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To the Rt Ron Roy Jenkins, MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department

PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FUR TIE BOROUGH
OF MEDWAY IN THE COUNTY OF KENT

1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried
out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the borough of
«

i

Medway in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to,
the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the future electoral
arrangements of that District.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of
the 1972 Act, notice' was given on 10 June 197/f that we were to undertake
this review. This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to
Medway Borough Council, copies of. which were circulated to the Kent County
Council, Parish Councils in the district, the Members of Parliament for the
constituencies concerned and the headquarters of the main political parties.
Copies were also sent to the editors of the local newspapers circulating in
the area and of the local government press.

Notices inserted in the local

press announced the start of the review and invited comments from members of
the public and any interested bodies,
3. Medway Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of
representation for our consideration.
,"

When doing so they were asked to observe

the rules laid down in Schedule 1]. to the Local Government Act 1972 and the
guidelines which we aet out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the

•

Council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were also
asked to take into account any views expressed to them following their consultation
with local interests* We therefore asked that they should publish details of
their provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft scheme

thus
to us/allowing an opportunity for local comment.
4. The Council have not passed a resolution under section ?U)(a) of the
Local Government Act 1972 and the elections of all district councillors will
be held simultaneously.
5. On 12 December 197-4) Medway Borough Council presented their draft scheme
of representation. They proposed to divide the area into 20 wards, each
returning 2, 3 or 4 councillors, to form a council of 60 members.
*

6. We considered the draft scheme submitted by the Council and the comments
c

which had been made upon it. We noted that the draft scheme did not comply with
our guidelines since it contained a ward returning more than 3 members. In
addition we considered that the range of elector/councillor ratios was so wide
as to be contrary to the rules in Schedule 11 to the Act. We therefore
decided to propose reducing the representation of the Walderslade, Weedswood,
Wayfield, Troy Town, Karl5Rede Court, Thameside, Cuicton and Hailing and
Frindsbury Extra wards from 3 councillors to 2 and the representation of the
Hoo St Werburgh ward from 4 councillors to 3» '-'e also decided to adopt some
minor boundary realignments suggested by Ordnance Survey.
7. On 27 March 1975 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's draft
scheme. The Council were asked to make the draft proposals and the accompanying
maps, which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for inspection at their
main' offices. Representations on our draft proposals were invited from those to
whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from members oi' the public
and interested bodies. Vie asked that conments should reach us not later than
22 May 1975-

8. Comments received in response to our draft proposals raised objections to
the looa of representation of the rural area and also to certain of the
boundaries in the urban area.

9. V/e considered that we needed further information to enable us to reach a
conclusion. Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2) of the 1972 Act, and
at our request, you appointed Mr R N D Hamilton as an Assistant Commissioner to
hold a local meeting and to report to us.
10. Notice of the local meeting was sent to all who had received our draft
proposals or had commented upon them and was published locally.
11. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting at the Council Offices, Prindsbury
Hill, Strood, Rochester on 9 October 1975 and visited the areas which were the
subject of comment. A copy of his report is attached at Schedule 1 to this report.
12.

In the light of the discussion that took place at the meeting and his

inspection of the area, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that the Commission's
draft proposals should be confirmed.
13. We have considered again our draft proposals in the light of the comments
which we had received and of the Assistant CommiGsioner's report. We have
concluded that the recommendations made by the Assistant Commissioner should
be accepted and we hereby confirm our draft proposals as our final proposals.
14. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedule 2 to this report
and on the attached maps. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the
number of councillors to be returned by each. The boundaries of the new wards
are defined on the maps,
PUBLICATION
15.

In accordance with section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972

a copy of this report and a copy of the maps are being sent to Medway
Borough Council and will be made available for public inspection at the

Council's main oi'fices. Copies of this report (without maps) are being sent
to those who made comments. A detailed description of the boundaries of the
proposed wards as defined on the maps, is set out in Schedule 3 to this
report.

L.S.
Signed
EDMUND COMPTON (CHAIHMAN)
»

JUHN M RAJIKIN (DEPUTY CHAIKHAH)
t

DIANA AL13EMARLE'
T C BI2NFIELD

MICHAEL CHISHOU1
AHDRKW WffiiATLE*
F B YOIHIG

DAVID R SMITH (Secretary)
November 1975

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
BOROUGH OF MEDWAY
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 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 with respect to the
review by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England of the
electoral arrangements for the Borough of Medway. In pursuance of this
appointment and'at the request of the Commission I attended at the Council
Chamber, Council Offices, Strood, in the Borough of Medway on 9th October, 1975,
at 10 a.m. to hear local views on the draft proposals published by the Commission
for the Borough of Medway.
2. The names and addresses of those who attended the meeting and the names of
the bodies or persons whom they represented are set out in the Appendix to this
report.

2.

THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS

3. On the 10th June, 1974, the Commission invited the Medway Borough Council
to prepare a draft scheme of representation for the district, taking into
account any views expressed to them by local interests, and to submit their
draft scheme to the Commission. The Borough Council submitted their draft
scheme of representation on 12th December, 1974.
This scheme provided for
twenty wards each returning 2, 3 or 4 councillors to make a council of 60, one
more than under the existing arrangements; the 5 proposed wards in the rural
area were the same in their boundaries as the existing wards, but there were
substantial changes from the boundaries of the existing wards in the urban
areas. The Borough Council opted for a system of whole council elections.
4. The Commission adopted the Borough Council's draft scheme as a framework
for their draft proposals, so that the ward boundaries are for the most part
similar to those in the Council's draft, but they decided to reduce the
representation of certain wards to provide what was in their view a more
equitable scheme returning 50 councillors.
5. The Commission's scheme provided for 20 wards as shown in the first
column of the Table on the following page of this report each ward being
entitled to the number of councillors shown against it in the second column.

The numbers in brackets in the second column show the number of councillors
provided for in the Borough Council's draft where this differs from the
Commission's proposals, thus showing readily the alterations made by the
Commission. The third and fourth columns show the 1974 and estimated 1979
electorates and the fifth and sixth columns show the mathematical entitlement
to councillors which is found by dividing the averge number of electors per
ward (1,984 for 1974 and 2,170 for 1979) into the ward electorate. The first
fifteen wards are the urban wards, while the last five are the rural wards.
TABLE
Ward

Councillors

Electorate
4974
1979

Entitlement
1974
1979

Lordswood

3

3,938

6,400

1.98

2.95

Walderslade

2(3)

3,397

6,900

1.71

3.18

Weedswood

2(3)

4,120

4,220

2.08

1.94

Horsted

3

5,315

5,570

2.68

2.57

Wayfield

2(3)

4,971

5,070

2.51

2.34

Luton

3

6,595

6,750

3.32

3.11

Hoicombe

3

7,174

7,220

3.62

3.33

7,181

7,230

3.62

3.33

3

5,922

5,922

2.98

2.73

"~ 2(3)

5,155

5,155

2.60

2.38

St. Margarets and Borstal

3

5,409

5,510

2.73

2.54

Temple Farm

3

6,353

6,400

3.20

- 2.95

Earl

2(3)

5,139

5,139

2.59

2.37

Rede Court

2(3)

3,510

3,950

1.77

1.82

Frindsbury

3

5,904

5,904

2.98

2.72

All Saints

2

3,306

3,430

1.67

1.58

Thameside

2(3)

3,148

4,500

1.59

2.07

Cuxton and Hailing

2(3)

3,605

3,670

1.82

1.69

Frindsbury Extra

2(3)

3,733

3,780

1.88

1.74

3(4)

5,330

5,790

2.69

2.67

Town

' 3

Warren Wood
Troy Town

Hoo St. Werburgh

.

The estimated 1979 electorates were, I understand, supplied to the Commission by
the Borough Council on the advice of the Director of Planning.
3.

THE WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

6. Prior to the meeting I was supplied by the Commission with copies of 14
written representations which they had received as follows:(1) from Hoo
St. Werburgh Parish Council; (2) from Grain Parish Council; (3) from Cuxton
Parish Council; (4) from the Frindsbury Extra Branch of the Gravesend

Conservative Association; (5) from Hailing Parish Council; (6) from St. Mary Hoo
Parish Council; (7) from Frindsbury Extra Parish Council; (8) 'from Cliffe
Parish Council; (9) from Councillor Derek Munton; (10) from the Gravescnd
Division Conservative Association; (11) (and (14)) from Councillor C.J. Nickless;
(12) from Councillor B.J.E. Santrey; (13) from the Rochester and Chatham
Conservative Association; and (14) (and (11)) from Councillor C.J. Nickless.
7. All these representations objected to the loss of representation of the
rural areas and, with the exception of the Grain Parish Council's representation,
asked that the representation of ftthese areas be restored to that in the Borough
Council's draft scheme; in the cae of Grain, which is included in the All Saints
ward for which the Commission's proposals and the Councills scheme both
provided for 2 councillors, the Parish Council asked that the number of councillors
for the ward be increased to 3. The various parish representations put the
point of view of their own parish or ward but also supported each other in a
united quest for more rural representation.
8. The representation (no. 13) from the Rochester and Chatham Conservative
Association also suggested boundary alterations, some of them substantial, to
certain of the urban wards proposed by the Commission, namely the Lordswood,
Luton, Warren Wood, Troy Town, St. Margarets and Borstal, Town, Rede Court,
Frindsbury and Hoicombe wards.
9. The representations from Councillor Nickless also complained about the
procedure adopted by the Borough Council in drawing up their scheme.
10. Neither Councillor Derek Munton (no. 9) nor Councillor C.J. Nickless (nos. 11
and 14) attended the meeting, nor were the Gravesend Division Conservative
Association separately represented from the Rochester and Chatham Conservative
Association.
11. At the meeting I received written representations from Councillor J.B Matthews
in support of increased rural representation, and a letter from the Secretary
to the Kent County Council stating that the County Council did not propose to
be represented at the meeting but reserved the right to submit views and to
comment on any proposals that might be made by the Commission for the County
review. Oral representations were made at the meeting on behalf of the
High Halstow, All Hallows and Stoke Parish Councils, which had not submitted
representations in writing
4.

THE DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING

12. I heard the representations of those who attended broadly in the same
sequence as those of the numbered written representations referred to above, but
taking the parishes first, then the political associations, and then individuals.
Everyone present who wished to make any comments, including comments on comment
made by anyone else, had the opportunity to do^so.
13. The Medway Borough Council had submitted no written representations, but
I enquired first whether they wished to say anything. Their Chief Executive,
Mr. Roy Hill, stated that the Borough Council had accepted by a majority vote
the draft scheme which they had submitted to the Commission1 and that, as the
Commission's proposals broadly followed the Borough Council's scheme, they
accepted the Commission's proposals.

Part I - The Rural Case
14. I then proceeded to hear the comments on rural representation. I have
already referred in paragraph 7 to the fact that each parish written representation,
while putting the case for its own parish or ward, also supported the others in
a united quest for more rural representation. The same is true of the oral
comments which I note below.
(1) Hoo St. Werburgh Parish Council
15. The written representation of the Hoo St.
in the strongest terms against the proposal to
councillors to 3 for their parish and for the
to 11, and pointed out that the Parish Council
with the town areas of Gravesend and Medway.

Werburgh Parish Council protested
reduce the representation from 4
total rural parishes from 15
had strongly opposed merging

16. At the meeting Mr. G.L. Smith, the Chairman of the Parish Council, said that
the Commission's proposal would give an unfair balance of rural and urban
interests. They were still a developing area with a large growth in housing
and he thought the Commission's estimate of population increase an underestimate; because of the vast area covered they felt they would be grossly
under-represented. Mr. B.V. Stanton, a Parish Councillor, said that the
system based on a simple numerical calculation could not be justified in
rural areas. Town councillors could cover their voters in a small area, while
rural councillors had many miles of road to cover. He would be content with 15
rural councillors out of 59 but any reduction would have a significantly
detrimental effect. The Parish was a major industrial area with more industrial
growth to come. Mr. W.S. Newman, the Clerk of the Parish Council, said that
development of the Kingshill Camp site would give another 300 to 400 electors.
Mr. R.C. Andrews, a Parish Councillor, said that the area of Hoo Parish was
equivalent to the whole area of Rochester and Chatham and had widely
diversified interests; there was an army camp half of whose voters were not on
the electoral roll but had to be looked after; two caravan camps produced an
undue amount of work; there was to be a 2,000 boat marina with an influx
of people at weekends; and the residential area in the middle contained both
local authority and privately owned houses. With such a vast area the
representation should be greater rather than less.
17. Mr. Roy Hill, the Borough Chief Executive, explained how the future
population figure for Hoo had been taken from the Directorate of Planning and
from the planning documents for the area prepared by the Kent County Council.
The figure might be on the low side.
(2) Grain Parish Council
18. The written representation of the Grain Parish Council asked that
representation for All Saints ward should be increased from 2 to 3. There
was a large area to cover which meant very hard work for just two. There
were three distinct communities to cover, and it was felt each warranted the
attention of one councillor.
19. Mr. L.A. Preece, the Chairman of the Parish Council, said that there
should be no reduction in the representation. He represented a highly
industrialised area. He asked - Why this upheaval so soon after Medway
Borough was constituted ? They had settled down to the present representation
on the Borough Council, but who knew but that tomorrow with planning permission

the work would increase. An increase in representation was the right approach,
not a reduction. Mr. J.B. Irvine, a Parish Councillor, said that his Council
represented the cash register for Medway (a reference to the oil refinery no
doubt). They felt that re-organisation by taking small councils and putting
them into large ones reduced parish councils' representation. Since 1970 more
industry had been introduced into the area without a proportionate increase
in employees. They needed several representatives to go along to different
committees to stop development or to see that benefit was brought to the
community. Mrs. D.I. MacDonald, Vice-Chairman of Stoke Parish Council (in the
same ward) and Medway Borough Councillor for All Hallows, Stoke and Grain,
explained that Grain was enormously industrialised and that there was an
enormous holiday site at All Hallows. The borough councillors for the ward
represented the whole ward area, went to the parish council meetings, and had
difficult and complicated problems; and the changeover resulted in an increase
as Medway Council, because of the size of the area, was further from the
community.
(3) Cuxton Parish Council
20. The written representation of the Cuxton Parish Council objected to the
proposed reduction in Borough Council representation from 3 to 2 members in
Cuxton and Hailing on the ground that such a reduction would reduce the rural
representation on the Borough Council.
21. Mrs. P.H. Hews, the Chairman of Cuxton Parish Council, said she was
speaking for both Cuxton and Hailing. She confirmed what Mr. Stanton had
said (see para. 16). There were a lot of separate communities in her area
though it was not highly industrialised. In villages there was much more of
a family relationship with parish councillor or district councillor.
District
councillors tried to attend parish council meetings. Having so few representatives
on Medway Borough Council made it difficult to be on committees at Medway and
to attend local meetings. There was a railway to Strood Junction, and a bus
service.
She felt that while parish councils were to some extent a help
to district councillors, this did not lessen the district councillor's work
because, being aware of problems, the parish council might direct more problems
to district councillors than they would receive if there were no parish council.
(4)

Hailing Parish Council

22. The written representation of Hailing Parish Council objected in the
strongest possible terms to the Commission's proposed reduction for the
Cuxton and Hailing ward. Before re-organisation each village had two
representatives; on re-organisation this was reduced to three between them; and
now a reduction to two was proposed. It would no doubt be argued that this was
correct in proportion to population, but this criterion omitted two very
important points (1) in rural areas local councillors played a much more
important role than in urban areas, and (2) consideration should be given to
area as well as population. The proposed reduction could only result in a
deterioration in service to the electors.
23. As mentioned in paragraph 21, Mrs. P.H. Hews spoke for Hailing as well as
Cuxton.
(5) St. Mary Hoo Parish Council
24. The written representation of the St. Mary Hoo Parish Council disapproved
of the Commission's proposals for the five rural wards on the ground of the
drastic reduction from 15 to 11 members. They felt that the reduction was
being made too early in the life of the new Borough which had not yet settled

down. They pointed out that any future increase in population would
probably be centred in the rural areas of Medway, pointed to the distance to
be covered and the variety of problems which arise in the case of a rural
councillor and said that the presence of parish councils also helped to bring
councillors into contact with the residents they served. So a rural
councillor might have to deal with many more matters than an urban councillor
and representation in rural areas should not be based on the same criteria as
for urban councillors. They made a particularly strong protest about the
proposed reduction from 3 to 2 in the Thameside ward.
25. Mr. B.J.E. Santrey, Parish Councillor and Independent District Councillor
on Medway Borough Council, said they felt the ratio on Medway Borough Council
should be 3 to 1. If the Commission's proposals went through it would be 4 to 1.
This, in the view of his Parish Council, would lead to town domination. He
thought that parishes were entitled to the fullest representation on the
Medway Borough Council to the extent that was necessary to enable their
councillors to carry out their functions effectively and efficiently. Two
councillors for the Thameside ward could not carry out their functions
effectively or efficiently because of the vast areas to be covered. The
reduction to 11 councillors for the rural wards would restrict the voice of
the rural people on the full council and on the very important committees of
Medway Council. Development had taken place at High Halstow and was taking .
place at Cliffe and Cliffe Woods. St. Mary Hoo to Cliffe Woods was 9 miles;
the area was not well served by buses and there were no passenger trains. The
present district councillors for the ward worked together as a team, but could
go wherever they liked in the ward; they worked on the basis that whichever of
them received a complaint would follow it right through. Each of them sat on
different Borough committees and two of them were on the Policy and Resources
Committee, thus giving an effective voice. As time went on there would be
more building in the area than estimated. There was a planning appeal on 10 acres.
Cliffe Woods was likely to increase. Development had been held up because of
lack of main drainage, but this had now been supplied. There was an oil
refinery proposed.
26. Mr. R.F. Harrison, a Cliffe Parish Councillor, emphasised that they wished
to remain as villages. A Medway Borough representative said that it was their
intention to maintain the villages as such with only planned expansion. Mr. Hill,
the Chief Executive, thought the population at Cliffe Woods was not likely to
be much above that projected.
(6) Frindsbury Extra Parish Council
27. The written representation of the Frindsbury Extra Parish Council objected
to the Commission's proposals on three grounds - (1) the recommended changes
applied in the main to the rural areas; (2) the same criteria of X number of
councillors per head of population should not be the same in urban and rural
areas due to the land area; and (3) the propsed reduction from 3 to 2 in
councillors for the Frindsbury Extra ward was particularly objectionable.
28. Mr. L.K. Lower, a Parish Councillor who spoke also for the Frindsbury Extra
Branch of the Gravesend Conservative Association, said that he would dispute the
increase of 47 in the electorate from 1974 to 1979 on which the Commission had
worked. This had been exceeded already with the taking over of Tower Hill by
the County Council Social Services and there was planned development at Lower
Upnor village. His Parish Council supported all other parish councils in claiming

that there should be no reduction in representation from rural areas. Mr. Hill,
he said, had stated that Medway Borough Council supported the Commission's
proposals, but this was a political decision. He referred to Councillor
Matthews' letter (see para.51 ) and said why make changes so quickly after
a fairly appointed and representative committee of the three previous councils
had come without party bias to a decision that the proportion should be 22:22:15
for the three areas, which he believed was working. The Mayor of Medway was a
member of the Parish Council. The Parish had a rather large area and would have
a rather large industrial area when a road proposal went forward. Industrial
activity made demands on councillors.
They had a recreational area being
developed on the River Medway. He agreed that most of the development in the
Parish was an extension of the main urban area of Strood. * Speaking specifically
for the Conservative Branch he said the party now had two out of the three
representatives and had everything to gain from the proposed reduction but
nevertheless they opposed it.
29. Councillor C.W. Hazel1, speaking for the Medway Borough Council, said that
the Borough Council had always agreed that there was a case for rural weighting.
(7) Cliffe Parish Council
30. The written representation of the Cliffe Parish Council protested against
the Commission's proposal to reduce the representation of the rural areas from
15 to 11 members because - (1) the scattered nature of rural areas made members'
work more difficult; (2) if 15 members were suitable when the new authority
took over, it was difficult to see why the arguments for that number should not
apply now, particularly as population was increasing, the population of the
village having doubled from 3,000 to 6,000.
31. Mr. R.W. Cornwall, Clerk of Cliffe Parish Council, said that practically
everything that he was going to say had already been said. The difficulty of
covering a scattered rural area had already been put very well by the Hoo
St. Werburgh representatives at the outset, but Thameside was much more
scattered and it was difficult to represent scattered pockets. You could not
consider representation on a per capita basis. In scattered parliamentary
constituencies there was a rural weighting and his parish felt there should be
weighting for rural areas in district councils. His Council had been very
disappointed with Medway's letter of the 5th May to the Commission (this letter
is mentioned further in para. 35 ). The rural area was a developing part and
the population was going up rapidly. The very big development at Cliffe Woods
would within a year or two have doubled the population from 3,000 to 6,000.
That was also happening elsewhere in the ward, principally at High Halstow.
If only a short while ago 15 members were suitable it was ridiculous to argue
now in view of expansion that the area could be covered by 11. With this
small representation it would be very difficult for the country areas to have
a say on committees.
32. Mr. C.L. Trice spoke in support for the Cliffe Woods Residents Association
and the Gravesend Liberal Association Medway Group. Mr. R.A. Millgate, Parish
Councillor and former member of Strood Rural District Council, said that now
in 1975 they had less representation than in 1974; why should local representation
be reduced ? He asked me to recommend something better. At this point
Mr. Santrey mentioned that Cliffe took the matter so seriously that there were
five representatives from Cliffe Parish Council at the meeting and their
conservation expert, Mr. Hutchings, was also there.

33. Mr. R.F. Hutchings who was present submitted a written statement (which I
read to the meeting) on behalf of himself and his friends, to which he did not
wish to add orally. The arrangements, the statement said, would be reasonable
enough if the sole reason for change was the proportion of representatives to
population in a defined geographical zone, but they hoped that biological
sampling of that sort was not the sole objective. The number of councillors
proposed was not adequate for the representation of problems and opportunities
lautge enough to concern other parts of the Medway district. The statement then
pointed to several major problems and opportunities in Thameside which seemed
more .conspicuous than similar situations elsewhere, namely, decayed buildings,
and areas in every hamlet for restoration and redevelopment of traditional
architectural forms; arable land subject to drought, but unprecedented water
resources available for irrigation; the largest area of industrial wasteland
in the district, with potential for recreational uses; square miles of waste
marshland used for rough shooting, but suitable for one of the largest nature
reserves in SE England; and a foreshore subject to excessive pollution, with great
potential for reclamation and flood defences. He hoped that I might consider
these matters important enough to justify three representatives for the
Thameside ward.
34. Mr. G.A. Connolly, Parish Councillor and Independent Medway District
Councillor; mentioned the tremendous area, 20 to 25 square miles, in Thameside.
To reduce the representation would be putting a tremendous load on each of them;
the load was big enough now. He went on to speak of the difficulties of the
independent councillor. In towns the electors would quite probably take some
of their problems direct to the officers at the District Council offices, but
in the rural areas they all went to the councillor. Thameside had 4 parishes,
three major communities and 3 or 4 smaller communities; it would be very
difficult for one independent councillor working alone, if he were the only
independent elected, compared with three independent councillors working
together as at present. He was disappointed that Medway Borough Council had
accepted by and large the Commission's proposals and had not pointed out the
minutes of the Borough Council (see next paragraph).
35. In paragraph 31 I have referred to the disappointment of Mr. Cornwall at
the terms of a letter from the Borough Council to the Commission of the 5th May,
and in the last paragraph above to that of Mr. Connolly that they had not
pointed to the minutes of the Borough Council. The facts as recorded in the
minutes are that
(1) on 30th April, 1975, the Special Policy and Resources
Committee of the Borough Council considered the Commission's draft
proposals and decided to recommend the Council "that this Council welcomes
the report of the Boundary Commission but feels that further consideration
should be given to the problems of rural representation when the matter is
considered again";
(2) at their meeting later on the same day the full Council
considered this recommendation from the Committee. It was proposed as an
amendment by Councillor Matthews, seconded by Councillor Mra MacDonald
that the words "that this Council does not accept the reduction of 15 to 11
in the rural representation and strongly urges the Boundary Commission to
restore the representation in the rural area" be substituted for the words
"feel that further consideration should be given to the problems of rural
representation, when the matter is considered again";
(3) the amendment was lost, so that the original recommendation
was adopted and the letter of the 5th May correctly conveyed to the
Commission the decision of the Council.

(8) High Halstow Parish' Council
36. Mrs. R.P. Lapthorn, Parish Councillor and Borough Council Ward Councillor,
said she was sorry the High Halstow Parish Council had omitted to make a
written representation. There was very strong feeling in the village over the
proposed reduction of one councillor for the ward. She was an independent
councillor.
She and her Parish Council whole-heartedly agreed with everything
said on behalf of Cliffe, Cliffe Woods and St. Mary's. High Halstow as a
village had expanded and was still expanding. Recently two appeals for
building further estates had been dismissed by the County Council, but it
might come up again. It would be a sad day when one was expected to be a car
driver before one could become a councillor.
She went to all parts of the
parish on her bicycle and it was hard work. She totally opposed the reduction
and endorsed what Mrs. Hews had said (see para. 21).
(9) 'Stoke Parish Council and All Hallows Parish Council
37. Mrs. D.I. MacDpnald, Vice-Chairman of Stoke Parish Council and Medway
Councillor for All Hallows, Stoke and Grain, said that she would like to
endorse from both Stoke Parish Council and All Hallows Parish Council all that
had been said about the reduction in rural representation. The area was
vast and the problems very diverse. The communications were appalling; one could
not manage on buses and there were no trains. Practically all the Medway
committees had some concern with the area, and it would be difficult to
cover them all. She questioned the numbers of people estimated for the area,
and did not think everyone realised the number of people who went through
All Hallows every year that brought problems to her. The chalet site had
about 380 residential for 10 months ofi:theyear; some were electors. There
was a caravan site next door.
(10)

Gravesend Conservative Association
Frindsbury Extra Branch

38. The written representation of the Frindsbury Extra Branch of the
Gravesend Conservative Association protests at the reduction under the
Commission's proposals of rural councillors from 15 to 11 on the grounds (1) that it was democratically agreed between representatives of the three
former councils that representation for the former Strood Rural area would
be in'.proportion to approximately two-thirds that of the urban representation
of either Chatham or Rochester; (2) that the rural area covers a far
larger area than either of the urban areas; and (3) the Commission's
proposals will confirm the fear of the former Strood Rural District Council
that Strood would become the poor relation of the new Borough Council.
38. Mr. L.JC. Lower's oral comments in support of this representation are
recorded in paragraph 28.
(11)

Gravesend Division Conservative

Association

40. The written representation of the Gravesend Division Conservative
Association states that they represent the rural parishes in the Borough of
Medway and asks that the fullest possible consideration be given to retaining
the rural representation of 15 councillors on the Medway Borough Council on
the grounds - (1) a rural ward councillor needs more time to get round to each
of his constituents than in a concentrated urban area and there should be a
rural weighting as there is for rural parliamentary constituencies; (2) that
the Steering Committee of the three former councils agreed a 22:22:15 basis

for representation; (3) "The Peninsular" had an expanding population and with
rural problems it would be wrong to disturb this representation after only
three years existence. The Rochester and Chatham Conservative Association,
the representation said, fully supported them.
41. The Association were not directly represented at the meeting, but the
representatives of the Rochester and Chatham Conservative Association spoke
for them.
(12)

Rochester and Chatham Conservative Association

42. Section 1 of the written representation of the Rochester and Chatham
Conservative Association asked that the number of rural seats should not be
reduced from 15 to 11, and based this on the agreement between the representatives
of the three former councils referred to in the last two proceeding cases and
to the fact that the rural area was subject to considerable expansion in housing
and population and a reduction in the number of councillors would lead to a
decline in the service available to residents.
43. Mr. R.D. Cox, for the Association, speaking also for the Gravesend
Association, a Councillor on Medway Borough Council, supported the written
representation. He said the Joint Committee had not thought in terms of rural
weighting but of what was the fairest thing to do, and he could not see why the
rural area had been singled out for the largest reduction. Mr. A.P. Carrett, the
Secretary/Agent to the Association, also spoke of the agreement between the
former authorities and said the rural representation should not be reduced so
drastically.
44. At this point, and not, it should be emphasised, as part of the Association's
case Mr. R.C. Andrews (see also para. 16) emphasised that party politics did not
matter and it was more rural representation they wanted, and Mr. G.L. Smith
(see also para. 16) said he was speaking from the other side of the political
fence,
(13)

Councillor Derek Munton

45. The written representation of Mr. Derek Munton, Medway Borough Councillor,
protested that the Commission's proposals failed to take sufficient note of the
difficulties of representation in rural areas, that while it could be argued the
number of voters per member for these areas was below the average for the
urban areas an even greater weighting ought to be given to deal with the
difficulties of keeping in touch with those living at opposite ends of large
areas, and he Instanced the case of Cuxton and Hailing; if only two
representatives covered the whole area they must both have cars which would
limit the ability of people to stand and would be anti-democratic.
46.

Councillor Munton did not attend the meeting.
(14)

Councillor C.J. Nickless

47. The written representations of Mr. C.J. Nickless, Medway Borough Councillor,
said in part that while he felt the Council was too large, he was concerned that
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the rural areas should be adequately represented and he felt the cuts
suggested were rather drastic. The difference between urban and rural
parliamentary constituencies sr.hould apply in the rural area also.
4ft.

Councillor Nickless did not attend the meeting.
(15)

Councillor B.J.E. Santrey

49. The written representation of Councillor B.J.E. Santrey made a strong
protest on behalf of the rural people and himself about the "proposed savage
cut" of 25% of rural councillors; the Thameside ward in particular would be
very hard hit because of the size in square miles that had to be covered
by three councillors. The cut would not integrate town and country with fair
representation but would open up the way to town domination over the country
areas. The Parishes were entitled to the fullest representation that they had
always enjoyed for centuries and democracy must be seen to be operating fairly,
otherwise the present system of local government would fail utterly in the
rural areas.
50. Councillor Santrey was present at the meeting but did not wish to
add anything orally on his own behalf to what he had said in support of the
Cliffe Parish Council case (see para. 25).
(16)

Councillor J.B. Matthews

51. Mr. J.B. Matthews, Medway Borough Councillor, submitted written
representations to me as he was unable to attend, and I read these to the
meeting. He wrote as the former Leader of the Strood Rural District Council
to express very strongly certain views resulting from his personal knowledge
of what took place in the discussions of the Joint Committee of the three
former councils, namely: - (1) A proper balance of rural and urban interests
was vital to the Borough, and the Committee agreed on a proportion of 22:22:15
for Rochester, Chatham and the Strood Rural District respectively, an
agreement which was now being altered in a way he found completely unacceptable;
(2) In the Joint Committee there was an exact balance between the two major
political parties, and it was reasonable to assume the agreement arrived at
represented a fair compromise between conflicting political interests on
electoral ward boundaries, but late proposals such as the present ones,
emanating from a body where this fine political balance did not prevail,
could not maintain the same degree of credibility from this point of view.

Part II - The Urban Case
The Rochester and Chatham Conservative Association
52. Paragraphs 42 and 43 have reported on Section 1 of the written
representations of the Rochester and Chatham Conservative Association relating
to rural representation. The remaining Sections proposed detailed
alterations in certain urban ward boundaries, namely Section 2 (to which the
Association attached particular importance), of the boundary between the Luton
and Lordswood wards; Section 3, of the boundary between the Warren Wood and
Troy Town wards; Section 4, of the boundary betweens St. Margarets and Borstal
and Troy Town wards; Section 5, of the boundary between the Troy Town and Town
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wards; Section 6, of the boundary between the Rede Court and Frindsbury wards;
Section 7, of the boundary between the Town and Holcombe wards; and Section! 8,
in effect, relating to the same boundary change as viewed from the Holcombe ward.
The written representations stated that the Section 2 change was regarded as of
paramount Importance, and the representations were accompanied by a petition
signed by 221 residents in the releva/nt area in support of this change.
53. Afr. A.P. Garrett, the Association's Secretary and Agent, said that they
welcomed the inquiry and hoped its conclusions would provide a fair warding
system for the Borough of Medway. He first wished briefly to touch on the
historical background and their reasons for being at the meeting. They realised
that boundaries should not be affected by political interference or pressure,
but not all the facts had been fully considered. They would have accepted in
principle the original recommendations put forward by the officers of the
Borough Council as an impartial body, but unfortunately the Borough Council had
adopted a separate set of proposals for the Commission.
54. In the case of the Section 2 proposal, it was the Association's belief,
he said, that the inclusion of the Palace Estate with the proposed Lordswood
ward was against the whole principle of boundary re-organisation; there was no
community of interest. Councillor Cox lived in the area, was currently an
elected member there, and would explain in greater detail the implications of
the proposal. If the representations about Lordswood were accepted there
would have to be amendments to other boundaries, He had submitted an estimate
of 1,200 as the electorate involved to the Commission, but how estimated it
at 840.
55. Mr. R.D. Cox said that the area had been left out of the Borough Council's
original consideration deliberately and then been tagged on later to the
Lordswood ward (Mr. Roy Hill, the Borough Chief Executive, admitted that the
area had been left out originally, but said this was an error and it was not by
design). Mr. Cox went on to coy that the ward changes submitted to the
Commission had been made on a political basis and the Council had legislated
for a Labour majority for the future. The petition signed by 221 persons
represented a fair representation of political parties and was taken by an
independent body in the area. There was no polling station or building
sui:table for a polling station in that part of the proposed ward and the
nearest station was four or five hundred yeards along the road in Luton ward
(Mr. Hill said he did not know of suitable accommodation for a polling station
at this end of the proposed Lordswood ward). Mr. Cox continued that the area
was tucked away all on its own.
56. On my enquiry as to why only 221 out of 1,200 or 840 estimated electors
had signed the petition; had the othersrefused or not been asked ? Mrs. M. EverndGn
said she had been one of those who took the petition round and she had tried
every house in the area assigned to her. She had had very few refusals. It
appeared that there were many cases where no reply could be obtained to the knock.
On my inquiry as to the Association's attitude if any amendment involved losing
one counclTbr for Lordswood without a countervailing increase for LutonMr. Cox
said he would prefer this to keeping the present boundary. On a further enquiry
by me, he said he would have no objection if the boundary were drawn round the
top of the hill instead of a little way from the bottom as proposed by the
Association.
It was generally accepted by those present that this area was
really part of the adjoining development in Gillinghara, and Mr. Cox expected it
to go to Gillingham although he felt there might be a transfer the other way.
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Mr. Hill confirmed that there would always be a green wedge between the future
development in the Lordswood ward and the top of the hill area.
57. Mr. B. Delay, a member of the controlling Group on Medway Borough Council,
said that the Princes Park development was tending to close the gap between one
end of the proposed Lordswood ward and the other, and the development map
would refute the idea that there was no connection between the two ends, though
there would always be the green bank. Since the area concerned might be moved
Into Gillingham in the future, it would make little difference to it if it
went into the Lordswood area, whereas Luton would be grossly under represented
if the area was transferred there. With the area in Lordswood there would be
adequate representation until the population there rose. The Council's
solution was the better solution in the interim period before any boundary
change with Gillingham. Mr. C.W. Hazell, also speaking as a member of the
Borough Council, supported this view. One had to make up communities for
purposes of representation out of old communities constantly changing. He agreed
the area would probably go to Gillingham.
58. On Section 3 of the Association's proposals I was informed that the
western area of housing which the Section proposed for transfer from Troy Town
to Warren Wood was part of St. Margarets ward. The Association contended that
their amendment as suggested was a more natural and obvious boundary.
59. Sections 4, 5, 7 and 8 of the Association's written representation are
conveniently considered together for they concern adjoining wards and are to
some extent dependent on each other. The.Association claim that their
proposals would follow more natural and obvious boundaries, promote more
community of interest, follow more the existing boundaries, and go some way to
make ward boundaries accord with the proposals which had been submitted to
the Council by their officers and which could be regarded as an independent
assessment of the position.
60. In the case of Section 4, involving the transfer of a substantial part of
St. Margarets and Borstal ward to Troy Town, the Association, in an estimate
submitted to the Commission had said that 350 electors would be included in the
transfer. Mr. Garrett amended this at the meeting to 700.
Mr. Hazell said
he could not see why there should be the dog-legged shape the Association's
proposal would create.
61. In the case of the Section 5 proposal, which involves the removal of the
part of the Commission1 s draft Troy Town ward north of Rochester High Street.to
the Town ward (the effect of which in relation to numbers of electors would,
according to the Association's figures be more than compensated for by the 700
electors transferred into Troy Town ward under Section 4), Mr. Garrett said
this would keep the present St. Nicholas ward intact north of the High Street
with the adjoining part of Town ward, which was its proper place, and to do this,
as the Association's proposal did, by drawing the line along the High Street
to cut off the north part of the Commission's proposed Troy Town ward was using
a natural boundary.
62. The Section 5 proposal having added a large area to the Commission's
proposed Town ward, Section 7 redefines this ward to include that area and then
to-take asvay a substantial part of Town ward and transfer it into Hoi combe ward.
The effect of the Section 7 proposal is, according to the Association's estimate
submitted to the Commission, to transfer 900 electors from Town ward to Holcombe
ward. Mr. Garrett said that this kept together areas which had more in common
with each other and made use of natural boundaries. Mr. Hazell did not agree
that they were natural boundaries.
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63. Section 8 in effect redefines the Commission's proposed Hoicombe ward so
as to include the area transferred to it by Section 7, this, the Association say,
using a natural boundary and producing greater community of interest.
64. Section 6 of the Association's written representations relates to quite
a different area of the Borough, namely, the Strood area north of the River.
It asked that the existing Strood and Frindsbury wards be retained and not
converted into Rede Court ward and a new Frindsbury ward, and it noted that under
the Commission's proposals Rede Court would not have a single established polling
station. At my request Mr. Hill, the Borough Chief Executive, had an overlay
prepared for me and put in showing the boundaries of the existing Strood and
Frindsbury wards. This shows that the combined external boundaries of the two
wards are the same as those of the Commission's proposed wards, but that the
existing internal boundary separating the Strood (now Rede Court) ward from
the existing Frindsbury ward runs roughly diagonally from south-east to
north-west, whereas the internal boundary separating the Commission's proposed
wards runs roughly diagonally from south-west to north-east. The change
proposed in the Commission's proposals is, therefore, a substantial one, and,
according to the estimate which the Association submitted to the Commission
involves a transfer of 1,250 electors from Frindsbury to Rede Court. This
gives 1974 entitlements for Rede Court and Frindsbury respectively of 2.40
and 2.35 compared with those of 1.77 and 2.98 in the table in paragraph 5 of
this report. While at present the total increase in electors of 440 in the
period 1974 - 79 is shown in the Commission's figures to take place wholly in
the Rede Court ward with no increase in the Frindsbury ward, the redrawing of
the boundary would result in some of the new development giving rise to the
increase being in the Frindsbury ward. Assuming the 1,250 transfer and the
equal division of the increase this would give 1979 entitlements to Rede Court
of 2.29 and Frindsbury of 2.25, compared with 1.82 and ?,72 in the table.
65. The Association's representatives argued that their proposal stayed on
the natural boundaries. There would be yet more development in the Rede Court
ward with a proposed change in the Kent development plan. The existing Strood
and Frindsbury wards were roughly the same size, and there was no reason why
the line should be redrawn. With the Commission's proposal Rede Court would
get all the development. Mr. R.C. Andrews (see also paras. 16 and 44) said
he could not see the community of interest in the proposed new wards; his
association was with the Frindsbury ward and he would like this association
to continue; there was no reason for altering the Frindsbury ward except a
political one.
66. Mr. C.W. Hazell , for Medway Borough Council opposing the Association's
request, said he lived in Rede Court and found no objection to the Commission's
proposals. Broom Hill created a natural boundary. There would probably be
redevelopment in the proposed Frindsbury ward.
67.

There was also certain discussion about the polling station situation.

Part III - Procedure
Councillor C.J. Nicklcss
68. I have already reported in paragraphs 47 and 48 on that part of the written
representation from Councillor C.J. Nickless, Independent Councillor, which
related to the rural case. I think I should record here for the sake of
completeness that part of his representation also criticised the way in which
he said the Labour Party Group had produced their proposals only immediately
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prior to the Policy and Resources Committee meeting on the 5th November for
adoption at the full Council later in the month, when he felt that at that
stage all the "interested parties (and non parties)" should have been brought
together to sit down round a table and draw up an equitable document. Such a
discussion did not take place, and at the full Council, he was, he said, the
only member to raise his hand in opposition in the final analysis to the Labour
Group's proposals; however, he applauded the action of the Group in agreeing
to his suggestion that the three alternative schemes be made available for
public inspection. While he did not feel it would be of value to produce
yet another set of proposals for the Commission's consideration, he did feel
the interested parties should be brought together under an Independent ' Chairman
or that an inquiry be held.
69. As mentioned before (para. 48) Councillor Nickless did not attend the
meeting.
5.

ACCOUNT OF INSPECTIONS MADE

70. I arrived at Rochester Railway Station on the morning of Wednesday
8th October and walked down Rochester High Street to the Medway bridge, buying
on the way a large scale street map of the Medway Towns. I then walked
via the High Street, New Road, Chatham Hill, Rainham Road and Wat ling Street to
Beechwood Avenue and then along Beechwood Avenue and along or in Hunters Way
West, Kingsway, Montrose Avenue, Osprey Avenue, Derby Road and Watling Avenue,
and the area to the south at the top of the escarpment. I then returned by bus
via Gillingham Station and the Dockyard area to Rochester High Street and
alighted at the Cathedral. After an interval I walked from the Medway bridge
along the Esplanade and then up to St. Margarets Road by the recreation ground
steps, along St. Margarets Road and in the Horsley Road - Langdon Road area, and
then to Maidstone Road. Thence I walked up to the south side of St. Margarets
cemetery and down the footpath along the south side to Pickwick Crescent;
thence down Jasper Way, St. Williams Way, Delce Road, Star Hill and the High
Street to the Cathedral.
71. On the following morning the meeting lasted from 10 a.m. until about 1.40 p.m.,
and at 2 p.m. I set off by car from the Strood Council Offices to tour the rural
areas, accompanied by agreement of the Borough Council and the Rochester and
Chatham Conservative Association by a representative of the rural interests.
I travelled first to Cuxton and Hailing,and then back:to Strood and on to Upnor,
thence to the R.E. establishment at Chattenden, Hoo, Stoke, Middle Stoke,
Grain, Lower Stoke, All Hallows, the holiday chalet site at All Hallows-On-Sea,
St. Mary Hoo parish, High Halstow, Cooling, Cliffe, Cooling Street,Cliffe Woods
and the main urban part of Frindsbury Extra parish, and back to the Strood Council
Offices.
72. From the Council Offices I set out on foot to investigate the Rede Court
and Frindsbury wards boudary problem. I went down Frindsbury Hill, turning northwest up Mill Street, then south down Cliffe Road to Slatin Street and out into
Brompton Lane, then north-west up Brompton Lane and the public footpath
continuing it to Brompton Farm Road, then south-east down Brompton Farm Road
and south down Broom Hill Road to London Road, and thence north-east via
Castle View Road and Jersey Road back to Brompton Lane. Thence I walked southeast down Brompton Lane to the bottom of Frindsbury Hill and then to Strood
Railway Station, where I caught the 6.36 p.m. train back to London.
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6.

ASSESSMENT OF THE WEIGHT OF THE ARGUMENTS.
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
REASONS
Part I - The Rural Case

73. In order that the recommendation which I make may be the better understood,
I first set out the statutory provisions, so far as relevant, within which
the Commission, and, in turn, I, as Assistant Commissioner, have to act.
74. Sub-section (2) of section 78 of the Local Government Act, 1972, provides
that
"In considering the electoral arrangements for local government
areas for the purposes of this Part of this Act, the Secretary of
State, each of the Commissions and every district council shall
so far as is reasonably practicable comply with the rules set out
in Schedule 11 to this Act".
75.

The relevant rule in Schedule 11 reads as follows:"3(1) This paragraph applies to the consideration by the Secretary
of State or either of the Commissions of the electoral arrangements
for *fce electioitfof councillors of a district or 4r London borough.
(2) Having regard to any change in the number or distribution
of the local government electors of the district or borough likely
to take place within the period of five years immediately following
the consideration (a) the ratio of the number of local government electors
to the number of councillors to be elected shall be, as nearly
as may be, the same in every ward of the district or borough;
[Note: (b) and (c) simply provide that a parish ward
or a non-divided parish shall lie wholly within a
single district ward, and are complied with in the
Commission's proposals]
(3) Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering the electoral
arrangements referred to in sub-paragraph (1) above, regard shall be
had to —
(a) the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will
remain easily identifiable; and
(b) any local ties which would be broken by the fixing of
any particular boundary".

76. It will be seen that there is one paramount command, namely that the ratio
of the number of councillors shall 'be, as nearly as may be, the same in every ward.
Even the desirability of avoiding the breaking of local ties is sub-ordinated
to this. There is nothing whatsoever about having regard to sparsity of
population, width of geographical area, rural weighting, the burden on rural
councillors or other difficulties of rural representation, or the existence
of major industrial or other potential problem giving establishments in a ward.
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77. There are indeed two areas of discretion. First, the Commission are
only required to adhere to the rules "so far as reasonably practicable".
Secondly, the ratio has only to be the same "as nearly as may be". In my
opinion these two areas of discretion do not permit the Commission, and
consequently myself, to subordinate the "same" ratio rule to a general rule
that the ratio of the number of electors to the number of councillors shall
be lower in the case of rural areas than in the case of urban areas, or, in
other words, to apply some form of rural weighting. If Parliament had wished
the Commission to have regard to this as a general rule it would have said
so, as it has done in relation to breaking local ties, though, as I have said,
evenfthis is subordinated to the "same" ratio rule.
78. One of arguments put to me was - Why should the existing arrangements be
disturbed so soon after the new Borough Council's start in life ? Why not
allow things to settle down ? Obviously there is force in this argument,
but the fact is that it does not fit the statutory intentions. If the new
authorities constituted by the 1972 Act were to take up office on the 1st April,
1974, the first elections had of necessity for lack of time to be based on
existing boundaries without any proper review. Section 63 of, and Schedule 9
to, the Act require the Commission tojreview the electoral arrangements for the
new local government areas in England as soon as practicable after the first
election of councillors for any new district in England. It is, therefore,
inevitable that there will be disturbance early in the life of the new councils.
79. I have carefully considered all the arguments put to me in support of the
rural case and the facts by which they are supported, but all these for the
most part seem to me to be arguments for rural weighting which would be
applicable to most rural areas, as in the case of the arguments that (1) the
electors are scattered over an area that is so much larger than an urban ward;
(2) that more councillors would ease the transport problem; (3) that the existence
of parish council's entails greater work for the rural area district councillor,
e.g., in attending parish council meetings; (4) that more representation would
result in the area having better representation on district council committees;
and (5) that more is expected by rural electors of their councillors because
of remoteness of the council offices, the closer relationship in villages or
a greater variety of problems.
80. These arguments were put before me with great force and sincerity, and,
moreover I believe, as was contended,/widely recognised before local government
re-organisation; and I think the facts which support them have great weight.
Had I felt able to meet the arguments consistently with the statutory framework
I would-have been only too happy to recommend some alteration to the Commission's
draft proposals.
It is not my function to make a Judgment on the statutory rules,
nor in any case would it be proper for me to do so for in effect I have heard
only one side of the argument, namely that for greater flexibility, and not
any argument for maintaining the rules as they are. I can well understand,
however, that it will seem a great misfortune in the Medway Borough area that
I find myself precluded from giving some further degree of benefit to the
rural area although some rural weighting was agreed by the Joint Committee of
the three former councils, feelings in favour of it are so strongly and
sincerely held by so many responsible and hard working district and parish
councillors, rural local government is so obviously active, and the Medway Borough
Council themselves, as I am satisfied from their own scheme, their minutes
and what was said to me at the meeting are in favour of some weighting, although
bearing in mind the reductions made by tfee Commission's proposals in the urban
wards also, very likely not to the full extent that the rural wards now claim.
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But I am in duty bound to follow the rules and must accordingxly recommend
that the Commission should make no alteration in their draft proposals on
account of these general arguments.
81. So far I have dealt only with the general rural argument. I have,
however, examined the case of each of the five rural wards and the parishes
contained within them for the purpose of considering whether there are any
special facts or circumstances which would enable me to advise the Commission
that it was not reasonably practicable to comply with the rules or that
there might be some further application of the words "as nearly as may be".
First, however, I should make two general comments - (1) that already in the
Commission's draft proposals the rural areas for the most part already have
some advantage over the urban areas, and (2) that I do not think the existence
of particular problems or installations in a ward would constitute special
circumstances. If it is the Commission's policy to take this particular kind
of fact into consideration, the details are set out in my report to enable them
to exercise a discretion, but, for my part, I feel that they, and I, would be on
a very slippery slope in having special regard to these kind of facts, other
than possibly in the most exceptional circumstances, since there can be few
rural wards in England which could not point to special problems of one kind
or another; and if one has special regard to these in a rural area, could it
not be said that special consideration should be given to an urban ward which
contained a town's major industrial area.
82. I now consider the wards separately: (a) Ward 16 - All Saints
This ward comrises the parishes of All Hallows, Stoke and Grain. The parish of
Grain contains the vast oil refinery which must represent an investment of many
millions of pounds and must drawn in lab^our from a large area outside the ward
and may involve potential pollution problems. The parish of Stoke contains two
villages, Upper and Lower Stoke with a few dwellings at Middle Stoke in between.
All Hallows, besides the village .contains a very substantial permanent holiday
camp of chalets by the sea. These special features are set against an
ordinary agricultural background, I accept that these are unusual features for
a rural ward resulting in a substantially higher population by day and in the
summer than is represented by the ordinary electorate. The entitlement figures
(see the table in para. 5) are already on the low side for 2 councillors
at 1.67 and 1.58.
I do not find that there are circumstances which render
it not reasonable practicable to comply with the rules,and the entitlement is
already on the low side for 2 councillors let alone 3 as asked.
(b) Ward 17 - Thamcsj.de

Of all the rural wards I regard this as being the most deserving of another
councillor if that were permissible. The area covered is large, though a
substantial area to the north is marsh and it covers four parishes, Cliffe,
Cooling, High Halstow and St. Mary Hoo, which must involve a heavy burden on
the district councillors in their liaison with the parish councils. Moreover in
the parish of Cliffe there are two distinct communities at Cliffe and Cliffe
Woods. On what I heard at the meeting I believe that the substantial
population increase allowed for in the Commission's figures will be realised
and in all probability exceeded. On the other hand it should perhaps be pointed
out that over two-thirds of the electorate are in the one parish of Cliffe,
albeit in two communities. I have also had special regard to the particular
problems and opportunities mentioned by Mr. Hutchings (see para. 33). The
entitlements given in the paragraph 5 table are 1.59 and 2.07.
Even allowing
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for another 500 electors In 1979 above the estimate used by the Commission,
the 1979 entitlement would still only be 2.30 which would not Justify three
councillors according to the ordinary rule. Although the rural weighting
general argument may apply with special force to this ward, I do not think that
I can say it is not reasonably practicable to adhere to the rules.
(c) Ward 18 - Cuxton and Hailing
I consider this ward less deserving of special treatment than Thameside. The
existing electorate is slightly larger but it is more concentrated at Cuxton and
Hailing with some ribbon development in between. The paragraph 5 table
entitlements are already low at 1.82 and 1.69, and I do not find anything special
which would justify a relaxation of the statutory rule.
(d) Ward 19 - Frindsbury Extra
I think this is the least deserving case for the finding of any special
circumstances since there is only one parish the developed'1, part of which where
the bulk of the electorate lives is really an urban extension of Strood, and not
a rural community at all, as the Ordnaice Map shows. There is the separate village
of Upnor with a caravan site. The table in paragraph 5 shows entitlements of
1.88 and 1.74 .
There is nothing to justify a third councillor.
(e) Ward 20 - Hoo St. Werburgh
This ward again consists of only one parish, and the bulk of the population lives
in what is rather an urban than a rural settlement at Hoo which has long since,as
it were, engulfed the old village. There are two special features, namely the
R.E. establishment at Chattenden adjoining the boundary with Frindsbury Extra,
where there is probably a substantial number of people with a service vote in
their home constituencies rather than on the electoral roll for Hoo but whose
presence may cause problems for the district councillors, and the large Kingsnorth
Power Station which, like the Oil Refinery, must represent a very large investment
of money with potential pollution problems. The paragraph 5 table shows
entitlements of 2.69 and 2.67 for which three councillors are given. I can find
nothing to suggest that this is a case in which the rule should not be complied
with. Moreover, in this case there would be an additional hurdle to overcome
since an Increase would mean 4 councillors, and the Commission in their published
policy (see their Report No. 6 published by HMSO 1973) have said that only in
the most exceptional circumstances should it be necessary for the number of
councillors for a ward to be other than one, two or three. As I understand the
law it is perfectly proper for an administrative body such as the Commission to
adopt a policy or principle to guide them in their work so long as they are
prepared to hear and consider what anyone concerned may have to sayps to why the
policy should not be applied in a particular case. Having considered the case
of Hoo St. Werburgh I can find, as I have already indicated no special
circumstances for departing from the statutory rule let alone exceptional
circumstances for departing from the Commission's policy.
83. In the result I can find no : special circumstances for departing from the
statutory rule. 1 must, therefore, conclude this part of my report by;'recommending
that for the reasons which I give in the proceeding paragraphs of this report the
Commission should not accede to the representations made to them for further
additional representation in the five rural wards but should adhere to their draft
proposals for these wards.
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Part II - The Urban Case
84. I now turn to my recommendations on the alterations requested in the
boundaries of certain urban wards as requested in Sections 2 to 8 inclusive
of the Rochester and Chatham Conservative Association's representations.

'

t

f

85. The requests are framed in part, though there are substantial departures,
to accord with the original recommendations of officers of the Medway Borough
Council, whose views are regarded as being independent of political associations,
and I think it is implicit in the Association's case that the scheme
eventually put forward to the Commission was motivated by political
considerations. The political effect of a boundary change is not one of the
criteria to which regard is required to be had by the Local Government Act, 1972,
and I do not consider that this is material to my consideration; indeed I do
not know what the political effect of any of the boundary changes discussed
would be. Further, as a general principle, I believe that where proposals
have been put forward by a responsible local authority for the district which
comply with the statutory rules, I, as Assistant Commissioner,should be slow
to suggest alternative proposals which also comply.
86. Before leaving the political aspect, I think I should make one thing clear
in case there may be any misunderstanding.
In the penultimate paragraph of his
written representation (no. 14) of the 20th December, 1974, Councillor Nickless
states that in the final analysis he was the only member to raise his hand in
opposition to the proposals adopted by the Borough Council (see paragraph 68).
This may give the impression that Conservative councillors may have voted for,
or acquiesced in, the scheme submitted to the Commission and that their
representations with which I am now dealing represent a change of mind on
their part. There was in fact some discussion at my. • meeting as to what did
happen, but in the end all those present accepted that minute 1092 of the
meeting of the Borough Council on the 20th November, 1974, produced by the
Chief Executive was a correct record of what happened. The minute shows that
at the meeting maps were displayed showing three alternative schemes. It was
then proposed and seconded that scheme 2 submitted by Councillor Delay should
be adopted and submitted to the Commission. It was then proposed and seconded
as an amendment that the scheme submitted by the Electoral Registration Officer
with minor amendments as shown in scheme 3 should be adopted and submitted.
On being put to the meeting the amendment was lost by 26 votes against to 22
votes for. Thereupon Councillor Morman "announced that Members of the Conservative
Party present were unable to accept the basis of the Scheme submitted by
Councillor Delay and all Members of the Conservative Party withdrew from the
meeting". Thereafter various amendments were moved and carried dealing with
minor bouSary alterations and the names of the urban wards, and the substantive
motion that scheme 2 be adopted and submitted was declared carried. There then
followed further amendments relating to the names of the rural wards all of
which were carried; and finally a proposal by Councillor Nickless, as referred
to in his written representation to the Commission, duly seconded that the
statutory notice of submission should include a note that details of the three
alternative schemes were available for inspection by the public .was carried.
87. I do not think that what happened at the meeting affects ray consideration
of the matter, but I have thought it ri'Qftt to summarise the contents of the
minute, so that the record may be straight. It is quite apparent that the
Conservative Association have been consistent in their opposition.
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88.

I now report in detail on the various proposals :Section 2 - Lordswood- Luton Ward Boundary

I had the opportunity of viewing the boundary concerned before the meeting, and
it was at once apparent from my view that here was a special case requiring
very careful consideration. As soon as one walks out of Watling Street into
Beechwood Avenue it is at once apparent that one is walking into an oasis with
a character all its own. It is not that the houses are of any particular
character; they are a mixture of terraces, semi-detached and detached of
various ages, but one gets the impression of a separate community. On reaching
the end of Beechwood Avenue, one comes out on the top of the Darland Banks,
which can best be described as a steep downland escarpment with other open land
comprising a recreation ground at its foot. There is at present a fine view
over open undulating country including a large part of the Lordswood ward,
although preparations for development are evident. However, the Banks and the
recreation ground will always remain a barrier between the Beechwood Avenue,
Montrose Avenue, Hunters Way West, Osprey Avenue and Derby Road development on
the one hand and the rest of the Lordswood ward on the other.
I am then clear that the area I have described has not, and may be never will have,
any community of interest with the rest of the Lordswood ward, though the two
ends of the ward will tend to have more in common as the land in between is
developed. But the fact that there are two separate communities is no-: bar to
including them in one ward; this is a common event in rural wards. And the
Act speaks of breaking ties, not of making ties. Does the Commission's proposal
then break any ties ? Certainly the area is at present for electoral purposes
part of the adjoining community in Luton ward, but from ray inspection and what
was said at the meeting I do not judge it to have any very strong ties there.
As was generally accepted at the meeting it is really part of the adjoining
development in Gillingham. The present Borough boundary in Watling Street
divides two sides of a shopping centre, and, where it turns south through the
development in Osprey Street and the adjoining area, it now makes no sense at
all. It was agreed that whatever solution is arrived at now for the ward
boundary would only be an interim arrangement pending an area boundary review.
It is, of course, important to pay attention to the petition signed by the 221
residents as an expression of local views, but, although it represents a
substantial number of residents in the area, it is very far from being a
majority. My conclusion is that though there is a tie with Luton at present,
it is not in reality a strong one. But in any event the breaking, or rather
avoidance of breaking of ties, is subject to the ratio rule as shown in
paragraphs 75 and 76. It is, therefore, necessary to look at the entitlement
figures. Before, however, doing this may I say it would be most unfortunate if
the electors in the area concerned had to travel to the other end of the ward
to vote, but I regard the provision of a convenient polling station: as
rather a natter of mechanics and not an insuperable problem.
Both wards are given three councillors, and the paragraph 5 table shows
entitlements for Lordswood of 1.98 and 2.95 and for Luton of 3.32 and 3.11.
The Association's Agent's estimate given at the meeting of electors transferred
was 840. From my inspection of the register of electors, I would put it at 890,
and this excludes the electors living in the Capstone Road - Carlton Crescent
part of the Association's suggested area for transfer. In fact this part is
in the vale and not part of the development at the top of the hill, so I think
should in any case be excluded from any re-drawing of the boundary as the
Association's representatives were prepared to accept. Adjusting the
entitlement figures to take account of 890 electors transferred produces
figures of 1.54 and 2.54 for Lordswood and 3.77 and 3.52 for Luton. These show
a substantial under-representation and over-representation respectively, which
should be avoided unless there are particularly strong reasons for disregarding
the rule. As in my Judgment the tie with Luton is not very strong and in any
case the avoidance of breaking of ties is subject to the ratio rule, I recommend
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that the Commission shaould make no change in their proposals for the
boundary between the Lordswood and Luton wards.
Section 3 - Warren Wood and Troy Town
Wards Boudary
This .Section, and indeed the remaining sections of the Association's
proposals, relate for the most part to heavily built up urban areas. In such
areas it is always difficult to draw a line without separating some
community of interest, and there may well be alternative lines no one of which
is significantly better or worse than others in this respect. I find such to
be the case with the Section 3 proposal. The areas which are proosed for
transfer lie -, at the top of the slopes of a valley the bottom of which
roughly crosses the midway point of Jasper Avenue and the valley itself runs down
towards Rochester High Street. The Association have estimated that 150 electors
would be transferred, and the proposal has the merit that it would improve
the ratio a little. Thus for Warren Wood (3 members) the paragaph 5 table
ratios would improve from 2.98 and 2.73 to 3.06 and 2.80 (the improvement
is only in the second figure) and for Troy Town (two members) from 2.60
and 2.38 to 2.52 and 2.30. Despite the overall slight improvement I do not
feel that I should be Justified in recommending a change in the proposals
put forward by the local authority and the Commission, and I accordingly
recommend that the Commission should make no change in their draft boundary
between Warren Wood and Troy Town wards.
Section 4 - ;•: St. Margarets and Borstal Ward
and Troy Town Ward Boundary
The area proposed for transfer by the Association forms for the most part
the high land rising from the River, and most of the dwellings lie at the top
of the hill. Again I think it is difficult to determine any question of
community of interest, but in my opinion the boundary in the Commission's
proposal is a natural boundary which is quite consistent with community of
interest. The boundary suggested in the Association's proposal from the rear
of Ethelbert Road to the centre of the River Medway does not seem to me to follow
any satisfactory identifiable boundary, though no doubt one could be found if
the suggestion was otherwise thought to be desirable. However the loss to
St. Margarets ward of the 350 electors originally estimated by the Association
would have reduced the entitlement of the ward (3 members) to 2.55 and 2.38,
a low level, and the 700 electors now estimated would produce even lower
corresponding entitlements of 2.37 and 2.22.
In my opinion the Commission's
proposal better observes the ratio -. rule without any detriment, and possibly
an:! improvement, to community interests, and J recommend that the Commission should
make no change in their draft boundary between the St. Margarets and Borstal
ward and the Troy Town ward.
Sections 5, 7 and 8 - Troy Town, Town and Holcombe Wards
Boundaries
It is necessary to consider these three proposals together for each has effects
on the others and indeed the last previous proposal in Section 4 is also linked
since if it is not acceeded to it takes away the area to be added to Troy Town
ward to compensate for the area which Section 5 would transfer from Troy Town
to Town. And the area which Section 5 transfers from Troy Town to Town is, as
it were compensated for by transferring the area in Sections 7 and 8 from
Town to Holcombe. I have already expressed the view in Section 4 that the first
link in this chain is unacceptable. I should now like to express the view that
-
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the last link is also unacceptable. It involves according to the figures supplied
by the Association to the Commission the transfer to the Holcombe ward of 900
electors. The effect of this would be to give to the Holcombe ward entitlements
of 4.07 and 3.74 for a 3 member ward, and I could not find any most
exceptional circumstances to justify this being converted to a 4 member ward
.(as required by the Commission's guide lines, see para. 82(e)). Therefore,
in my opinion to make this transfer would offend against the ratio rule, and I
think it would be difficult to say that any greater community interest is served
by the Association's proposal than that of the Commission.The wards with which
I am now dealing lie in the hearts of Rochester and Chatham, an area where
any lines are apt to split interests. If one is not to accept Sections 4 and 8
and and the Holcombe part of 7, then it must have an effect on the Sections
5 and 7 proposals in relation to the Troy Town - Town ward boundary.There is
some justification for the Association's proposal for this boundary in that
it would to some extent keep together in Town ward a longer length of the
High Street frontages, but odthe other hand it would be split for about half its
length -between Town ward on one side and Troy Town ward on the other. I do not
feel able to say that from a community point of view there is any material
advantage in the Association's proposal over that of the Commission, and, viewing
the proposals in Sections 5,7 and 8 as a whole and in conjunction with my
recommendation on Section 4, I recommend that the Commission should make no
change in their proposals for the Troy Town, Town and Holcombe wards.
Section 6 - Rede Court and Frindsbury Wards
Boundary
This is quite a different area from the proposals last considered, being on
the other side of the River. The Association's estimated figure of the
electorate involved submitted to the Commission was 1,250. Using this figure
the effect of the change, as explained in paragraph 64 would be to produce
entitlements of 2.40 (1974) and 2.20 (1979) for Rede Court with figures
of 2.35 and 2.25 for Frindsbury compared with the paragraph 5 table figures
of 1.77 and 1.82 for Rede Court and 2.98 and 2.72 for Frindsbury. The
Commission's proposals give 2 councillors for Rede Court and 3 for Frindsbury.
If the change were made consideration would have to be given to reducing
the number of councillors for Frindsbury to 2 without any countervailing
increase to 3 for Rede Court. Clearly the fact that the Association's
proposal is the existing position merits serious consideration, for people
may, in the absence of any evidence to the contrary, be presumed to have
grown used to this situation and to-v accept it. Broadly, the effect of the
Commission's proposal is to keep the newer areas and the development yet to come
together in Rede Court ward, and the older and denser development together
in Frindsbury ward, and I think this is more likely to achieve community of
interest that the Association's proposal which where it runs south-east
through the Brorapton Lane area would divide a densely developed area which
seemed to me to be very much one community. The Commission's proposal
seemed to me to be quite a natural one. Taking all these matters into
consideration, I am of the opinion that the Commission's proposal is better
in following natural lines, serves the community interest better and achieves
a fairer ratio than the Association's proposal. I accordingly recommend
that the Commission should make no change in their proposals £os*- thoir
for the Rede Court and Frindsbury wards.

Part III - Procedure
89. I now deal with .that part of the written representations of Councillor
Nickless which relates to procedure.
I have set out the facts in paragraph 86
as to what happened at the Council meeting. I do not feel there is any need
for me to make any judgment on what happened there or before.
Councillor
Nickless asked that an inquiry should be held. This, in the form of the
meeting arranged by the Commission, has now taken place. I do not think,
therefore, that it is necessary for me to make any recommendation in respect
of this part of Councillor Nickless's representations, nor do I do so.

7.

CONCLUSION

90. In the result my recommendations amount to the conclusion that there
should be no change in the Commission's proposals in relation to any of
representations made. I have only come to this general conclusion after long
and anxious consideration and have endeavoured to set out fairly fully the
reasons which have led me to it. While many may be disappointed in the
conclusion, I hope they may appreciate these reasons, and I would like to
express my thanks to all those who attended the meeting for the kindness
and courtesy they showed to me and the help they gave to me in trying
to find out fully the facts and the arguments involved.

.ft,
(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

//^-O
October, 1975.
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SCHEDULE 2

BOROUGH OF MED'ffAyi- NAM3S OP HIOPOSED -TOU)S AHD rHMBEES OF COUNCILLORS

H&Iffi OP WARD

No OF COUKOIIMBS

ALL SAINTS

2

CDXTON AND HiLLIHG

2

EARL

2

FBIUDSBURt

3'

PRIUDSBURY EXm

2

HOLCC533

3

HOO &P TffiRSintGH

3

HOR3TBD

3

UKD&/OOD

3

LTOHJ

3

}{3D3 COURT

2

ST Ll&RGARETS AND BORSTAL

3-

T13.IPLS FARM

3

TOWN

3

TOOY TOW

2

HAL3SaSLA^S

-2-

WARRSH V/OOB

-3 '

WATFIELD
WEEDS3003)

- 2
2

SCHEDULE 3
KSDTCMf BOROUGH: DESCRIPTION OF 3BOPOSKD V7ABD BOUNDARIES

Note: \Vhere the boundary is described as following a road, railway, river, can?.l or
sijnilar feature it should be deemed to follow the centre line of the feature
unless otherwise stated,
LORDSWOOD WARD
Commencing at a point in Lords Wood Lane being NG reference TQ 7672562609,
thence northeastwards and following said lane to East Hill, thence northeastwards along said hill to Capstone Road, thence northwestwards along said
road to the path that leads from Capstone Road to Ash Tree Lane, thence
northeastwards along said path to Ash Tree Lane, thence northwestwards and
northeastwards along said lane to the eastern boundary of the Borough,
thence southeastwards and following said borough

boundary and generally

southwestwards along the southern boundary of the Boroujh

to a point due

south of NG reference TQ 7672562609, thence due north to the point of
commencement.

WALDERSLADE WARD
Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the Borough

meets the

southern boundary of No 6j> York Avenue, thence northeastwards along said
southern boundary and northwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nps 6j> and 61
York Avenue, to the rear boundaries of Nos 1-7 Tunbury Avenue, thence northeastwards along said rear boundaries and the northern boundary of No 9
Tunbury Avenue and southeastwards along the eastern boundary of said
property to the path that leads northeastwards from Tunbury Avenue to
Walderslade Road, thence northeastwards along said path to Walders.Lade Road,
thence northwestwards and following said road to Sunsex Drive, thence eastwnrdr. along said drive to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 9
The Wirrals, thence southwards to and along said boundary and southwards
and following the rear boundaries of Nos 7-1 The Wirrals to the rear
boundaries of Nos 135-55 Sussex Drive, thence northeastwards and following
.said rear boundaries to the northern boundary of No 55 Sussex Drive, thence
northwestwards along said northern boundary and in prolongation thereof

to the rear boundary of No 53 Sussex Drive, thence northeastwards and
following said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 51-^7 Sussex
Drive to the southeastern boundary of No 4 5 Sussex Drive, thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to the rear boundaries of
Nos 1^-5 Brownhill Close, thence northeastwards and northwestwards along
said rear boundaries to the northwestern corner of No 5 Brownhill Close
thence due north to the path that leads from Princes Avenue to
Walderslade Road, thence northwestwards along said path to Walderslade
Road thence northwards along the said road to a point opposite the southern boundary of No 155 Walderslade Road, thence eastwards along said boundary
and continuing along the southern .boundary of the Walderslade Secondary School's
caretaker's house to the eastern boundary of said property, thenca northwestwards to and along Bradfields Avenue to a
point opposite the southern boundary of No 61 Bradfields Avenue, .thence
northeastwards to and along said southern boundary to the rear boundaries of
Nos 61, 59 and V? Bradfields Avenue, thence northeastwards along said rear
boundaries and westwards along the northern boundaries of Nos 4? and 39
Bradfields Avenue to a point opposite the rear boundaries of Nos 37-19
Bradfields Avenue, thence northwards along said rear boundaries and northeastwards along the rear boundaries of Nos J>6j>-l67 Churchill Avenue to the
eastern most corner of No 16? Churchill Avenue, thence northeastwards in
a straight line to the southern most point of No 7 Walnut Close, thence
northeastwards along the rear boundary of said property, the rear
boundaries of Nos 6-2 Walnut Close, the rear boundaries of Nos 63 to 15
Fallowfield the rear boundaries of Nos 10 and 9 Nutfield Close, the rear
boundaries of Nos 4-1 Codtree Close, the rear boundaries of NOG 83-1 Downs
View and the rear boundaries of Nos 91-29 Settington Avenue, to the southeastern boundary of No 16 Capstow Road, thence northeastwards along said
boundary to Capstow Road, thence southeastwards along said road to the
western boundary of Lordswood Ward, thence generally southwestwards along
said ward boundary and northwestwards and following the borough

boundary

to the point of commencement.

WEEDSWOOD WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Walderslade Ward meets
the southern boundary of the Borough , thence northwestwards, southwestwards
and following said boi'OTjfjh

boundary to the footpath that leads to the road

known as Hurstwood, thence northwestwards along said footpath to the path
from Hurstwood to Valerian Close, thence southeastward and northeastwards
along the said path to the rear boundary of No 12 Valerian Close, thence
northeastwards along the said boundary, the rear boundaries of Nos 10 to
2 Valerian Close, and the rear boundaries of Nos 178-80 King George Road to
Brake Avenue, thence eastwards along said avenue to a point opposite the
rear boundary of No 78 King George Road, thence northeastwards to and along
said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 76-56 King George Road crossing
Brent Close to the northwestern boundary of No 1 Brent Close, thence northeastwards along said boundary to the rear boundaries of Nos ^2~kO King
George Road, thence northeastwards along said rear boundaries and the rear
boundaries of Nos 57-33 Harptree Drive to a point opposite the southwestern
boundary of Hook Meadow playing fields, thence southeastwards to and along
said boundary to King George Road, thence northeastwards along said road
to the western boundary of Walderslade Ward, thence southwestwards and
following said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

WAYFIELD WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Walderslade Ward meets
the northern boundary of Weedswood Ward southeast of No 155 Walderslade Road,
thence northwestwards along said northern boundary and Walderslade Road to
Magpie Hall Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the footpath
that leads from Magpie Hall. Road to Street End Road to the north of Fort
Luton, thence southeastwards along said footpath to Street End Road, thence

northeastwards along said road to Capstone Road, thence southeastwards along
said road to the northwestern boundary of Walderslade Ward, thence southwestwards along said boundary and southeastwards and following the western
boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

HORSTED' WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of Weedswood Ward meets
the southern boundary of the Boroughf thence southwestwards, northwestwards
and following said borough

boundary to Haidstone Road, (A229) thence north4.

wards along said road and City Way to Pattens Lane, thence southeastwards
along said lane and Walderslade Road to the western boundary of Wayfield
Ward, thence southwards and following said ward boundary to the northern
boundary of Weedswood Ward, thence southwestwards and following the northern
and western boundaries of the said ward to the point of commencement.

WARREN WOOD WARD
Commending at a point where the southern boundary of the Borough

meets

Maidstone Road (B2Q97), thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said
road to Hawser Road, thence eastwards along said road to a point opposite
the western boundary of No 2 Hawser Road thence northeastwards to and along
said western boundary to the rear boundaries of No 2-12 Hawser Road, thence
southeastwards along said rear boundaries to the eastern boundary of No 12
Hawser Road, thence southwestwards along ;said eastern boundary to the northern boundary of No 1*t Hawser Road, thence southeastwards along said northern boundary to the rear boundaries of Nos 14-18 Hawser Road, thence southeastwards along said rear boundaries and the northern boundary of No 20
Hawser Road to the rear boundaries of Nos 120-2 The Tideway, thence northeastwards along said rear boundaries to the path that leads from The
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Tideway to Copperfield Road, thence northwestwards along said path to
Copperfield Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Breton Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to the path that leads from Breton
Road to Dale Road, thence northeastwards along said path to a point opposite
the northeastern boundary of No ^0 Copperfield Road, thence southeastwards
to and along said northeastern boundary to the rear boundaries of Nos 38
to k Copperfield Road, thence northeastwards and following said rear
boundaries crossing Steerforth Close to the path that leads from the rear
of No 3^ Pickwick Crescent to Copperfield Road, thence eastwards along said
path to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 2 Copperfield Road, thence
northwestwards to and along said rear boundary and northeastwards along the
northern boundary of said property and continuing northeastwards in a
straight line to the junction of Copperfield Road and Jasper Avenue, thence
eastwards along said avenue to a point opposite

the western boundary of

No 10 Jasper Avenue, thence northwards to and along said boundary to the
rear boundaries of Nos 10-2 Jasper Avenue, thence eastwards along said
of
rear boundaries to the rear boundary/No 16 St William's Way, thence southwards along said rear boundary and eastwards along the southern boundary of
said property to St Williams Way, thence southwards along said way to the
access path to the north of No 25 St Williams Way, thence eastwards along
said access to the rear boundary

of No 190 City Way, thence southeaetwards

along said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 192-3^2 City Way
and continuing along the rear boundaries of the properties known as
Fairmount and The Haven and in prolongation thereof to the western boundary
of Horsted Ward, thence southwards along said ward boundary to the southern boundary of the 3orou#h , thence southwestwards, northwestwards and
following said borox*£h boundary to the point of commencement.

ST MARGARETS AND BORSTAL WARD
Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the Borough . meets the
southeastern boundary of Cuxton CP, thence northeastwards, along said CP
boundary and continuing northeastwards along the River Medway to Rochester
Bridge (High Street) thence southeastwards along said street .to Maidstone
Road (B2097), thence southwestwards along said road and the western boundary
of Warren Wood Ward to the southern boundary of the Borough , thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said borough

boundary to the point of

commencement.

TEMPLE FARM WARD
Commencing at a point where the north western boundary of St Margarets and
B"rstal Ward meets the northeastern boundary of Cuxton CP, thence northwestwards along said CP boundary to the southeastern boundary ofKnights
Place Sports Ground Playing Fields, thence northeastwards along said
boundary to the southwestern boundary of the Playground thence southeastwards along said boundary to Albatross Avenue, thence southwestwards along
said avenue to Bligh Way, thence southeastwards along said way and Darnley
Road to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 3^1 Darnley Road, thence
southeastwards to and along said rear boundary to the rear boundaries of
Nos 339-31 Darnley

load, thence southeastwards and northeastwards along said

rear boundaries to Cedar Road, thence northeastwards along said road to a
point opposite the southwestern boundary of No 5 Cedar Road, thence southeastwards

to and along said boundary to the rear boundary of No 5 Cedar

Road, thence northeastwards aJong said rear boundary the southern boundary
of the garages to the rear of Nos 2^-29 Darnley Way and the rear boundaries
of Nos 23-11a Darnley Road to the access road to the rear of Nos 108-?8
Cuxton Road, thence northeastwards along said access to Darn.ley Road, thence
northeastwards along said road to Priory Road, thence southeastwards along
said road and continuing southeastwards in a straight line to the northwestern boundary of St Margarets and Borstal Ward, thence southwestwards

along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

EARL WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Temple Farm Ward meets
the western boundary of the Borough , thence northwestwards, eastwards and
northwards along said borough

boundary to Watling Street, thence southeast-

wards along said street, London road and High Street tn the northwestern
boundary of St Margarets and Borstal Ward, thonce southwestwards along said
ward boundary to the northern boundary of Temple Farm Ward, thence northwestwards and following said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

HKDE COURT WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the Borough

meets the

southern boundary of Frindsbury Kxtra CP, thence northeastwards and following said CP boundary to the southern boundary of Chapter County Secondary
Girls School, thence southwestwards along said boundary to Cliffe Road thence
southeastwards along the north eastern boundaries of 1^6 and iMt Cliffe Road
and continuing along the eastern boundaries of l'+2 to 122 Cliffe Road to
the southern boundary of the last named property thence westward along said
boundary to Cliffe Road thence southeastwards along said road to a point
opposite the northern boundary of No 155 Cliffe Road, thence southwestwards
to and along said boundary, the northern boundary of No 2?. Oongola Road,
the northern end of Dongola &oad, the northern boundary of No 15 Do
Road, and the southern boundary of the Allotment Gardens tn Brompton u
thence northwestwards along said lane to a point opposite the northwestern
boundary of No #9 Brompton Road, thence southwestwards to and alonr snid
boundary and the rear boundaries of NOB 151-1 Jersey Rond, and in prolongation thereof to the northern boundary of .Karl Ward, thenco northwestwards
along said ward boundary to the western boundary of the Borough , thence
nor thwe.st word r, and northeastwards along said borough
of commencement.

boundary to the point

FRINDSBURY WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Earl Ward meets the
eastern boundary of Rede Court Ward, thence northeastwards and following
said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Frindsbury Extra CP,
thence northeastwards and following said CP boundary to the River Medway,
thence southwestwards along said river to the northern boundary of Earl
Ward, thence northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of
commencement.

TROY TOWN WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Warren Wood Ward meets
the eastern boundary of St Margarets and Borstal Ward, thence northwards
and northwestwards along said eastern boundary to the southeastern boundary
of Frindsbury Ward, thence northeastwards along said ward boundary and
southeastwards along the River Medway to a point due northeast of NG
reference TQ 7^71?68103 being a point in High Street, thence due southeast
to High Street, thence northwestwards along said street to the road known
as Star Hill, thence southeastwards along said road to City Way, thence
southeastwards and southwards along said way to the eastern boundary of
Warren Wood Ward, thence northwards along said ward boundary and generally
southwestwards along the northern boundary of Warren Wood Ward to the point
of commencement.

TOWN WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundnry of Horsted Ward meets the
eastern boundary of Troy Town Ward, thence northwards, and following said
eastern boundary to the southern boundary of Frindsbury Extra CP, thence
southeastwsrds and northeastwards along said CP boundary to the eastern
boundary of the liorouch thence generally southeastwards along said

boundary to Chatham Hill, thence northwestwards along said hill and New
Road to Maidstone Road, thence southwestwards, southeastwards and southwestwards along said road to the northern boundary of Horsted Ward, thence
northwestwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

HQLCOMBE WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Horsted Ward meets the
southeastern boundary of Town Ward, thence northeastwards and following sa.id
southeastern boundary to Magpie Hall Road, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along said road and the northern boundary of W,-jyfield Ward to the
northern boundary of H rsted Ward, thence northwestwards al^ng said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

LUTON WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Holcombe Ward meets the
southeastern boundary of Town Ward, thence southeastwards along said southeastern boundary and the eastern boundary of the Borough

to the western

boundary of Lordswood Ward, thence generally southwestwards along said word
boundary to the eastern boundary of Walderslade Ward, thence northwestwards
along said ward boundary and northwestwards southwestwards and northwestwards along the northern boundary of Wayfield Ward to the eastern boundary of
Holcombe Ward, thence north-eastwards along said ward boundary to the point
of commencement.

CUXTON AND HALLING
The parishes of Cuxton and Hailing.

FRINSBURY EXTRA WARD
The parish of Frinsbury Extra.
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HOO ST WERBUBGH WARD
The parish of Hoo St VJerburgh.

THAMES SIDE WARD
The parishes of Cliffe, Cooling, High Halstow and St Mary Hoo.

ALL SAINTS WARD
The parishes of Allhallowa, Stoke and Isle of Grain.

BJW

