from the age of 11 or the three upper
schools in Gravesend and Northfleet from the age of 13. The
denominational and upper schools are located within the Gravesham
Education Division and the intake to the upper schools from other areas
(including New Barn) has been acknowledged in the past when the
Thames-side scheme was fully operational by the fact that the two
Governing Bodies of these schools have had a Governor nominated either by
Dartford or Sevenoaks Councils serving on them".
The County Education Service therefore, the letter said, whilst supporting the
general principle of rationalisation of the New Barn area, would, for the
following reasons, have some of its existing problems removed if the area
came within Sevenoaks. The majority of children from the New Barn area attended
the nearest appropriate schools of Longfield C.E. Middle School and Woodview
County Primary School within the Sevenoaks District and would continue to do
so if the administrative boundaries were changed. As the Education Divisional
Structure followed the existing District Council boundaries parents faced
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problems In knowing which Divisional office to approach e.g. a parent in the
Dartford part of the area might need to approach the Sevenoaks office over
placement in a Longfield school, the Gravesend office over possible placement
in a Gravesham school and the Dartford office over travelling expenses and
individual allowances. Some of these problems would be removed if the New Barn
area as a whole came within the Sevenoaks District area.
115. The letter of the 17th August 1983 said that consideration had been given
on behalf of the County Council to the form and content of the Council's
representation at this-;local meeting. The conclusion reached was that the formal
views of the County Council as set out in the letter of 18th December 1981 should
be adhered to. It was also agreed, the letter said, to bring three further
points to the Commission's attention.
116. Firstly, the view was now taken that, having regard to the anticipated
review of the boundary between the current Greater London Council area and that of
the Kent County Council, due to take place between 1985/89, the review concerning
New Barn was premature. Secondly, since the County Council considered the matter
in 1981, the structure of one of its major services, namely Social Services, had
been reviewed and reorganised so that the whole of New Barn was new covered by
the Dartford and Gravesham area, whose area was co-terminous with that of the
Dartford and Gravesham District Health Authority. Finally, the bulk of the
New Barn area i.e. those parts within Southfleet and Longfield Parishes, were
now in one Parliamentary constituency - Dartford.
117. Reference, Mr. Swift said, had been made (in the course of the discussion)
to Gravesham and Dartford .exercising highway agency functions but not Sevenoaks.
The County Council would not admit to providing a lesser service in Sevenoaks.
In the future it was likely that rather less functions would be carried out under
agency agreements. As to the relationship between the green belt in planning
maps and the definitions in the Countryside Plan (see paragraph 33 above) it
might be that the white area between new Barn and Istead Rise in the
Countryside Plan might be more likely to be threatened, but current thinking was
that the green belt restriction in the other maps should be sufficient on its own.
Kent, he said, was a polycentric county any given area some people might go to
Gravesend frequently and others to Dartford.
118. fir. Weatherell (see also paragraph 105 above) said that historically
children in New Barn used to go to Gravesham or Dartford. Then the Longfield
schools were built and took pupils away from Gravesham and Northfleet schools.
119. Mr. Swift asked Mr. G.C. Newman, Assistant Education Officer, to speak
about the catchment areas of the Longfield scools. Mr. Newman said they were
based on 30 form entry. Longfield School had 74 forms of entry from Sevenoaks,
14 from Dartford District and 1 form of entry from the whole of New Barn.
The Middle School, he said, had 2j forms from Sevenoaks ij from Dartford District
and 1 from New Barn. The Primary School had 1 form of entry from New Barn and
two-thirds from Sevenoaks. All three shcools were in Longfield Parish. We were
talking about 300 children from New Barn going to Longfield schools. Only about 6
were now going from New Barn to Gravesend; the number going to Dartford
Grammar School was increasing but not more than 12.

-

30 -

(10)

The evening session - other views

120. Mr Avery (see also paragraph 35 above) said that from the point of view
of the residents the conclusive statement from Kent County Council was that
one area was probably desirable. Residents took the view that the County
services were basically the same whichever district was involved.
121. Mrs. Sheila Eames, Sevenoaks District Councillor for Hartley and Fawkham
(see also paragraph 47 above) said that she had not spoken when Sevenoaks and
Longfield spoke. Traditionally, Longfield, Hartley and New Barn had always
been administered by a rural district and that was why they went to Sevenoaks.
She thought the people in the Longfield part put great store on being in a
rural District Council. She had great sympathy with a Parish Council which
had done its best for the area. It would be unfair if New Barn would still be
enjoying Longfield facilities without paying for them. The Longfield area had
never been administered by a borough but by a rural district.
122. There being no other people who wished to speak, the meeting finished at
about 8.30 p m.
6.

ACCOUNT OF INSPECTIONS MADE

123. On Monday 29th August 1983 I left Victoria by the 12.55 p m train and
alighted at Longfield at about 1. 32 p m. I turned left on coming out of the
Station and walked down Station Road to the main road (B260) past shops and
other facilities. I walked along the main road past St. Mary Magdalene's Church
to its junction with the Drive. I went up The Drive (an unmade road in poor
condition) to Pescot Avenue, then turning left up Greenfinches across the
Sevenoaks/Dartford boundary and contined along Shearwater, turning right into
Nuthatch and right and left along Dene Avenue and right into Southfleet Avenue.
I continued along Southfleet Avenue to New Barn Road and turned left at New Barn
Road and along New Barn Road to the last property on the left hand side
(Courtwood House) giving a view over Istead Rise on another hill to the right
and quite a wide panoramic view to the River Thames at what I think must have
been Northfleet or Swanscombe with quite a number of tall chimneys scattered about
in the distance. I then walked back along New Barn Road and turned left into
Longfield Avenue, continuing along it across the Dartford/Gravesham boundary to
its junction with Nurstead Avenue. At this point in its journey east Longfield
Avenue becomes an unadopted road, and Nurstead Avenue is also unmetalled.
I turned right down Nurstead Avenue, continuing past Festival Avenue, which is
metalled, to Fawkham Avenue, and I turned right into Fawkham Avenue. I turned
left into The Laurels and across The Oval (along which the Gravesham/Dartford
boundary roughly runs) into Pincroft Wood and along Pincroft Wood and Fairlight
Cross to New Barn Road. I then walked south down New Barn Road, past the
Longfield place name sign on the right at the Dartford/Sevenoaks bou^lary and past
the Yews development (now well on) on the left down to the main road (B260),
where I turned left. I continued along the main road, inspecting on the left
the footpath to the east of the Yews development proposed for the new boundary
by Gravesham, to Longfield Hill. In Longfield Hill I turned left up Nurstead
Lane across the Sevenoaks/Gravesham boundary, passing on the way there the village
green and St. Mary Magdalene's Mission Church, to the point where Nurstead
Avenue joins the Lane adjacent to the Reservoirs. From here there were extensive
views in the Gravesend/Northfleet direction and towards Sole Street (Church
visible). The houses of New Barn were visible across the fields from the main
road and from Nurstead Lane. I then walked back down Nurstead Lane to the main
road, where I turned left to continue through Longfield Hill (public house and one
or two shops) to the railway bridge which I crossed to the far side where the
Sevenoaks/Gravesham boundary runs. I then walked back along the main road
(which is known as Main Road) to Longfield and went to the Railway Station via
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St. Mary's Way, Oakwood Rise and the other part of Station Road (new shops)
which I had not previously used, arriving at the Station about 4.47 p m
and I caught the 5. 17 p m train back to Victoria.
124. On Friday 2nd September 1983 I arrived at Longfield Station shortly
after 11 a m to make a further inspection, this time by car. I was met and
accompanied by Mr. H.T. Davis, representing the Dartford Borough Council,
Mr. B.J. Rowbotham, representing the Gravesham Borough Council, Mrs. Sheila
Eames, representing the Sevenoaks District Council, and Mrs. Barbara Lace,
representing the Longfield Parish Council. I went first to the Whitehill
recreation ground in the western part of Longfield Parish and then along to
the cricket ground adjoining Manor Farm at the eastern end at Longfield Hill.
I then went up New Barn Road and to the west end of Pescot Avenue to look
at the view over Longfield in the valley to the west. I then went back to
New Barn Road and past the New Barn place name sign at the Sevenoaks/Dartford
boundary and via New Barn Road into Gravesend, passing close to the Gravesham
Brookvale Council Depot and by certain of the schools and the Civic Centre to
the shopping centre by the Army and Navy Stores and Marks and Spencers. I then
went past the back of St. George's shopping centre and down to the River, then
along the River frontage past the end of the old High Street and the ferry pier
and up to the Clock Tower. I then went up Rootham Road out of Gravesend to
Istead Rise and around in Istead Rise. I then went back along New Barn Road,
looking on the way at the agricultural land on the left which the Residents
Association suggested for incorporation in Gravesham to provide a suitable
boundary for taking in the houses on the other side of the road as they proposed,
to Longfield Avenue. I went down Longfield Avenue to the east to the point
where it joins Nurstead Avenue and becomes an unadopted road. I then walked
along the unadopted section to the junction with Walnut Hill Road, leading to
Istead Rise, and Stoney Corner, leading to Nurstead Lane, with Walnut Hill Road
and Stoney Corner both being metalled as they lead away from the corner.
Returning along Longfield Avenue, I walked down Yew Tree Close and further on
down the footpath which forms the Gravesham/Dartford boundary to the open fields
to try to get some idea of a possible northern boundary as contemplated in
the counter-proposal by Dartford and others. I then returned down New Barn Lane
and the main road (B260) through Longfield Parish to the western end of the
Parish and continued across the Sevenoaks/Dartford boundary via Green Street Green
and Darenth and past the Downs School to Dartford Town Centre, where I saw the
Borough Council Offices, the pedestrian shopping centre, Hesketh Park and the
Parish Church. I went past the Arndale shopping centre and to the new Orchard
Theatre. I left Dartford past Stone Lodge Farm and went via the Bean electoral
ward to Southfleet Parish arriving first at Betsham and then Southfleet and
St. Nicholas Church. I saw the new village hall. I then went on to Hook Green
and then back to Southfleet and to Longfield Station arriving there at about
1.50 p m.
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7.

ASSESSMENT OF .THE WEIGHT OF THE ARGUMENTS,
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
REASONS
(1) Effective and convenient
local government

125. Section 42 of the Local Government Act 1972 empowers the Commission to
make proposals to the Secretary of State for effecting changes appearing to the
Commission to be desirable in the interests of effective and convenient local
government.
126. There is no further definition in the Act of what this phrase means,
but, in my opinion, in the context of changes in local government areas, it
means that the proposals should provide a framework or pattern within which
the relevant local government services can operate in a resonably efficient
and self-contained way, and accordingly within which there is a sufficient
population to warrant the structure required for the services and a sufficiency
of resources to enable that structure to be established and maintained. It also
involves each elector in the area having so far as practicable an equal share
in the election of the controlling authority. Further, the phrase means, in my
opinion, that no community should be divided by a principal area or parish boundary,
and that, wherever practicable, boundaries should be carried through rural areas
where a minimum of cross-boundary problems are likely to arise, and should be
clear and unambiguous. Also the 1972 Act, in its creation of new districts out of
the former boroughs, urban districts and rural districts seems to me to embody
a policy of mixing urban and rural areas in one district, though some districts
may be more urban in character and some more rural. It does not seem to me that
the interests of effective and convenient local government in the section are
concerned with political majorities, nor the actual efficiency of services; what
the Commission have to do is, I think, to provide the framework within which the
services can be provided efficiently and conveniently to the various communities
in the district, and whether they are so provided is up to the elected councillors
and their officers and other staff.

n
127. I would in this connection refer to the Commission's Notes on Boudary Making
sent to local authorities concerned with reviews, and in particular to
paragraph l.b. "Boundaries should never sever local communities except for district
wards where this is essential to achieve broad equality of representation" and
I.e. "Boundaries should, where possible, be drawn so that access and provision
of services will not involve crossing into an adjoining authority1.'
128. I think I should add that in any particular situation there may be more than
one solution which can be said to satisfy the interests of effective and convenient
local government. In such circumstances one must make a choice as to what is the
most effective and convenient solution, or, perhaps, the most acceptable or
natural or otherwise appropriate solution.
129. It is against the foregoing view of what are the interests of effective and
convenient local government that I have framed my recommendations in this case to
the Commission.
-
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(2) The surveys
130. The review process in this case originated with the survey which the
New Barn Ratepayers Association undertook in 1978.
That survey has come in
for a great deal of criticsm from many quarters. In my view, however, much of
the criticsm was unjustified, particularly so far as it seemed to attack the
integrity of the members of the Association who were responsible for it.
In my opinion it was a genuine attempt by an honest and honourable body of
people to obtain the views of the New Barn residents on the question of whether
they wanted New Barn to be unified and, if yes, under which authority. Possibly
with hindsight and with more resources there are some things they might have done
differently, but, with one important exception, I reject this criticsm. The
exception is that I do accept that the information which went with the questionnaire
vas framed in such a way as to place undue emphasis on the comparative rate
poundages. It is perfectly true that the information also relates to other
considerations, such as planning and conservation, but these are mostly related
in the information to the unification question; and when one gets to the
considerations affecting the choice of local authority the information sheet
starts off by saying "Obviously the level of Rates in an area is most important",
and the comparative table by its nature takes a prominent place. I doubt whether
this rate information had any substantial.effect on the answer to the first
question, but I do think it could well have affected the answer to the second.
131. I think that to secure a 69.5 per cent return was quite an achievement,
and the vote in all three parts of New Barn was so high (90 per cent in Dartford,
86 per cent in Gravesham and 75 per cent in Sevenoaks) that I believe it
establishes the wish of the residents in all three parts for unification.
132. The replies to the second question showed large votes (89 per cent in
Gravesham 63.8 per cent in Dartford and 47 per cent in Sevenoaks) in favour
of going into Gravesham. But there is validity in the point made by Mr. Wilson
for Dartford that only 507 out of the 1,057 households to whom the questionnaires
were sent actually opted for Gravesham (see paragraph 58 above). One hundred and
seventy/opted for the other two districts, and Mr. Wilson contended in effect
that those who did not vote voted for staying as they are. I do not entirely
agree with this. I think it could be validly argued as an alternative that
those who did not vote did not mind where they went. However, as I have already
indicated, having regard to the wording of the information sheet, I regard the
answer to this question as somewhat suspect.
133. The Dartford - Gravesham Borough Councils'poll of 1982, which excluded
Sevenoaks residents, was not subject to criticsm. But this confirmed the
results of the Association's survey on the unification issue, 93 per cent of
those who voted in Gravesham and 86 per cent of those who voted in Dartford
voting for unification. And, on the second question, Dartford or Graveshara or
Sevenoaks, majorities again opted for Gravesham, 199 Dartford households being
for Gravesham and nearly all Gravesham households wanting to remain there. Only
25 Dartford households and 3 Gravesham households voted for Sevenoaks.
134. The Longfield poll was even more limited. It did not ask the unification
question at all. It is interesting that, although Longfield severely criticised
the Ratepayers Association's survey as loaded, the information sheet accompanying
the Longfield voting paper solely contains arguments devoted to securing that the
recipent would vote to remain in Longfield Parish including a comparative table
showing Sevenoaks as having the lowest rate in the £. In the part of the Parish
proposed for transfer to Gravesham 15 voted to transfer and 93 to remain.
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135. Mr, Wilson suggested that a fourth survey, that recorded in the newspaper
cutting of llth August 1983 (see paragrph 54 above), was more valid than the
Ratepayers Association survey. With no particulars about who or how many people
were asked and other details, I do not regard this as a serious poll though it
may well have been valuable in arousing people's interest as to what was
happening and bringing the Commission's consideration of the matter to their
notice.
136. I have dealt with the surveys early in my comments because the people's
wishes are important, and it was the 1978 survey which started the process off.
I think in the circumstances that there is a general and substantial majority
of those who would vote on the subject in all three parts in favour of
unification. I suspect that, if asked today, a majority in the Dartford part
and certainly in the Gravesham part but not in the Sevenoaks part would opt for
going to Gravesham, but I think this would probably be governed by the rather
simple and natural feeling that Gravesend is the nearest large town to which
they go for shopping and entertainment rather than considerations of effective
and convenient local government and all the arguments which have been put before
me.
(3) Topography
137. Longfield is a long narrow parish lying in a valley running roughly west
to east on either side of Main Road (B260), which runs from Dartford to Meopham.
The main village of Longfield with the railway station, shops and.other facilities
lies towards the western end of the Parish, mostly between the railway and Main
Road. As one walks along the main road in an easterly direction there is on
the left a bare hillside escarpment with along the main road a ribbon of
development also on that side and on the other (south) side Longfield School and
its playing fields. About two-thirds of the way along the bare hillside stops
and the hillside is covered by the development of The Drive, Pescot Avenue and
Hill View Road and the new development at the Yews, which together form the
Longfield part of New Barn, while on the south side of the main road lie the
other two schools and other development. The New Barn development in Longfield
at the ppint where it crosses into Dartford at the top of the hill is clearly
visible from Longfield School grounds, while Longfield School and the main village
in the valley below is visible from the end of Pescot Avenue. If one continues
along the main road one comes to the separate village of Longfield Hill , which
is on rising ground and in effect closes this end of the valley. Here also the
road and railway cross at the extreme eastern end of the Parish and the Parish
sweeps to the south across the railway to encompass the Hartley Bottom valley
running north to south and so creates the Wellington boot effect to which Mr. Cooper
referred (see paragraph 84 above). Longfield Hill itself is an attractive small
village with a village green, public house, one or two shops and a Mission Church.
138. So one has the main village, the ribbon development and schools, the
Longfield part of New Barn and Longfield Hill all neighbours in one valley.
139. The main access to the New Barn development is New Barn Road which runs
up the escarpment through the Longfield part of New Barn and through the middle
of the Dartford part in Southfleet Parish which it enters near the top of the
hill. It then runs on to the end of the main New Barn development and comes
to the long ribbon of mainly larger properties which the Ratepayers Association
want added to the unification scheme. Here one is over the hill and the land and
the road falls away to the Thames estuary and one has a very broad vista lying
before one over what I think are probably parts of Northfleet and Swanscombe to
the River, with the development of Istead Rise on a separate hill in the right
foreground; there are a number of tall chimneys prominent in the landscape. The

-

35 -

road continues down through the edge of the Parish of Southfleet into
Northfleet and Gravesend. The Gravesham part of New Barn lies along the east
side of the Dartford part and is at much the same level as Longfield Hill.
140. The topography is of some importance because it may well have had an
influence on people's feelings as to where they belong by inducing a feeling
once one is out of the Longfield part of New Barn and over the top of the hill
that one is part of Gravesend to which New Barn Road leads down. Longfield
Parish have disputed that their part is part of New Barn, and this dispute is,
as it were, marked on the ground by the Longfield/New Barn place name sign
erected near the top of the hill where one passes into Dartford.
(4) The need for unification
141. Until the 1972/74 re-organisation New Barn was divided between two
districts, the Northfleet Urban District (which comprised the present
Gravesham part) and the Dartford Rural District which included the Parishes
of Longfield and Southfleet. In that re-organisation the Dartford Rural District
was divided west to east, the northern part including Southfleet Parish going
to Dartford Borough and the southern part including Longfield going to Sevenoaks,
so that unfortunately the New Barn area became split between three districts
instead of two. The whole of New Barn seems to someone walking round the area
one continuous community which takes no account of district boundaries, though,
as I have said,, because of the topography there is a different feel about
the north and the south of the area. And to have three different districts
responsible for the area could, in my opinion, by no stretch of the imagination
be called in the interests of effective and convenient local government.
Mr. Avery mentioned some of the minor absurdities, the house at the end of
the road in a different district to the other houses, the tree preservation
order on one side only of The Oval, the man who had to make two planning
applications. This is not to say that local government services are not being
provided well. The three authorities are clearly efficient authorities who are
doing their best to co-operate. Nor is there any virtue in comparing the
services provided by each authority. They are very similar.
But no reasonable
man would draw boundaries in such a way to divide a community.
142. Some of the foregoing anomalies might no doubt be removed by minor boundary
adjustments, but I feel there might be more major difficulties, for example one
or more of the larger properties on New Barn Road might come up for redevelopment
for shops or offices, but would the other parts of New Barn hear about it in time,
a subject in which they might well be interested. And it must be rather irksome
for the Association to have to keep in touch with three authorities about, eg,
planning applications and tree preservation policy. The mere existence of the
Association may indicate a failure of the local government base; there is noone
except the Association to look after the interests of the community as a whole.
The people of New Barn do not seem very demanding of local government services;
they do not want lighting where they have not got it and they do not want a
community centre, but if they did change their mind, they would have problems.
It seems to me therefore that there is the strongest case for uniting the
whole area. This is what the people want as I have discussed above,--what the
Kent County Council think is desirable, and, as far as the Dartford and Gravesham
parts are concerned, the Southfleet Parish Council and Dartford Borough and the
political organisations there agree. Gravesham, having promoted the scheme
clearly think unification of the whole area is desirable.
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(5)

Prematurity

143. But then it is said the present review is premature and should await
the general review. Clearly agreement is not a pre-requisite to the
Commission's proceeding and this is just such a case as Circular 33/78
envisages for consideration in the period 1978-83, of boundaries straddled
by development.
Some seemed to think that the general review would be in
the period 1984-89 but my understanding is that any general review of
non-metropolitan district boundaries is unlikely to be until the early 1990's,
and I do not believe that the Commission would wish to be involved in the
unification of New Barn as part of the review of London boundaries as Kent
County Council seemed to think (see paragraph 116 above). In my opinion there
is no case for putting off the remedying of the present highly unsatisfactory
position at New Barn until the 1990's. This can be done without prejudicing
the wider questions which may then come up for review as I indicate later.
Indeed it may be of positive advantage to the Commission that the question of
New Barn should be dealt with now, for it seemed from the discussion at the
meeting that they might have problems enough without it at the London review
and any later non-metropolitan district general review.
144.

I accordingly recommend (1) that the present situation in the New Barn area must be
regarded as not in the interests of effective and convenient
local government;
(2) that any minor adjustment of boundaries, eg to avoid
individual properties being in two different districts,
would still leave a situation which was not in the interests
of effective and convenient local government;
(3) that the unification of the three parts of New Barn would be
in the interests of effective and convenient local government;
(4) that such unification can be carried out without prejudicing
any subsequent general review, and accordingly that the
Commission should proceed with the present review and not
reach an interim decision to make no proposals for the area.
(6) Which area ?

145. If unification is accepted, the question arises - Under which authority
should the unified area come ?
I first consider the Gravesham scheme. This
must rank high for consideration because it is what the residents originally
opted for, and to which I believe a large number would still feel attachment
(see paragraph 136 above). Although the scheme has been clouded by alleged
political motives, the initiative came from the Residents Association and
Gravesham simply accepted it, so that I do not think the scheme should be
regarded as "political" in origin. And, as I have said (see paragraph 126 above),
I do not think political majorities are relevant to the interests of effective
and convenient local government. But the Gravesham scheme does not seem to me
to be one which is in the interests of effective and convenient local government
for the following reasons (1) It would take a large part out of the centre of Longfield Parish and
have a disruptive effect on the community of that Parish, and indeed
it would, I believe, have the effect of separating two communities,
New Barn and Longfield which as I mention later I regard as interconnected
parts of a larger community. It would therefore be against the interests
of effective and convenient local government by severing a community.
(2)

It would create a long built up peninsula intruding into the Parishes of
-
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Southfleet and Longfield with the boundaries tighly drawn round the
properties. I think that, so far as practicable, for effective and
convenient local government a community should be associated with
surrounding open land in the future and planning of which they will
clearly have an interest.
(3) Taking the New Barn area as a whole it is, I think tied to the Longfield
community as I have mentioned in a way in which it is not tied to
Istead Rise or Meopham or Gravesend
(4) I do not think a reasonable man, givawen the task of drawing district
boundaries would draw such a peculiar boundary if it was practicable
to avoid doing so.
(5) The provision of services to New Barn by Gravesham would be via New
Barn Road passing through Southfleet Parish in Dartford Borough, though
I do not regard this factor by itself as of great importance in this case
since the road only passes along the edge of Southfleet Parish.
146. I now look at the relationship between New Barn and on the one hand
Longfield Parish and on the other hand Southfleet Parish. I find that New Barn
is tied to Longfield in a way in which it is no way tied to Southfleet.
Firstly, it seems to me that historically there can be no doubt that New Barn
owes its existence primarily to the railway and Longfield Station and that
original development spread along the B260 and up New Barn Road spreading and
.developing outwards as land was put on the market. Secondly,the southern or
Longfield part of New Barn forms part of the Longfield valley and is an integral
part of the Parish of Longfield lying between Longfield village and Longfield Hill,
and to take it away would be taking out a central and important part of the
Parish. Thirdly, nearly all the children from New Barn come down to the three
Longfield schools. Then the 35 shops and other facilities in Longfield village
could not surely survive on the trade of Longfield village alone and must serve
a wider area including New Barn. It is interesting that Longfield Parish
claim the Longfield part as an integral part of Longfield and say it is not
part of New Barn while the Ratepayers Association claim it as an integral part
of New Barn and the actual residents seem to hold different opinions with the
majority probably on the Longfield side. What we have here it seems to me
are two overlapping and interlocking rings, or two communities which by close
neighbourhood and even/overlapping^each other, are tied together into one larger
community. Though some at one end may feel no association with some at the
other, nevertheless the community as a whole runs through from one end to the
other.
147. There are no such associations between New Barn and Southfleet. The
Southfleet part of New Barn is at the extreme south-east corner of the Parish,
quite independent of Southfleet and Betsham which remain rural villages in
a rural setting and attractive as such. I do not feel there is any real
association between New Barn and the rest of the Parish save for those who
go to the Parish Church and the public houses. Of course, Southfleet would
suffer a severe loss of rateable value, and I appreciate that they have just built
a fine new village hall, though I do not think this was really for the benefit
of New Barn; it is .a village hall for a rural village. Southfleet, if it
loses New Barn, will have an electorate of some 971 and a rateable value of some
£100,003, which I think are comparable with many other rural parishes. I do
not believe there is any reason why it should not continue to exist as a typical
rural parish with two very pleasant villages, and also two smaller settlements,
just as it did before the accretion of modern development in its south-east
-
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corner.
148. Here I must deal with the Dartford Borough objection to losing New Barn.
It seems to me that the real basis of the objection is the "most serious effect"
(see paragraph 59 above) resulting from the reduction of population and rateable
value, making the Borough less viable and more open to territorial claims from
London. In support of this objection the three league tables of rateable,
value, domestic properties and population were produced. But I do not regard
a reduction of rateable value of £200,000 out of a total of £llm, or of 700
houses from a total of 27,000, or of population by 900 out of a total of 77,900,
as most serious or as affecting the viability of Dartford Borough. What I regard
as small reductions should not be a deterrent from getting New Barn into
the right district.
149. I find therefore that there is a very strong case for the incorporation
of the unified New Barn community into Longfield Parish as a component part
of the Longfield Parish community rather than in Southfleet Parish.
150. I have already expressed the view that it is undesirable to draw boundaries
closely round buil-up areas, and I think that in incorporating New Barn into
Longfield there should also be incorporated the adjoining undeveloped land in
Gravesham, partly I think in the Parish of Meopham, This is the land lying
between Nurstead Lane and Stoney Lane and the New Barn development. Looking from
Nurstead Lane near the water reservoirs, one can see the New Barn development
off Pincroft Wood and off Nurstead Avenue across fairly flat fields. The people
who live in these areas must be interested in the future of this land and in
fighting off any future proposal there may be for development in this green belt
area. In the unfortunate event of development occurring, on the other hand, it
would essentially be part of New Barn, particularly as Nurstead Avenue is at
present developed on one side only.
151. However, I do not recommend the incorporation into Longfield of the long
tongue of houses stretching down the west side of New Barn Road which the
Ratepayers Association wished to be added. These are in many cases large
properties, some of which may possibly be redeveloped in the future, and they
are, so to speak, well over the hill and stretching down into Southfleet Parish
where I think they should remain. To add them to Longfield Parish would give
the Parish a strange shape, but, if in future Longfield Parish were transferred
to Dartford Borough, they would then be in the same district as New Barn.
152. Having come to the conclusion that Longfield Parish is the correct
destination for New Barn, I have been much tempted to recommend that the
enlarged Longfield Parish should then be transferred to Dartford Borough.
This would then secure that the open land to the north-wesywas all in the same
district as the builtrup area of New Barn and would, incidentally re-unite
Southfleet and Longfield in one district as they were before 1974.
The railway,
I think, would make an excellent southern boundary, incorporating or nort the
small area to the south near the Station, and the Hartley Bottom area could be
transferred to Hartley Parish. This would be a good southern boundary for the
enlarged Longfield Parish and Dartford Borough. I still feel that while the
solution I am recommending is, in my opinion in the interests of effective and
convenient local government, this transfer to Dartford would be still better.
I put this possibility forward at the meeting as it was an obvious course for
consideration, but the comments I received,not unsurprisingly, from Sevenoaks
were that it was something which should not be considered in isolation from a
general review.
Indeed the prematurity arguments of Dartford themselves rather
pointed in the same direction. It is obvious from merely looking at the map
that, if the principle of using the railway line were to be continued to the «fet,
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this might raise the question of a transfer to Dartford of a further area of
Sevenoaks and of a transfer of other land near Farningham Road Station to
Sevenoaks. But it would appear from what Mr. Baker and Mr. Wilson said
that even more d^stic possibilities might be involved such as the future
of Hartley and New Ash Green and Horton Kirby; Mr. McNeil1, the County
Councillor for Sevenoaks NEfthought his whole county electoral divisions might
go to Dartford (see paragraph 111 above). In short the issue here is whether
the split of Dartford Rural in 1974 was right or whether the split should be
along the railway line or further south. In all the circumstances I have
concluded that the prematurity argument is good here and that it would be wise
for me to refrain from recommending the transfer of the enlarged Longfield
Parish to Dartford much as I am attracted to it. But this in no wise
diminishes the desirability of taking the first step, namely the unification
of New Barn in the right parish.
153.
I have felt some concern over the fears of Dartford and Mr. Dunn about
pressure from London boroughs and the feelings of Swanscombe. As I understand
it, the review of the London borough boundaries will take place in 1984 to 1990
and the review of non-metropolitan district boundaries so far as necessary only
thereafter. This may pose problems for Dartford. I would only express it to
be my wish that the reductions in population and rateable value of Dartford,
small as they are, which will result if the Commission adopt my recommendations
should not in any way lessen any case Dartford may have for resisting extension
of London limits; if in a review of those limits, the viability of Dartford
as a district authority is in issue, then at that time I would hope the
Commission would bear in mind at the same time the issues which may affect the
Dartford southern boundary.
154. In coming to the conclusion I have that New Barn should be incorporated
in Longfield Parish, I am fully aware that this is not a solution which,
Judging from any of the surveys, would command popular support.
But I think
the 1978 survey was, as I have explained, somewhat Gravesham directed. The
1982 survey, though it included an option for Sevenoaks was rather a
Dartford - Gravesham contest. The mention of Sevenoaks along with Dartford
and Gravesend is perhaps itself misleading, for noone would connect this area
with Sevenoaks Town, and I do not really think Sevenoaks Town enters into it.
The Sevenoaks District is, as Mrs. Eames pointed out^ a collection of independent
country towns and villages. If the survey had asked people to opt for
Southfleet or Longfield, one cannot be sure what the result would have been.
Therefore I do not regard the surveys as conclusive , and I would hope that
when people understand the position fully and the interests of effective and
convenient local government they would be happy to join with their near neighbours
and that the solution I propose would be acceptable. No doubt they will still
continue to go to the nearest large town of their choice for shopping and
entertainment as country people always will.

155.

I accordingly recommend that the Commission should,propose -

(1) that the boundaries between Sevenoaks District and Gravesham and Dartford
Boroughs should be altered so as to incorporate the New Barn area within
the District of Sevenoaks by amending the existing boundaries so that
from the point where the existing Graveshairr Sevenoaks boundary crosses
Nurstead Lane the Sevenoaks boundary shall run in a north-easterly
direction along the centre of Nurstead Lane to its junction with the
road known as Stoney Corner, thence in a northerly direction down the
centre of Stoney Corner to its junction with the unadopted road known
as Longfield Avenue and Walnut Hill Road, thence in a westerly direction
along Longfield Avenue (so that the whole of Longfield Avenue shall be
-
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included in Gravesham Borough) to its junction with Nurstead Avenue,
thence in a northerly direction along the side and .rear boundaries of
properties in Longfield Avenue and Yew Tree Close as far as 16 Yew Tree
Close and then along the western boundary of Thirty Acre Shaw, and thence
in a westerly, southerly and westerly direction along the southern
boundaries of the open fields to the north of New Barn to the existing
Gravesham - Dartford Borough boundary, thence south down this existing
boundary and thence westerly along the rear or side bounaaT**L°$f$.nies
Longfield Avenue or Birch Close as proposed in the Gravesham scheme for
a new Gravesham - Dartford Borough boundary, and thence continuing west
.. . and south in accordance with such boundary proposed in the Gravesham
scheme until it joins the existing Dartford - Sevenoaks boundary.
(2) That accordingly the existing Gravesham - Dartford and Dartford Sevenoaks boundaries west and south of the new Sevenoaks boundary proposed
at (1) be abolished.
(3) That the area so transferred to Sevenoaks District be incorporated in the
Parish of Longfield and that the Parish boundary of Longfield be altered
to follow the new District boundary.
and Meopham
es
(4) That the boundaries of the Parish/of Southfleetibe amended to follow the
new District boundary.
(7) Electoral consequential
(a) County electoral divisions
156. If the foregoing proposals are adopted the electorate of the Sevenoaks NE
county electoral division will be increased from 10,123 to 12,851, the
electorate of the Tollgate county electoral division will be reduced
from 11,948 to 11,412, and the Dartford SE county electoral division will be
reduced from 12,549 to 11,285. The first figure given is the 1979/80 review
basis and the second the 1981/82 register basis. If the 1984/85 review
projection is taken, the second figure will be 13,'248, 1*1,348, and 11,498
respectively. The average electorate per councillor in the 1979/80 review basis
was 10,939 and in the 1984/85 projection 11,497 with *-largest divisionsof 13,941
and 14,340 respectively. The new figures would seem to be within acceptable limits
and notto require any consequential alterations to county electoral divisions.

(b) Borough or District electoral wards
157. Longfield Parish constitutes an electoral ward for Sevenoaks District
returning one member. The current electorate is 1,7.97. At the time of the
last review of electoral wards for Sevenoaks District the average number of
electors per councillor estimated for 1980 was 1,661. The proposal which

I recommend will result in the addition of some 2,058 electors aisstan to the
Longfield ward, and J recommend that a consequential adjustment should be made
to increase the representation of the Longfield ward from 1 to 2 councillors
and that the total number of councillors for Sevenoaks District be increased
by 1.
158. The proposal would result in a reduction of the number of electors in
the Istead electoral ward of Gravesham Borough from 3,565*returning two members
by 638 to 2,927. The average number of electors per councillor is given in the
Gravesham scheme as 1,631, giving an entitlement of 1.79 to the Istead ward.
It would seem acceptable in the circumstances to leave the 2 member representation
of the Istead ward to continue, and no consequential adjustment is required.
159.

Southfleet Parish is at present a separate electoral ward of Dartford
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The 1983 electorate is 3,645.

Borough with an electorate of 2,447 returning two members. The average number
of electors per councillor is 1,310. If my proposal is adopted, the electorate
would be reduced to some 971 electors. The two alternatives are either to
leave the residue of the Southfleet ward as a single member ward, or to
amalgamate tt with the adjoining Bean ward, which is a single member ward with
an electorate of 1,260, giving a total electorate of 2,231. The entitlement of
the reduced Southfleet ward would be .74; the entitlement of an amalgamated
Bean and Southfleet ward would be 1.70.
In the circumstances it seems to
be that an alteration amalgamating the two wards could hardly be justified as a
consequential amendment, and X recommend that Southfleet Parish as reduced
should continue as aseparate electoral ward, but returning only one councillor
and that the total number of councillors for Dartford Borough be reduced by
one accordingly.
(c) Parishes
160. Longfield Parish is at present an unwarded parish with a 9 member council.
The electorate is 1,797. The proposal adds some 2,050 electors to the Parish
so that clearly an increase in the number of parish councillors will be needed.
The increase in the number of councillors together with the fact that there
are at least three distinct communities of Longfield village, New Barn and
Longfield, Hill within the larger Parish community makes it/aesirable in my
opinion that the Parish should be warded that I think this should be a
consequential alteration'forming part of the Commission's proposals.
161. The existing Longfield Parish is divided into three polling districts West with 1,195 electors, Central with 398 electors and East with 204 electors.
With 9 members this gives an electorate of 200 electors per member. The West
district comprises the village of Longfield, the Central district comprises
development along the B260 and the Longfield part of New Barn, and the East
district comprises Longfield Hill village and the rural area of Hartley Bottom.
It seems to me that these three polling districts could well form the basis
for three wards, and the added New Barn part could well form a fourth ward.
An increase in the total number of councillors proportionate to the total
increase in electorate would, I think, produce an excessively large Council.
I therefore propose a total of twelve members which would give an average of 320
electors per member for the enlarged Parish, which I think should be divided
on the basis of my foregoing suggestion for wards as to 4 for the West ward
(1,,195 electors, 299 electors per member), 1 for the Central ward (398 electors),
1 for the East ward (204 electors) and 6 for the North ward (2,050 electors,
342 electors per member). This would give some over-representation to the East
ward, but in my opinion this is justified because Longfield Hill and Hartley
Bottom are a quite distinct community from the rest of the Parish, and I think
should not be submerged in another ward; to have a separate member there should
help to stimulate interest in parish government.
162. However, the existing polling district boundaries are not entirely
satisfactory. That between the West and Central ../..'.':.- seems to be an arbitrary
straight line drawn from south-west to north-east across the Longfield School
playing fields and the_,B260.to the Parish boundary. And the boundary between
disTtiers
the Central and the East /
also for the most part seems to be arbitrary and
for the rest f^ollows a public footpath cutting through the new Yews development.
The boundary between the Central and East polling districts and the proposed
North ward, which follows the existing Parish boundary, also requires adjustment
in the Yews area. The ward boundaries which I recommend are therefore designed
to overcome these unsatisfactory features. I have not calculated piocisely what
effect these adjustments will have on the ward electorates, but I do not think
they will be sufficiently substantial to alter what appears to me to be the fair
and reasonable apportionment of members already mentioned.
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163. I accordingly recommend that, if my proposal for an enlarged Longfield
Parish is accepted, - •
(1) the total number of parish councillors should be 12;
(2) the Parish be divided into four wards as follows West ward- the part of the Parish west of a line following the
path south from the Parish boupary immediately to the
., .
rear of" the last house on the west side at the southern
end of Turnstone to Main Road, B260, thence east along
the centre of Main Road to Gorse Wood Road, thence south
'.' • •
down the centre of Gorse Wood Road to the point where the
path which runs south from Gorse Wood Road under the
railway leaves the Road and thence along such path to the
Parish boundary.
Central ward - the part of the Parish bounded on the west by the
.
'
line described ai>ove on the north by a line commencing
at the northern point of such line and continuing east
along the old Parish boundary until it reaches New Barn
Lane, thence north-east along the centre of New Barn Road
to its junction with Fairlight Cross, thence east along
the centre of Fairlight Cross to a point level with the
rear boundaries of the properties on the west side of
the southern section of Pincroft Wood, thence south down
such rear boundaries to the public footpath leading down
to the B260, thence south along such path to the B260,
thence south-east along the centre of the B260 and the
Hartley Bottom Road to the railway, and thence west along
the railway to join the Parish boundary at its nearest
point, and then bounded on the south by such Parish boundary.
East ward - the part of the Parish lying to the east of the Central
ward and south of the old Parish boundary with Southfleet.
North ward - the remainder of the Parish.
(3) the West ward should elect four parish councillors, the Central ward 1,
the East ward 1, and the North ward 6.
Ifll.' r
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165.
Soutfleet Parish is at present warded as set out in paragraph 68 above.
It will lose for the most part the South ward returning 4 members, leaving only
60 electors in this ward in the reduced Parish, and they should be incorporated
in the Central ward, so that there will then be the North ward (Betsham)
returning 2 members with an electorate of 243 and the Central ward (St. Nicholas)
returning 4 members with an electorate of 728.
It is questionable whether a parish
with so few electors and only 6 councillors is appropriately divided into wards,
but in this case Betsham and Southfleet are two distinct villages.
In my opinion
any amendment to unward the Parish would hardly be consequential on my proposal
and Is best left to local decision at a later date. In the circumstances
I recommend only that -

(1) the Commission should propose the reduction in the total number of members
of Southfleet Parish Council nbmulfl Tin rnriiiffjr? from 10 to 6;
(2) the boundaries of the Central ward of Southfleet Parish be amended to take in
the residue of the South ward after the alteration of the district
boundaries.
-
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166. The area of the New Barn development in Gravesham Borough is
unparished, so its transfer has no parish consequences. So far as I have
recommended the transfer with New Barn of land in Meopham Parish, there are
too few, if any, electors to require any consequential parish electoral
alterations.
8.

SUMMARY

167. In conclusion, I have recommended that, in the interests of effective
and convenient local government, (1) the three parts of New Barn be unified;
(2) the unified area of New Barn with some open land adjoining in
Gravesham Borough be incorporated in Sevenoaks District in Longfield Parish;
(3) the district and parish boundaries be altered accordingly;
(4) the following consequential electoral alterations be made (a) the membership of the Sevenoaks District Council be increased
by one councillor;
(b) the Longfield electoral ward of Sevenoaks District elect two
councillors instead of one;
(c) the membership of the Dartford Borough Council be reduced by one
councillor;
(d) the Southfleet electoral ward of Dartford Borough elect one
councillor instead of two;
(e) the membership of Longfield Parish Council be increased from nine
to twelve councillors;
(f) Longfield Parish be warded into four wards - West (four councillors),
Central (one councillor), East (one councillor), and North (six
• councillors);
(g) the membership of Southfleet Parish Council be reduced from ten to
six members; and
(h) the boundaries of the Central (St. Nicholas) ward of Southfleet
Parish be amended to take in the residue of the South ward which
will still be left in Southfleet Parish.
168. I have only arrived at my recommendations after very careful consideration
and have endeavoured to set out fairly fully the reasons which have led me to
them. While some of those who made representations or attended the meeting may
be disappointed, I hope they may appreciate the reasons, and I would like to
express my thanks to-all those who attended the meeting for the kindness and
consideration shown me in trying to find out fully the facts and the arguments
involved.

15th September, 1983.

(R.N.D. Hamilton)
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