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1.

Wet the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried

out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the Sevenoaks
district, 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 for 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^ that we were to undertake this
review.

This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to the

Sevenoaks District Council, copies of which were circulated to the Kent
County Council, Parish Councils in the district, the Member of Parliament for
the constituency 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 locnl

press announced the start of the review and invited comments from members of
the public and interested bodies.

3.

Sevenoaks District Council were invited to prenare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration.

When doing so, they were asked to

observe the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972,
and the guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed
size of the council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward.
They wore also asked to take into account any views expressed to them
following their consultation with local interests.

We therefore asked that

tliey should publish details of their provisional proposals about a month
before they submitted their draft scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity
for local comment.

'*.

The Council had passed a resolution under section ?(^)(b) of the Local

Government Act.1972 requesting the Secretary of State to provide for a system
of election by thirds, but subsequently rescinded it and, in the absence of
a resolution a' system of whole council elections will apply.

5-

On 18 February 1975, Sevenoaks District-Council presented three draft

schemes of representation.

All three schemes provided for 35 wards but

differed in the allocation of councillors.

Scheme A provided for 55

councillors, Scheme B was for 57 councillors and Scheme C was for 58 councillors.

f>.

We carefully considered the three schemes submitted by the Council all

the comments and two alternative schemes which we had received.

We concluded

that the Council'.s scheme A had the best standard of representation for the
district but that the range of elector/councillor ratios was too wide.
We decided to adopt the basis of the Council's scheme A but to combine the
parishes of Knockholtj Halstead and the Badgers Mount ward of the parish of
Shoreham to return 2 councillors, leaving the remainder of the parish of
Shoreham to return 1 councillor; to combine the parish of Sevenoaks Weald
and the Underriver ward of the parish of Seal to return 1 councillor, leaving
the remainder of the parish of Seal to return 1 councillor, to combine the
parishes of Horton

Kirby and Farningham to return 2 councillors; to combine

the parishes of Hever and Cowden to return 1 councillor; to combine the
parishes of Lei^h and Chiddingstone to return 1 councillor; to reduce the
representation of the proposed Swanley Christchurch ward to 2 councillors and
to combine the proposed wards of Sevenoaks St Johns and Sevonoaks Town to
return 5 councillors.

Wo then formulated our draft proposnlr for a 53-rcember

council accordingly.

7.

On 3° May 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 w^re asked to make these draft proposals, and

the accompanying map 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 of the public and interested bodies.

We asked that any comments

should reach us by 24 July 1975.
8.

Comments received in response to our draft proposals raised a number of

objections to the modifications we had made to the Council's draft scheme,

9*

In view of these comments, we 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 report to us.

10,

Notice of the local meeting was sent to all who had received our draft

proposals or had commented on them, and was published locally,

11,

The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting at the Council's offices in

Scvenoaks on 21 January 1976 and visited the areas which were the subject of
comment,

12,

A copy of his report is attached at Schedule 1 for your information.

In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of the

area, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that the Commission's draft
proposals should be confirmed with the exception of two areas.

He considered

that the two parishes of Norton Kirby and Farningham had distinct characteristics
and should not be combined and he recommended that these two parishes should
form two separate single-member wards.

He also considered that the parish

of Chiddingstone had far more in common with the parishes of Hever and Cowden
than it had with- the parish of Leigh.

He therefore recommended that the

parishes of Hever, Cowden and Chiddingstone should form a single-member ward
to be called Somerden and that the parish of Leigh should form a separate
single-member ward.

13. We

considered our draft proposals in the light of the comments which

we had received and the Assistant Commissioner's report. We have concluded
that the recommendations made by the Assistant Commissioner should be accepted,
Subject tothese modifications we hereby confirm our draft' proposals as our
final proposals.
1't.

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedule ?. to this report

and on the attached map.

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 attached map*

PUBLICATION
15.

In accordance with Section 60(5)Cb) of the Local Government Act 1972, a

copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Sevenoaks District
Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council Offices at
Sevenoaks, Kent.

Copies of this report (without map) are being sent to those

who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.

A

description of the proposed wards as shown on the map is set out in Schedule 3
to this report.

L.S.

Signed
EDMUND COMPTON (CHAIRMAN)
JOHN M RANKIN (Dl-JPUTY CHAIRMAN)
DIANA ALBIiMARLE
T C BWIELD
MICHAKL CHISHOLM
ANDREW WHEATLEY
DAVID R SMITH (Secretary)
April 1976
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SCHEDULE 1

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
DISTRICT OF SEVENOAKS
REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COMRISSIONER
(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 District of Sevenoaks.
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 Sevenoaks District 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. On the 18th February, 1975, the District Council submitted
three alterantive schemes, all providing for 35 wards, of which 25 were the same
as the existing wards, but differing in the number of councillors allocated to
some of the wards; scheme A provided for 55 menbers, scheme B for 57 members
and scheme C for 58 members. The Secretary to the District Council in a
covering letter to the Commission of that date said that he was instructed by
his Council to write to the Commission in certain terms, which were set out in
the letter, describing the character of the district and its parishes and
concluding "Thus it is not possible to apply generally the rules or comply with
the guide lines. The various criteria cannot be met. Any proposal submitted
by this Authority will therefore contain an element of arbitrary decision as to
the basis of representation. Any arbitrary element will obviously be subject
to criticsm and we respectively suggest that the Commission should examine the
alternatives here appended and in their impartial capacity decide which solution
is fairest and best".
4. The District Council originally passed a resolution under section 7(4)(b)
of the 1972 Act asking for a system of elections by thirds but subsequently
rescinded it and now wish the Secretary of State's order to provide for whole
council elections.

5. The Commission considered that of the three schemes submitted by the
Council scheme A was the best, but they decided to amend it in six respects
to make a more even standard of electors to councillors ratios, reducing
the total mebership to 53.
6. The Commission's scheme provided for 32 wards as shown in the first
column of the following Table, each ward being entitled to the number
of councillors shown against it in the second column. The third and fourth
columns show the 1975 and estimated 1980 electorates and the fifth and sixth
columns show the mathematical entitlement to councillors which is found by
dividing the average number of electors per ward (1,446 for 1973 and 1,661
for 1980) into the ward electorate
TABLE
Ward

Councillors

Electorate
1975
1980

Entitlement
197-5
1980

Ash-cum-Ridley

2

2,397

4,305

1. 66

2, 59

Brasted

1

1 ,101

1,141

0. 76

0.69

Chevening

1

1,922

2,414

1. 33

1.45

Crockenhill and Lullingstone»

1

1,129

1,232

0. 78

0. 74

Dunton Green

1

1,404

1,487

0. 97

0. 90

Edenbridge North

2

2 ,388

2,594

1. 65

1. 56

Edenbridge South

2

3,132

3,611

2. 17

2. 17

Eynsford

1

1,280

1,368

0. 89

0. 82

Fawkham and Hartley

3

3,537

5,639

2. 45

3. 39

2

2 ,649

2,862

1. 83

1. 72

Hever and Cowden

1

1,458

1 ,544

1. 01

o.93

Hextable and Swanley Village!

2

2 ,710

3,527

1. 87

2. 12

Horton Kirby and Farningham

2

2 ,926

3 ,248

2. 02

1. 96

Kernsing

2

2 ,989

3 ,142

2. 07

1. 89

Leigh and Chiddingstone

1

1,755

1,982

1. 21

1. 19

Longfield

1

1,709

1 ,704

1. 18

1. 03

Otford

2

2,778

2,863

1. 92

1. 72

Penshurst and Fordcombe

1

1,288

1,445

0. 89

0. 87

Riverhead

1

1,516

1 ,641

1. 05

0. 99

Halstead Knockholt and Badgers
srs
m+
Ul
I-

Seal

1

1 ,671

1, 740

1. 16

1. 05

Sevenoaks Kippington

2

3.336

3,348

2. 31

2.02

Sevenoaks Northern

2

2 ,940

3,063

2. 03

1. 84

Sevenoaks Town and St Johns

3

4,646

4,928

3. 21

2. 97

Sevenoaks Weald and Underrlver

1
1

1 ,273

1,290

0.88

0. 78

Sevenoaks Wlldernesse

2

2,834

3,264

1. 96

1. 97

Shoreham

1

1,193

1, 197

0. 83

0. 72

Sundridge and Idehill

1

1 ,673

1,743

1. 16

1. 05

Swanley Christchurch

2

3,700

3,867

2.56

2. 33

Swanley St Marys

2

3,500

3,583

2. 42

2. 16

Swanley Whiteoak

3

3,088

4,938

2. 14

2. 97

Westerham and Crockham Hill

2

3,462

3,609

2. 39

2. 17

West Kingsdown

2

3,297

3,730

2. 28

2.25

The estimated 1980 electorates are, I understand, those supplied to the Commision
by the District
Council.
7. The Commission's scheme shown in the above Table differed from the District
Council's scheme A in the following respects :(1) The Commission's scheme provides a 2 member ward for the parishes of
Halstead and Knockholt and the Badgers Mount ward of Shoreham parish
combined and a single member ward for the remainder of the parish of
Shoreham; the Council's scheme A provided for a single member ward
for each of the parishes of Halstead, Knockholt and Shoreham (including
its Badgers Mount ward).
(2)

The Commission's scheme provides a single member ward for the parishes
of Hever and Cowden combined and a single member ward for the parishes
of Leigh and Chiddingstone combined; the Council's scheme A
provided for a single member ward, to be named Somerden, for the three
parishes of Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden combined and a single
member ward for the parish of Leigh.

(3) The Commission's scheme provides a 2 member ward for the parishes of
Horton Kirby and Farningham combined; the Council's scheme A
provided separate single member wards for each of these two parishes.
(4)

The Commission's scheme provides a single member ward for the parish
of Seal less Its parish ward of Underriver and a single member ward
for the parish of Sevenoaks Weald and the Underriver parish ward of
Seal parish combined; the Council's scheme A provided a single member
ward for the parish of Seal including Underriver and a single member
ward for the parish of SeveSaks Weald on its own.
r

(5) The Commission's scheme combines the existing 2 member Sevenoaks Town
and St Johns wards into a single 3 member ward under the name of
Sevenoaks Town and St Johns; the Council's scheme A continued the
existing position of having a 2 member ward for Sevenoaks Town and
a separate 2 member ward for Sevenoaks St Johns.
(6)

The Commission's scheme provides for the Swanley Christchurch ward

to be a 2 member ward; the Council's scheme A provided for this to be
a 3 member ward.
3.

THE WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

8. Prior to the meeting I was supplied by the Commission with copies of
written representations which they had received. The representations could be
sorted into various groups, the representations from the Sevenoaks District
Council, the Sevenoaks Conservative Association, the Sevenoaks Constituency
Labour Party, the Sevenoaks Division Liberal Association and Mr. W.L Clary
relating to more than one group, but the other representations being confined
to one group only. The groups in the order in which they were presented to me
by the Commission and in which, save for one agreed variation, I took them for
discussion at the meeting were as follows :A.

Representations relating to the Commission's proposed Halstead Knockholt
and Badgers Mount ward and Shoreham ward.

B.

Representations relating to the Commission's proposed Horton Kirby and
Farnlngham ward.

C.

A representation relating to the Commission's proposed Fawkham and
Hartley ward.

D.

Representations relating to the Commission's proposed Hever and Cowden
and Leigh and Chiddingstone wards.

E.

Representations relating to the Commission's proposed Seal and
Sevenoaks Weald wards.

F.

Representations relating to
and St Johns ward.

G.

Representations relating to the Commission's proposed Westerham and
Crockham Hill ward.

H.

Representations relating to the Commission's proposed Swanley
Christchurch ward.

the Commission's proposed Sevenoaks Town

In addition I have dealt separately under I in this report with a suggestion
in Mr. W.L. Clary's representation about the Sevenoaks Northern ward/Sevenoaks
Wlldernesse ward boundary.
9. The written representations are mentioned individually in the paragraphs of
this report relating to the discussion at the meeting.
10. At the meeting I was given a letter from the County Secretary, Kent County
Council, referring to the decision of a Group of county council members
suggesting the number of county councillors for each district notified to
district councils, details of which were submitted in an appendix to the letter;

and saying that the commission had been notified of the county electoral
groupings preferred by the Group, details of which relating to the Sevenoaks
district were set out in a second appendix to the letter. The letter said that
the County Council did not wish to submit any further views or representations
to the Commission at this stage and did not propose to be represented at the
meeting, but that it was desired to emphasise that the county electoral
groupings were those preferred by the Group at this stage of the review
process and the right was reserved to the County Council to reconsider the
groupings. I do not think that I need to refer in more detail to this letter
or its appendices, for it seems to me that there is nothing in the Commission's
proposals or in my recommendations made in this report which is substantially
inconsistent with the groupings suggested.

4.

THE DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING

11. In opening the discussion at the meeting I said that it would seera most
convenient to deal with the representations in the groups and in the order
given in paragraph 8 A to H, but that if anyone had any question of general
principle to raise or had any comments on this procedure, I would be happy to
hear them at the outset.
12. Mr. Kenneth Marshall, Kent County Councillor for Westerham,
whether I was aware of the Kent County Council's point of view.
I was, read parts of the letter mentioned in paragraph 10 to the
said that it and its appendices would be available for anyone to
meeting. Mr. Marshall was satisfied.

enquired
I replied that
meeting, and
see during the

13. Then a discussion ensued as to the method which had been used for
estimating the future electorates of the various wards and its accuracy.
Mr. A.F.E. Davis, Secretary to Sevenoaks District Council, explained that
the estimates had been made starting with the existing knownelectorate for each
ward. Then all existing outstanding planning permissions for development had
been gone through and the Forward Planning Department of the Kent County Council
had been asked what they thought would happen; in addition, builders who had
planning permissions were consulted as to how they thought their development
would go. As a result a reasonable guesstimate, not a foolproof figure, had
been arrived at as to how many houses would be built, and, taking two
electors per house, the estimated electorate for 1978 had been arrived at.
Mr. Davis later explained thatito give the 1980 estimates which the Commission
had ausequently asked for a purely mathematical calculation had been made,
his office having taken the average increase in the electorate for the years
1973, 1974 and 1975 and added it once for 1979 and once for 1980.
Afr. L.C. Reeves,
member Swanley Town Council, submitted that the method was not very good. The
avarage for the district of Sevenoaks was 2.2 electors per household but in
Swanley the average was 2.9. Mr. C.ff. Allick, Secretary of Sevenoaks
Conservative Association, suggested that the 1978 electorates might be smaller
because of the economic situation than estimated. Mr. Davis said that in
making his estimate he had not allowed for development in the green belt and that
his estimate might be low but that it was consistent throughout the district.
Mrs. Louise Wilson, Honorary Secretary to the Labour Group on the District
Council, said that the electorate figures for certain wards were underestimated
based on past factors. Four-fifths of housing development in Sevenoaks district
had taken place in the northern area and the number of electors per household
there was greater, and there was a greater number of children in the Swanley
area reaching 18 years of age and continuing to live in the district. Mr. Davis
explained that the 2 electors per household had only been used for the anticipated
new housing up to 1978 and were added to the existing known electorate; 2 persons
per unit might be low in certain districts but it was consistent, and in some
units, as with old persons, there might only be one. Mr. Marshall said he

hoped speculation could be eliminated, and Afr. E.M. Syddigue, a member of the
District Council, said the issue of population and building development was one
of the most difficult issues and there could be quite a lot of dissension over
it but the officers of the District Council had done their best.
14. I then proceeded with the discussion of the various groups, reading out at
the outset of each group discussion the written representations for the group,,
except one or two of Mr. Clary's comments.
A.

15.

Halstead, Knockholt and Shoreham Parishes

Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows :(1) from the Knockholt Parish Council submitting

(a) that no case could be made for combining Knockholt with Halstead
and/or Badgers Mount;
(b) that there bad been no consultation (mere exchange of letters not
sufficing) as required by section 60(2) of the 1972 Act;
(c) that section 78(2) of the 1972 Act only required the ratio of
electors to be as nearly as may Jbe the same in every ward and that
the Commission had misinterpreted it to mean as far as possible or
indeed as equality of representation;
(d) the combination of Knockholt and Halstead appeared to be purely
to serve an arbitrary and mathematical end;
(e) each of the villages of Knockholt and Halstead had a parish council
and at present a district councillor who attended the parish council
meetings maintaining continuity of communication;
(f) Knockholt had a tremendous community spirit and an unrivalled
record of Independence.
(2) from Halstead Parish Council wishing the arrangements to remain as at
present.
(3) from the Badgers Mount Ratepayers and Residents Association very much
preferring to remain with Shoreham where they were already represented
at parish level. As neither Halstead nor Knockholt wanted them and
Shoreham still did they would wish to have no change.
(4) from Mrs. J.M. McAughtry, District Councillor for Shoreham and resident
of Badgers Mount, asking that Badgers Mount should remain with Shoreham
where it was and always had been instead of becoming a new 'and unwanted
member of a two member ward with two parishes which were entirely
separate and independent communities.
(5) from Mr. K.F. Sherwood, of Halstead, pointing out that there was no
community of interest between Knockholt and Halstead; Halstead at
present had 1234 electors plus 31 more houses almost completed, and this
was nearly the average for a district Council seat without any
amalgamation. Being fairly scattered it already provided a great deal
of work for a district councillor and to further increase the burden
would be grossly unfair, not least to the people in the villages.

Badgers Mount was separated from Halstead by two busy main roads; it
would become effectively unrepresented if the Commission's proposal
went through since the councillors for both Halstead and Knockholt
would be fully occupied with the problems of their own villages. Two
people could not represent three different communities.
(6) from Mrs. F.J. Rogers, Sevenoaks District Councillor for the Knockholt
ward, agreeing basically with the Parish Council's letter; the three
villages were entirely different and separate. It would be ludicrous
to put Badgers Mount anywhere but within the Shoreham confines. She
raised no objection to a two member ward for Knockholt and Halstead
(but this statement she withdrew at -the meeting).
(7) from the Shoreham Parish Council opposing the inclusion of Badgers
Mount in a Knockholt/Halstead ward on the ground that this would destroy
the unity of the Parish and pre-empt any future discussions on the
subject of parish boundaries; they asked for a two member ward for
Halstead and Knockholt and a one member ward for Shoreham, including
Badgers Mount.
(8) from Mr. J.R.M. Lees, of Knockholt, pointing out that the Knockholt
District Councillor maintained a quite remarkable degree of
communication with all sections of the community. To ask the same
person to do the same things in Halstead as well and another councillor
to perform the corresponding operation seemed quite ludicrous. The
continuity of really local representation seemed increasingly
important but under the Commission's proposal the two candidates
chosen by the ."majority" in Halstead would be returned at the expense
of Knockholt. The proposals were Intended to satisfy some purely
mathematical formula only and ignore the reality of communication
between elector and elected.
(9) from the Sevenoaks District Council opposing the separation of Badgers
Mount from the Parish of Shoreham on the ground that this would destroy
the unity of the Parish.
(10) from the Sevenoaks Conservative Association supporting the fusion of
Knockholt and Halstead (but this was withdrawn at the meeting) and
strongly opposing the breaking up of the Parish of Shoreham by taking
away Badgers Mount.
(11) from the Sevenoaks Labour Party saying the linking of the three
communities would quite definitely give a clear advantage to the
Conservative Party, and they would prefer Halstead to remain a single
member seat as a possible future Labour gain.
(12) from the Sevenoaks Division Liberal Association objecting to the
extraction of Badgers Mount from Shoreham Parish which had nothing to
commend it except perhaps mathematical or geographical tidiness but
ran directly contrary to the original guide lines that existing
parishes should not be split into different electoral areas.
(13) from Mr. W.L. Clary, of Seal, supporting the link up of all three
communities in a two member seat.
16. At the meeting Mr. J.R.M. Lees (see representation (8) above), Treasurer
of Knockholt Parish Council, said that in the absence of dialogue as opposed

to consultation the Commission seemed obsessed with numbers rather than
communities. The Knockholt electorate was increasing by 10 or 11 people
a year and 5 or 6 houses being built a year, and this was likely to go on.
He would not like it to be thought Knockholt was in decline. If there were
a 2 member ward the larger parish would be In a position to elect both
councillors. Knockholt wished to achieve not political ends in Sevenoaks but
community ends In Knockholt. Knockholt was rather a special case in local
government. It was originally a parish in Bromley Rural District; in 1934
it was taken into Orpington Urban District losing parish status; and then in
1964 Orpington was absorbed into the London Borough of Bromley. Under the
Greater London Act Knockholt opted to get out of Greater London, and in April,
1969, achieved parish status in Sevenoaks Rural District. The Rural District
was then absorbed into Sevenoaks District, Knockholt was proud of its
independence, and the fear now was that If the Commission's proposal was
implemented, the parish was on its way in due course to abolition under
section 47 of the 1972 Act and amalgamation into a single parish with Halstead.
17. Mr. D.P. Winter, for Halstead Parish Council, said Halstead wished to
remain Independent and did not wish to have any part of Badgers Mount, which
was a village on its own. In reply to questions from myself Mr. Winter said
that the people of Badgers Mount probably used Halstead facilities more than
those of Shoreham, and had more social ties with Halstead; there would be no
strong objection from Halstead if Badgers Mount was added. Halstead and
Knockholt, he said, were separate communities, with their own village halls,
churches, schools, organisations and recreation grounds.
18. Mr. Kenneth Marshall, Kent County Councillor for Westerham, said that
Knockholt had suffered enough and asked me to consider the divisive effect
of the future M.25, but the route of this had not at the date of the meeting
been made public. Mrs. F.J. Rogers (see representation (6) above), District
Councillor for Knockholt, said that she wished to withdraw the part of her
written representation which said she had no objection to a two member ward
for Knockholt and Halstead. She would prefer a one councillor Knockholt ward
and a on© councillor Halstead ward. She had been very concerned at the possible
effect re-warding might have on parish boundaries, and she supported the Parish
Council in Knockholt entirely and wished Knockholt to remain on their own
and not Join with an adjoining parish. Badgers Mount should remain with
Shoreham as a matter of local history. Mrs. Louise Wilson, for the Sevenoaks
Labour Party, said that the route of the M. 25 would be known in a few weeks;
it would be better to keep Badgers Mount with Shoreham. Mr. L.C. Reeves, of
Swanley Town Council,said that it was fundamental if possible without disturbing
the basic concept of representation that these Individual parishes should retain
independent status. Physically Badgers Mount did not look to Shoreham.
Mrs. Rogers said there were very few shops in Halstead and Badgers Mount people
shopped in Orpington or Sevenoaks. Mr. C.W. Allick, for the Sevenoaks
Conservative Association, drew attention to the desire of the Badgers Mount
Residents Association (see written representation (3) above) to remain in
Shoreham. Mr. A.F.E. Davis, for Sevenoaks District Council, said that the
District Council were very anxious that Badgers Mount should be included with
Shoreham because it was part of Shoreham Parish. Local ties would be broken
if Badgers Mount were taken from Shoreham towards which it had an affinity. The
District Council had no observations on Halstead and Knockholt. Mr. R.F.E. Walshe,
for the Sevenoaks Division Liberal Association, said that much of the problem was
that local feelings appeared to have been sacrificed for mathematical accuracy.
Mr. Allick, for the Conservative Association, said that it was to facilitate
speed in arriving at a decision in time for the next elections that they had
agreed to the fusion of Halstead and Knockholt (see written representation (10)
above), but now that it was too late for the next elections they agreed with
the other parties that the Parishes were best left alone.

19. Mrs. J.M. McAughtry (written representation (4) above) sent an apology for
absence from the meeting due to illness. The Badgers Mount Ratepayers and
Residents Association (written representation (3) above), Mr. K.F. Sherwood
(written representation (5) above), the Shoreham Parish Council (written
representation (7) above) and Mr. W.L. Clary (written representation (13) above)
were not present or represented.
B.
20.

Horton Kirby and Farningham Parishes

Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows :(1) from the Farningham Parish Council objecting to the inclusion of their
Parish and Horton Kirby in one ward on the grounds
(a) that for many years Farningham had been represented on the District
Council by .its own member who had protected the interests of the
village because of his specialised knowledge and interest in the
Parish;
(b) the proposed combination would diminish this interest and effectiveness
as Horton; Kirby's electorate was approximately double that of
Farningham and there was a distinct possibility that Horton Kirby
orientated candidates would be elected,
(c) the two villages were entirely separate with their own parish councils
and no community of interest at parish level; the A. 20 trunk road
had always tended to separate the two parishes and this would be
greatly accentuated by the completion of the M. 20 now under
construction; and
(d) Farningham should continue to be represented by its own member
because of its special character as a Metropolitan Green Belt
village of outstanding charm including a conservation area and many
listed buildings.
(2) from the Horton Kirby Parish Council (two letters) with a similar
objection on the grounds that
(a) the two parishes had separate identities with no common interest
andwere separated by the A. 20 road at present being developed
into the M. 20;
(b) the two parishes were three miles apart making social relationships
very difficult;
(c) Horton Kirby had an association with Sutton-at-Hone and, thus, with
the Dartford area;
(d) Farningham had close ties with Eynsford and the Sevenoaks area;
(e) Horton Kirby could more understandably have been associated with
Fawkham or Ash but the electorate in the near future would warrant
the allocation of two seats to Horton Kirby alone.
In their second letter the Parish Council said the decision, of the
Sevenoaks District Council not to object in the light of objections
which both parishes had sumitted to them was inexplicable.

(3) from the Swanley Town Council opposing the amalgamation as there was
no affinity between the two parishes, the completion of the M. 20 would
further divide them, and the effect would be to disfranchise Farningham
as they could be outvoted by Horton Kirby.
(4) from the Sevenoaks District Council saying they had no observations
to make but drew attention to the open hostility of the two parish
councils and the Swanley Town Council.
(5) from the Sevenoaks Conservative Association supporting the fusion (but
this was withdrawn at the meeting).
(6) from the Sevenoaks Labour Party strongly opposing the amalgamation for
very detailed reasons, namely,
(a) geographic, namely,
(i) separation by the A. 20 and now the M. 20 with a vast interchange
(press cutting and photograph supplied); and
(ii) no direct geographical connection between Horton Kirby and
Farningham but Farningham adjoined the Eynsford ward to form one
unseparated urban unit;

(b) social, namely,
(i) no public transport links and a councillor without a car would
have to walk a minimum of 2 and as many as 5 or 6 miles each
way between the villages;
(ii) for shopping and recreation Horton Kirby looked to Dartford,
Farningham to Sevenoaks and Swanley;
(iii) Horton Kirby children attended Horton Kirby Primary School and
then to selected school at Longfield or Dartford, Farningham
children to Eynsford Primary School and then to the Comprehensive
School at Swanley;
(iv) Farningham and Eynsford shared a number of community activities,
a Vicar and a Darby and Joan Club and, soon, a library;
(c) politically, Horton Kirby was the "safest" of the Labour held seats;
linking Horton Kirby with Farningham (Independent) would return two
Conservative councillors;
(d) planning appeals awaiting determination could permit 45 more
dwellings in Farningham, a possible 100 more electors.
(7) from the Division Liberal Association that fusion was neither desirable
nor necessary.
(8) from Mr. W.L. Clary that he would like Horton Kirby to retain one
member; if necessary to Join Farningham with anywhere else a wise
link would be with Eynsford.
21. At the1 faceting Mr. A.H.E. Pan tony, a member of the Farningham Parish Council,
referred to the Parish Council's written representation ((1) above) and to the
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representations of the Labour Party which said most of what he wanted to say
informally. The Parish Council appreciated that the Commission's proposal might
be supported by electoral figures, but social and community interests had greater
importance, and these did not tie up with Horton Kirby with whom they had
neighbourly respect but little or no interest. They were visually separated by
the At 20 and M. 20 with a high embankment across the Darenth valley.
Farningham was a Metropolitan Green Belt village of outstanding charm with
several listed buildings and a sense of conservation. To maintain this their
representative should have an attachment for and intimate knowledge of the village
to be able to speak for the village at the District Council level. The
children went to school at Eynsford, and they had the same Rector and
supporting clergy and the Church choirs rehearsed together and supported each
other. Farningham had shops, a bank, 4 pubs, a first class village hall of which
the Parish Council was a trustee, and there was a bus service through the village.
Horton Kirby's electorate was double that of Farningham and the proposed two
district councillors could come from Horton Kirby. They wished the status quo to
continue.
22. Mr. L.C. Reeves, for Swanley Town Council, said there were no social or
economic ties between Farningham and Horton Kirby and at some future date the
boundaries of Darenth and Sutton-at-Hone in Dartford District and South Darenth
in Horton Kirby and Horton Kirby would be a problem for review because of their
affinity. Under the cirumatances there was no case whatever for the proposal
to have shared representation between Horton Kirby and Farningham. One must
not pay too much attention to mathematics but there would be under-representation
at Horton Kirby, and a planning application for the redevelopment of industrial
land for houses would further increase the electorate of Horton Kirby.
Mr. C.W. Allick, for the Conservative Association, said they now supported
separate representation for the two parishes (compare their written representation
(5) above) and this.seemed generally agreed. Mrs. Louise Wilson, for the
Labour Party, whose detailed reasons for strongly opposing the combination of
the two parishes (written representation (6) above) I had earlier read out at
her request, said Eynsford was a different parish and one should not link
Farningham to Eynsford. Mr. R.F.E. Walshe, for the Division Liberal Association,
said the essence lay in the evidence given by Mr. Pantony; these were two very
different communities. Mr. Pantonyjsaid Farningham were not making their
representation as a political issue, nor did they seek a marriage with Eynsford.
Mr. B.M. Syddique, speaking as Chairman of Eynsford Parish Council, supported
Mr. Pantony. The social connection was not between Horton Kirby and Farningham.
The far stronger social links of Farningham were in a southerly direction if any
but he could not commit his Council on a merger.
23. The Horton Kirby Parish Council (written representation (2) above) and
Mr. W.L. Clary (written representation (8) above) wTe not represented or present.
24. At this point on a request and by agreement of the others present I took
Group D before Group C, but, for ease of reference, I have retained the original
order in this report.

C.

Fawkham and Hartley Parishes

25. By written representation contained in a letter dated 26th June, 1975,
to the Commission the Hartley Parish Council stated categorically that they
considered that Fawkham and Hartley should have separate representation and
the two should not be combined purely on the basis of population. They had set
their reasons out in an earlier letter to the Commission dated 25th March, 1975.
This pointed out that at the last election both Councillors from addresses
in Hartley were successful, and the candidate from Fawkham was not. If opinion
from Parishes were of any value there should be a representative from each
- 11 -

village irrespective of the number of residents.
26. There was no written representation from the Fawkham Parish Council,
neither was either Parish Council represented at the meeting.
27. Mr. C.W. Allick, for the Conservative Association, said that if separate
representation was accepted for Fawkham we should have been talking about
Chiddingstone (Group D which I had just taken as mentioned in paragraph 24)
with its various centres of population having 5 councillors. There was nowhere
else where Fawkham could be placed, and with regret he did not see how the
Commission's proposal could be changed. Mr. L.C. Reeves, Swanley Town Council,
said he associated himself with that statement. Mr, A.F.E. Davis,
for
a
Sevenoaks District Council, said the future increase in the electorate would all
be in Hartley.
*"
D.
28.

Hever and Cowden, and Leigh and Chiddingstone, Parishes

Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows :(1) from the Penshurst Parish Concil saying that while it did not wish to
comment adversely on the proposed new arrangements for its own Parish,
it did wish to comment on the arrangements for lumping together Leigh
and Chiddingstone, an area os some 10,000 acres, the first a compact
village with only one main centre of population, the latter with three
settlements of almost equal significance. It would be more sensible
to allow Leigh to return a single member as hitherto and to join
Chiddingstone with Hever
and Cowden to return two members. There was
e
more community of interact between Chiddingstone and Hever and Cowden
than between Chiddingstone and Leigh and to ask one member to represent
a scattered rural community of 10,000 acres was likely to be very
unsatisfactory.

(2) from the Edenbridge and District Society supporting the wish of
Chiddingstone Parish Council to be aligned with Hever and Cowden and
not with Leigh in the best interests of the community with an
additional councillor.
(3) from the Chiddingstone Parish Council expressing how strongly the Council
felt about the proposed reduction of representation for the area. Ten
, years ago the Parish had two rural councillors, reduced to one four years
ago and to the equivalent of a half on the coming of Sevenoaks District
Council, and .the Commission's proposal would reduce this to the
equivalent of one third of a councillor to cover one of the largest areas
in the whole district. The District Council were in full agreement with
the Parish Council's views and had made a proposal for Chiddingstone,
Hever and Cowden to have two councillors for an electorate of 2,196,
leaving Leigh with one councillor for an electorate of 1,203.
(4) from the Cowden Parish Council saying that the Commission's proposals
for two 1 member wards seemed to be unsatisfactory and possibly
unworkable as the areas involved were too great for 1 member each and
re-iterating the District Council's proposal that Cowden, Hever and
Chiddingstone should be one 2 member ward.
(5) from the Hever Parish Council supporting the District Council's
proposal and strongly opposing the Commission's proposals.
(6) from the

Sevenoaks District Council saying that the proposal to include
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Chiddingstone with Leigh would create a new ward which was geographically
impossible in view of the vast area and asking that Chiddingstone
be amalgamated with Hever and Cowden to have an electorate of 2,196
and two councillors, leaving Leigh with one councillor for an
electorate of 1,203.
(7) from Sevenoaks Conservative Association strongly recommending one ward
with two councillors for Hever, Cowden and Chiddingstone having regard
to the extremely rural nature of this area.
(8) from Mr, W.L. Clary saying that the new arrangements for Hever, Chiddingstone
and Cowden were goodu
29. Immediately prior to the meeting the Clerk of the Penshurst Parish Council
gave me a letter enclosing a copy of their written representation ((1) above)
and reiterating the .request there made.
30. At the meeting Mr. A.M. Wood, Chairman of the Chiddingstone Parish Council,
said the case had almost been made by all the letters. Chiddingstone Parish
had to be studied as a community. There were 4 sub-post offices in the one
parish and many hamlets. It stretched from Ide Hill to the River Medway
crossing the River Eden on the way. Joining the Parish to Leigh would be
tantamount to removing representation from it for Leigh was a much .larger and
more compact village. The ward would have the latest acreage in the District
Council's area and it was inconceivable how one person could act for such a
stretch of country; Chiddingstone would be the prime sufferer. The Parish
would fit in with Hever which had two villages, Hever and Four Elms, although
they would prefer a representative of their own. The Parish looked to
Edenbridge for shopping and had no reason to look in the direction of Leigh
at all. On my pointing out that the Parish Council's request for amalgamation
with Hever and Cowden was on the assumption that there would be a 2 member
ward and asking what the preference would be if there were no increase in
representation, Mr. Wood said either the Commission's proposal or the Parish
Council's proposal would be impossible to work with 2 councillors and not 3 and
he could not express a view. Mr. D.J. Boyd, Chairman of Leigh Parish Council,
said Chiddingstone should in any case go to the west. Mr. C.H. Martiny a member
of Chiddingstone Parish Council, supported what Mr. Wood had said. Mr. J.B.T Hone,
a member of Chiddingstone Parish Council from Chiddingstone Hoath, also
supported amalgamation with Hever and Cowden. Chiddingstone Parish had one
person to ?i acres, if there was only one councillor he would be looking after
12,000 acres, compared with only a few blocks of flats for the same population
in an urban area; a councillor was responsible for everyone in the community
and he could not do his work if he had to go as far away as Leigh. There should
be one councillor for Chiddingstone and one for Hever and Cowden.
31. Mr. C.W. Allick, for the Conservative Association.drew attention to the
present position where Cowden and Edenbridge were together. The Association
supported the proposals for Edenbridge with 4 councillors in two separate wards
and suggested the councillor who represented Cowden should now be available to
represent Cowden and Hever.
32. Mr. D.J. Boyd, Chairman of Leigh Parish Council, said his Council was
against fusion with any other parish; they wanted a practical working relationship;
two and a half years ago they had 2 district councillors, then one, and if they
were amalgamated with Chiddingstone they would have only one half. Chiddingstone
people were delightful people but they looked in a different direction and had
a different identity. There was no bus route to join them, and no W.I. or other
community relationship. Leigh was sufficiently large to have one councillor.
They had had four years when no expansion had been allowed, and there would
probably be an increase over the next five years. Leigh had 4,000 acres; under
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the Commission's proposal there would be an area of 9,919 acres. Mr. D.E. Woollett,
Chairman of Hever Parish Council, said it was a fairly scattered area. Four Elms
had been with the Parish for many years. Chiddingstone had 4 communities, and
one. Bow Beech was shared with Hever. Mark Beech was shared with Cowden. They
had happy social relations with Chiddingstone and good relations with Cowden.
They supported linking up Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden. Mr. G.J. Phillips?
District Councillor for the Hever and Chiddingstone ward, said the accepted
average of electors to councillors was 1,500. Looking at the estimated
electorate for 1978 Hever and Chiddingstone would have 1,513 electors. His first
preference was to leave Hever and Chiddingstone together but he would be happy
to merge with Cowden provided they had two members. He was opposed to a merger
with Leigh, which gave a very silly shape. One ought to look at the job which
a councillor had to do; he was an unpaid social worker. With the existing Hever
and Chiddlngsone ward there were a number of communities including the largest
Four Elms with 250 people, Bow Beech 100, Chiddingstone Causeway rather less,
and Mark Beech 150. On Saturday afternoon he had gone from door to door\n
Four Elms and met 50 people; outside in an afternoon he might be lucky to meet
10 or 20 people in farms or cottages. He could not do a good job at all if there
were a larger area.
33. Mr. A.F.E. Davis, for Sevenoaks District Council, said that only by seeing
the area on the ground could one appreciate the difficulty of communicating
with the community. One must forget about councillors per 1,000 or 1,500. Here
you must think about councillors for the areas. If you joined Leigh with
Chiddingstone you had 9,990 acres with one councillor. If Chiddingstone was
joined with Hever and Cowden there were 12,000 acres, but it was better to have
12,000 acres with two councillors than 9,900 with one councillor. Please forget,
he said, about councillors per elector.
34. Mr. L.C. Reeves, Swanley Town Council, said the main stream of independent
opinion favoured the grouping of parishes suggested by the District Council, but
there was one reservation. Democracy was not something one could measure, but
when establishing a basis of representation for a district of more than 100,000
people one had to establish a basis which was fair in practice. We had just
been discussing Horton Kirby Parish with two villages which was going to have
an electorate well in excess of 2,000. The question was what was a fair basis
of representation. Mr. C.W. Allick said he supported Mr. Reeves. If there was
definite growth at Horton Kirby it should be properly represented. Mr. R.F.C. Walshe,
for the Division Liberal Association, said if there had to be amalgamation it
should logically be to link Chiddingstone not with Leigh but with Hever and Cowden;
they would rather have two single member wards for the three parishes, but if
a single ward they favoured 2 members. If forced to have only one other
councillor they would feel that Chiddingstone belonged more with Cowden than Leigh.
35. The Edenbridge Society (written representation (2) above), the Cowden
Parish Council (written representation (4) above) and Mr. W.L. Clary (written
representation (8) above) were not represented or present at the meeting.

E.

36.

Seal and Sevenoaks Weald Parishes

Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows:(1) from the Seal Parish Council endorsing the views of the Underriver
Association and saying they would not favour any action likely to
prejudice the good relations so fruitfully built up over many years.
(2) from the Underriver Village Association saying that people in the village
were strogly critical of, and indeed dismayed at, the Commission's
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Proposal.

The representation pointed out

t
(a) that Underriver had been part of Seal Civil Parish throughout the
lives of present inhabitants and there was close affinity and
sympathy with the people of Seal. The Seal Parish Council met
regularly in Underriver and took a lively interest in local affairs.
No such affinity with Weald Civil Parish was likely to develop
during the lifetime of any of the present inhabitants of Underriver;
(b) Until Underriver became a sqjarate ecclesiastical parish a 100 years
ago it was part of the ecclesiastical parish of Seal;
(c) the road system ran north and south giving direct communication
between Seal and Underriver; the Sevenoaks bypass and the main
Sevenoaks - Tonbridge road formed a physical and psychological
barrier between Underriver and Weald;
(d) Underriver was more of a self-contained community than Weald, was
much smaller and was likely to suffer if represented by the member
for Weald. Seal had outlying communities at Stone Street and
Underriver and was familiar with their needs and problems.

(3) from the Sevenoaks Weald Parish Council supporting the views of the
Underriver Village Association and saying they had no desire whatsoever
for them to be united with Weald Civil Parish and felt it would be
entirely wrong for them to be separated from Seal after all these years.
(4) from the Sevenoaks District Council opposing the Commission's proposal
as the separation of Underriver from the remainder of Seal Civil Parish
would destroy the unity of the Parish of Seal and asking for the
amendment of the Commission's proposal to read
Sevenoaks Weald (electorate 1061)

-

one Councillor

Seal, including Underriver (electorate 1970)

- one Councillor;

(5) from the Conservative Association saying the division of Seal from
Underriver was totally wrong
(6) from the Division Liberal Association saying that to extract Underriver
from Seal Parish had nothing whatsoever to commend it except perhaps
mathematical or geographical tidiness. To attach Underriver to another
parish ran directly contrary to the original guide lines which specified
that existing parishes should not be split into different electoral areas;
(7) from Mr. W.L. Clary, the District Council member for Seal and member of
Seal Parish Council, supporting the proposed change at Seal. It would
bring about a population change in each village and level things up
slightly; it would certainly not destroy the unity of Seal Parish Council.
Local feeling was that Underriver was already over-represented on Seal
Parish Council with two members for some 230 electors and only seven for
Seal ward with 1,700 electors. The last casual vacancy on the Parish
. Council for the Underriver ward had been filled by the co-option of a
gentleman living over the parish boundary and on the electoral roll for
Weald. He understood that Mr. Marshall, Kent County Councillor living
in Underriver, favoured the transfer to Weald (At the meeting Mr. Marshall
denied this and supported the Underriver Association).
He hoped the
Commission would resist the efforts to leave things as they were and
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would institute the change towards parity of area and nutters of
electors. Underriver was big enough to have its own parish council,
which would overcome local fears of an unsquare deal from Weald Parish
Council.
37. At the meeting Mr. Kenneth Marshall, Kent County Councillor for Westerham
living in Underriver, denied that he supported the Commission's proposal as
alleged in Mr. Clary's representation «7) above) and said he supported the
Underriver Association. Mr. C.W. Allick said the Conservative Association
totally opposed the Commission's proposal. Mr. J.M.H. Balcon, Chairman of Seal
Parish Council, said he endorsed what Mr. Allick had said; this was a classic
case of a parish being truncated. On the old Rural District Council they had
two members, on the District Council one. Perhaps they should apply for two.
One danger in truncating the Parish was, whether they liked it or not, they
were rather a choice apple and could quite easily lose parish status and find
themselves a ward as part of Sevenoaks town. Most of what was going to be said
would be said by Mr. Fleming Smith. He was astonished by Mr. Clary's
representation ((7) above). Mr. Clary had been Vice-Chairman of the Parish
Council and in open meeting he agreed the Council should support Underriver's
objection to the Commission's proposal. Mr. R.F. Fleming Smith, Chairman of
the Underriver Association, relied mainly on what was said in the Association's
representation ((2) above). Underriver was a small self-contained area
separated from Seal by a ridge of hills. Quite a lot of Underriver flowed up
and overlapped the top rowards Seal and there were quite a lot of houses at the
top of the hill. Until comparatively recently they had been.in the same
ecclesiastical parish as Seal. He did not anticipate any increase of population
in Underriver; there was no development scheme. The Seal Parish Council was the
Trustee of the Underriver Village Hall. They had had an excellent little school
just closed, the site of which was vested in the Vicar of Seal who still had
certain responsibilities. The divide between Weald and Underriver was very real
and Weald Parish Council fully supported the Association's point of view. On
the basis of community of interest and local loyalties and friendship they should
remain with Seal. Dr. W.H. Poole, Secretary of the Association, said that,
like Fawkham, they would like a representative of their own, but they had built
up a trust with Seal over many years and they were not going to get that trust
with Weald in a night. There was no evidence that Weald wanted them.
Mr. F.W. Bentley, also of the Association, said he had nothing to add but he
would rather not have their district councillor elected by Weald.
38. I explained that the difficulty was the low electorate of Weald and
inquired what would be the reaction to combining Weald with the Kippington ward
of Sevenoaks. Mr. A.F.E. Davis, for Sevenoaks District Council, said Weald
would look against going with a town ward. The estimated electorate for Weald,
excluding Underriver, for 1978 was 1,061 and for 1980 1,073; for Seal with
Underriver it was 1,970 for 1978 and 2,016 for 1980. Mr. Fleming Smith said
he hoped Underriver would not be used as a make-weight to make the balance
more even.
39. Mr. Kenneth MarshalJJBtiid he represented Weald on Kent County Council. All
roads ran north to south over the ridge. Underriver extended over the ridge to
Fawke Common. Weald was completely cut off by the Sevenoaks bypass except by
bridge from Sevenoaks and Underriver. Weald looked west. .It would oppose going
into the town. Not much thought was given to continuity of representation.
At the county level Weald had been represented by the member for Seal but had
been transferred to him at the last election; if it was now transferred
elsewhere it would upset relations.
40. Mr. R.F.C. Walshe, for the Division Liberal Association, said it was
another case of mathematics v communities. It was a feature'of many parishes
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above the greensand ridge that they stretched right over the ridge.
41. The Sevenoaks Weald Parish Council (written representation (3) above)
and Mr. W.L. Clary (written representation (7) above) were not represented or
present at the meeting.
F. Sevenoaks Town and St. Johns Ward(s)
42.

Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows:(1) from the Sevenoaks Conservative Association Town Ward Branch
regretting the loss of one councillor for the combined wards of
St. Johns and Town, accepting that this might be necessary at the
present time, hoping that the number would return to 4 should the
population increase, and suggesting Sevenoaks Vine ward as a most
suitable name since this was a recognisable area of the town roughly
on the boundaries of the two existing wards.
(2) from Mrs. Ann Dawson, District Councillor for St. Johns ward, at
present a mixed political representation, registering concern and
dismay at the Commission's proposals. Numerically there would be
little doubt that the representation for the town of Sevenoaks
should be reduced to 9 menbers (but she withdrew this statement at
the meeting). The proposed ward would stretch virtually the whole
length of the area from north to south, the extreme north and south
ends being almost totally residential while in the centre was the
commercial and retail hub of the town - a relatively incompatible
amalgamation. The Sevenoaks town warding system contained numerous
anomalies and Inconsistencies arising from new housing development,
part of the Northern ward was totally divorced from the bulk; the
entire warding system for all five Sevenoaks wards needed very careful
consideration and this was the opportunity to do so. The Commission's
proposed amalgamation gave a political advantage to one party.
(3) from the Sevenoaks Town Council regretting the reduction in
representation and asking that, if the proposals were adopted, the
Town Council should be consulted about the name of the new amalgamated
ward.
(4) from the Sevenoaks Conservative Association supporting the fusion
proposed by the Commission.
(5) from the Sevenoaks Division Liberal Assoviation expressing the strong
opinion that Swanley justified 10 seats as proposed in the original
report of the officers of the District Council because it was very fast
expanding and the estimates of the 1978 population based on current
planning applications were likely to prove very conservative, the
increase to be by giving 3 seats to the Swanley (Christchurch) ward, and
that as a corollary to this, to preserve the balance between Swanley and
Sevenoaks they opposed the reduction for Sevenoaks from 10 seats to 9
and the amalgamation of the Town and St. Johns wards. Even if the
representation of the Town ward were reduced to only one seat they
would still see no reason to create such an unwieldy and disparate ward
as proposed. If their proposal were accepted this would still only give
a council of 55 seats which was still completely within the advisory
limit of 60 seats and left scope to add further seats in areas with
higher population growth, if desirable, in, say, the 1980's.
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43. At the meeting the discussion, in which Mr. Allickf Mrs. Dawson, Mr. Reeves •
and Mr. Walshe participated, related initially to the relationship of the
membership of Swanley to that of Sevenoaks on the District Council and vice versa,
and it was generally accepted between them that if the representation of
Sevenoaks, which under the Commission's proposals was a total of 9, was increased
to 10, then the representation of Swanley, which under the proposals was also 9,
should also be increased to 10 and vice versa. Mr. Reeves said that Swanley
believed their electorate in 1978/80 would be more than Sevenoaks but they
accepted the position (although the Council had reserved their case about the
Christchurch ward in particular), while Mr. Allick said that if the economic
position continued to be bad it would slow down and postpone the date of growth.
Mr. Davis, for the District Council, said that by 1980 the electorate of Swanley
would be in excess of 1,000 more than Sevenoaks.
44. Mrs. Ann Dawson, District Councillor for St. Johns ward, said that she
withdrew the sentence in her written representation ((2) above) saying that
there was little doubt numerically Sevenoaks representation should be reduced
to 9, and she was now opposed to any reduction. The combined ward would have
the second highest electorate and the largest acreage of all the urban wards
in 1978/80. St Johns ward showed an increase of 46 electors for 1976 over 1975,
while every other ward in the town except Kippington showed a decrease; there
was a net increase even when the decrease in Town ward was subtracted. If the
net increase continued with a decrease in other wards the representation of
St. Johns would be insufficient in a relatively short space of time. The
large acreage running almost from north to south of the town would be very
difficult to serve. The proposals paid scant regard to the different
characteristics of the area. The Town ward contained residential, office and
light industrial development and the main shopping and commercial centres. In
representing the Town ward one was representing not only electors on the roll
but business people as well. St. Johns was mainly residential with a small
shopping centre and a small amount of light industry. The amalgamation of the
wards would place councillors in an invidious position, particularly in
relation to planning matters. What might be good in development for the town
centre might be bad for the St. Johns area, especially in the case of shops
which might be competing. The proposals could have a political effect; she
was the only one of the present 4 councillors for the existing two wards who
was a member of a minority group. The present ward boundaries in the
Sevenoaks area produced anomalies and it might be necessary to realign them.
At points it was necessary to leave St. Johns ward to get to other parts of it,
and part of the Northern ward was completely divided from another part by about
a mile. This was a golden opportunity to erase the anomalies that had arisen
in the past. She wanted the St. Johns and Town wards separated because they
were complebfy different areas, with 2 members each. There should be five
two member wards for the urban area of SeveSaks. Mr. Davis said that if
Sevenoaks had ten members the District Council would also agree that Swanley
should have ten.
45. Mr. J.F. London, a former member and Chairman of Sevenoaks Urban District
Council and now a'member of the Sevenoaks Town Council and Town Mayor last
year, spoke for the Town Council. The Town Council's preferred solution was that
there should be no change in the existing arrangements of five 2 member wards
on the grounds that (1) the general public had become so confused by reorganisation
as to be indifferent now to local government and any change would increase
the confusion whereas leaving things as they are would introduce important
stability, (2) any problem should be solved by increasing representation
elsewhere, not reducing it in Sevenoaks, (3) the new combined ward would be 2j
miles from north to south and 1} miles from east to west, though the size was
inflated by 1,000 acres of parkland, and more Important was the difference
between the twocoomunities, the Town in the main on top of the hill with lots
of shops and offices,' some small factories and a large number of small flats,
-
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St. Johns set on the slope of the hill with two small and one quite large shopping
centres but otherwise mainly residential. The Town Council saw the difficulties
of a member effectively representing two differing parts of the community. He
submitted copies of correspondence with the District Council and the Commission
on the subject, which included the suggestion that the new combined ward should
be known as Vine ward. If 9 members for Sevenoaks was part of the only
solution to the overall problem of representation on the District Counci] the
Town Council would reluctantly acquisce, but, if not, it, and it felt the people
of Sevenoaks too, would prefer thdstatus quo . It was his opnion, though there
had been no vote on the Town Council,that it would prefer one third of the
District'/Council to retire at a time and for there to be an election for the Town's
representatives in each of the election years.
46. Mrs. Dawson said Vine in the eyes of St. Johns residents would seem remote,
and Mr. Davis pointed out that the Vine cricket ground fell in another ward.
Mr. Reeves asked whether discussion of the system of elction was in order, and
I said that I thought not.
47. Mr. C.W. Allick, for the Divisional Conservative Association,said he was in
a cleft stick on this one.Having taken some part in proposing increases, he felt
that to put up Sevenoaks and Swanley from 9 to 10 might have an effect on other
communities not so large, and, if he were asked to look at priorities, he thought
other communities more spread out might be in difficulties. He had no wish
whatsoever to change the situation in Sevenoaks town, but he had got to admit
that Sevenoaks town's claim to 10 seats would be very much behind the claims of
some communities in having some representation at all. Swanley would be
adequately represented by 9 if some smaller communities would have to give up
something to increase it. That was not to say he was against Sevenoaks town as
it was, but if we had to go back to five 2 member wards we should look again
at the whole of the wards. He had to disagree with Mrs. Dawson about the
inability of a person to represent a joint Town and St. Johns ward. Currently
a member represented Town ward with 2,000 electors and the town centre, and
this was not impossible. If there had to be a reduction from 10 to 9 he could
see no easier way than to fuse these two wards. He was coming down in favour
of the smaller communities. Mrs. Louise Wilson, for the Labour Party said that
she agreed with what had been said about having ten for Swanley if there were
ten for Sevenoaks and vice versa, and also that to keep thestatus quo might
be easier but in the future you were likely to want two members for Horton Kirby
and three for Ash-cura-Ridley with New Ash Green, and a parish re-adjustment when
Hartley spreads and possibly West Kingsdown. Mr. R.F.C. Vialshet for the
Division Liberal Association, said that they believed Sevenoaks and Swanley
should have parity at 10 each. He felt very strongly that Town and St, Johns
wards were two different types of area and should remain separate. The
political angle had been raised by Mrs. Dawson, and it was a political
disadvantage for the Liberals to have amalgamation of the two wards. If the
Commission felt that total representation should be no more than|9 they would
argue that the simplest way was to maintain the status guo for warding
and reduce Town to one member, and he said that as a resident in Town ward.
Mrs. Dawson emphasised that it was a question not of increasing Sevenoaks to 10
but of reducing it to 9, and we were talking of a decrease. She would prefer
that the five wards stay as they are but if the Commission decided it was
necessary to re-ward she hoped this would be done not on a numerical basis
but on the basis of keeping areas of similar characteristics together and
erasing anomalies. She had not said it was difficult to represent two interests,
but to represent two quite separate communities, especially if there were a
proposal to develop in one but affecting the other. Mr.' Allick said that under
the Commission's proposal there were 3 councillors for the combined ward so that
one councillor might feel able to represent one part. Afrs. Dawson said she
represented all the people. Mr. Walshc said if too large a ward were created
and Interests too diverse whether there were 1 or 5 councillors they had a duty
to all the electors.
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48. Mr. London said Mr. Allick seemed to have argued for greater representation
to smaller communities and not to Sevenoaks. In the town they felt there was no
reason why there should be weighting for rural areas. They were persuaded to
accept 3 on the basis that it was necessary to get a quick answer. Mr. Reeves said
Swanley Town Council recognised that there was a difficult problem. They took
the view that the District having such a large area the.first precept was to
ensure there was a basis of representation which could be identified with the
small village communities and this necessitated bias towards such communities
and they accepted this, but there was a limit. If Sevenoaks had 9 representatives
they would accept 9 at Swanley; the rural communities must be adequately
represented
and Swanley must have equal representation with Sevenoaks.
49. Mr. £.C. Garner said he was one of the two representatives on the Districct
Council for Town ward. He was in favour of retaining five 2 member wards.
The electorate of Town ward was 2,225 and of St. Johns 2,400, so he was strongly
opposed to the idea that Town should have 1 member and St. Johns 2. He agreed
that the relationship of Sevenoaks with Swanley should be 9 - 9 or 10 - 10.
50. The Sevenoaks Conservative Association Town Ward Branch (written
representation (1) above) was not represented at the meeting.

51.

G.

Westerham and CrocJcham Hill Ward

Written representations were submitted to the Commission as follows :(1) from Mrs. Rosamund Pyke supporting the objection of Westerham Parish
Council to reduction in representation from 3 members to 2. She had
been one of the Westerham members of the Sevenoaks Rural District Council
for 18 years with special responsibility for Crockham Hill ward in
which she lived. The Parish was large and scattered from the top of the
North Downs to Westerham and then over the range of hills to Crockham
Hill and then to the boundary with Edenbridge. The problems of the
village of Crockham Hill and the rural area surrounding it, especially
in view of the geographical separation, were very different from those
of the town of Westerham.
(2) from Mr. Stanley Green saying that from personal experience as a member
for Westerham on the Rural District Council for 13 years and Chairman of
the Joint Committee for reorganisation he was sure it was not possible
for 2 members properly to serve a parish such as Westerham including
Crockham Hill. The elected members most valuable contribution was
close personal knowledge of their parish and 2 members could not have
the close contact with the whole area. He considered the proposal
a retrograde step, quite contrary to what was stated at the time to be
one of the objects of reorganisation and trusted it might be possible
to reconsider.
(3) from the Westerham Parish Council referring to earlier representations
made to the Commission in March opposing the proposal of the Sevenoaks
District Council for reduction of representation of Westerham from 3
seats to 2, opposing the reduction and enclosing a petition with a
total of 2,156 signatures in opposition.There had for many years been
three Westerham members on Sevenoaks Rural District Council and more
recently on Sevenoaks District Council. The two Westerham members
of the Sevenoaks Rural District Council still living were testifying
to the Commission that they would have found the burden of work
intolerable had they been fewer in number. There seemed to the Council
to be very strong and valid reasons for applying a different yardstick

-

20 -

for representation to such rural and semi-rural areas as Westerham
than to the more closely knit urban areas. They asked for 3 members.
(4) from Mr. W.D. Godin of Crockham Hill referring to the petition and
stressing the separateness of the two communites of Westerham and
Crockham Hill because at one time Crockham Hill was part of the ecclesiastical
parish of Westerham but in 1842 their own Church was built and well over
100 years ago the parishes were separated and Crockham Hill was allowed
its own Vicar. Two years ago Crockham Hill was transferred from the
Sevenoaks to the Tonbridge Deanery while Westerham remains in the former.
Their situation made it most desirable that someone living at Crockham
Hill should serve on the Council and not at the expense of Westerham's
representation.,
52. At the meeting Mr, John F. Parry spoke for Westerham Parish Council. He
gave me and asked me to read to the meeting the Parish Council's earlier
representation (referred to in their written representation (3) above) of March,
which I did. It objected most strcjgly to the District Council's proposal to
reduce representation from 3 members to 2 and drew the attention of the Commission
to the following facts (1) Westerham was an ancient market'/town (2) for Parish
Council purposes Westerham was divided into two wards, Westerham with 10 and
Crockham Hill with 3 members. In practice one District Councillor usually
came from Crockham Hill or had a special interest there and two from Westerham.
Crockham Hill was separated from Westerham by the greensand ridge and though
its electorate of 577 might not appear to merit a aperate district councillor
it involved additional work and was distinct from Westerham (3) Westerham had
boundaries with Greater London and Surrey and this added to problems. It was
a peripheral area which seemed to be overlooked by central authority
(4) Westerham1s being an area of slow growth was not an argument for reduction
(5) the combined electorate of Westerham and Crockham Hill (3,462) involved one
council member for every 1,154 electors which did not seem to compare
unsuitably with some urban wards with the simpler compact area (6) the
suggestion of warding Brasted with Westerham did not commend itself (7) the purely
mathematical process ignored variations in different areas. The Council felt
emphatically that to reduce representation would reduce the element of service
to the electors and place an intolerable burden on those elected. Mr. Parry said
the Parish Council's case was not a political one. There were 2,900 electors
in Westerham town and 600 at Crockham Hill. They were two communities with
centres two miles apart separated by the greensand ridge. There were separate
Churches, schools, playing fields and institutes, with a poor public transport
link. They wished to retain three representatives as at present and did not
consider 2 councillors would adequately represent the Parish on the District
Council. It would be an intolerable burden on 2 councillors only, whether 2at Westerham or 1 at Westerham and 1 at Crockham Hill. A numerical basis could
not reasonably be applied. It was not reasonable to apply the same criteria
to Westerham and Crockham Hill as to Sevenoaks and Swanley. The necessity of
adequate representation should not be considered unreasonable. Due regard
should be given to the petition representing 62% of those on the electoral
roll. People of varying political parties had been most eager to sign and most
indignant that their representation should be reduced. But for the fact that
circulation was undertaken in the holiday period the 62% must have been higher.
The observations by Mr. Green in hi^s written representation ((2) above) were
particularly important, especially the last sentence. Finally, if the Group
of members appointed by Sevenoaks District Council had investigated and
consulted with the Parish Council they would have recognised that Westerham and
Crockham Hill could not be adequately represented by 2 councillors.
Mr. Stanley Green was present and supported what Mr. Parry had said. A member
had a responsibility for his or her whole area but generally one member,
Mrs. Pyke, had maintained a special interest for Crockham Hill. Mr. J.A. chalk of
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Westerham said he took part in arranging the petition and it had been organised
through the political parties because they had a road steward organisation.
They had all agreed to help. Care was taken that no road steward included an
area he or she would normally cover politically. He felt that the advent of the
M. 25 to Westerham would create pockets of land which would go for development.
There was then some discussion as to the position of the route which was not
yet public knowledge in the Westerham area and was not disclosed to me.
Mr. Reeves said this was a matter of great conjecture, There was no intention
at present to release land for development. Mr. Davis said there was no
development prospect to 1980 and nothing in the structure plan.
53. Afrs. R. Pellerau of Crockham Hill said she represented herself. She was
concerned about the reduction in representation from 3 to 2 because on numbers
alone the councillors were bound to come from Westerham. Crockham Hill
included a scattered area, Chartwell, Footings and Puddledock. To expect one
of two Westerham councillors to cover this area and half of Westerham would
place an intolerable burden on members. She associated herself with what
Mr. Parry had said. Mr. Kenneth Marshall, said he was the County Council membber
for Westerham. Directly or indirectly Crockham Hill should be represented.
During the preceding year he had been concerned with the full implications of
British Railway's proposals in connection with the Channel Tunnel on a
neighbouring area. To establish a proper policy he had to be fully informed
of Crockham Hill's views. This and other things could happen. The area was
well known and well established with an identity of its own. The question of
the relevance of the numbers of electors and the adequate representation of an
area with an Identity of its own had come up several times at the meeting, and
he personally felt as a county councillor and a citizen that distinctive areas
should be represented from their point of view and local interests and that
their views should be heard. There was not the same difficulty in a town where
one councillor could manage to represent a reasonably homogenous area.
54. Mr. L.C. Reeves, Swanley Town Council, said it was necessary to examine
the matter in detail. He did not believe Westerham was a special case.A great
deal had been said that historically Westerham and Crockham Hill had been
represented by 3 members. That ignored that in Sevenoaks District there were
three merged authorities. As a consequence there were anomalies and one of
the purposes of this examination was to try to ensure that anomalies of
representation should not exist. One had to look at the question from a number
of points of view. On a numerical basis many parishes would be entitled to
additional representation if Westerham was entitled to 3 members. On a
geographical and social basis, if one did not know it, one might conclude
that Westerham was completely different from other parishe^. This was not the
case. As an example, West Kingsdown was a sprawling area with Brands Hatch on
one side and extending through the next valley with scattered inhabited pockets
and was to continue to be represented by 2 members with an electorate of 3,730
(1980) compared with 3,609 for Westerham. If the Commission accepted
Westerham's case for 3 members it was incumbent on them to treat West Kingsdown
equally.
Mr. London, Sevenoaks Town Council, said Mr. Marshall had advanced
the case for rural weighting but Sevenoaks felt towns should be equal with the
country and every man's vote should be worth the same. Mr. Parry replied that
in Westerham they were concerned with Westerham and had put the case for
Westerham. West Kingsdown should make representations and make their own case
if they wished to. Westerham should be considered not as a special case but as
an area with two wards meriting 3 councillors. Two members could not adequately
represent Westerham. Adequate representation should be continued and not
numerical representation.
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55. Mr. C.W. Allick, for the Conservative Association, said he would like to
follow Mr. Reeves. When the three authorities were merged a number of rural
seats were destroyed. A number of rural areas had more representation on
Sevenoaks Rural District Council than on Sevenoaks District Council. The
Committee had at first decided there was a special case for 3 at Crockham
Hill, but, not to make a party political point, what Mr. Reeves had said
about West Kingsdown was correct, and there was a special case too at West
Kingsdown. He supposed Mr. Reeves' case and West Kingsdown should be looked
at also but he hoped 3 seats could be retained at Westerham and Crockham Hill.
Mr. Reeves said he did not agree that West Kingsdown should be an exception,
but argued that their circumstances were more compelling than Westerham and the
Commission should look at the whole District. The District Council had tried
to be fair to remove rural bias as far as practicable. Mrs. Louise Wilson,
for the Labour Party, said there were more than two special cases. You could
argue the same for Ash-cum-Ridley and Swanley Village. A fair basis was to
keep to a reasonable numerical situation. The roads between Westerham and
Crockham Hill were reasonable. Mr. Marshall said that Crockham Hill was not a
straggling community but a coherent community and it should be represented as
such. His real point was that it was not a matter of numbers. Mr. Davis
instanced Chevening as another parish which might have a special case if
numbers were disregarded. Mr. E.M. Syddigue referred to the case made for
the Cowden-Chiddingstone-Hever link up. In 1937 rural weighting was permitted
but it looked as if in 1974 it was not. Westerham had almost equal representation
with other wards and if you were not careful you would end up with more
than the legally permitted number. Mr. Parry concluded by saying that all
parishes had had ample opportunity to make a case. Westerham had chosen to object;
others had not done so, they may have been satisfied.
56. Mrs. Rosamund Pyke (written representation (1) above) and Mr. W.D. Godin
(written representation (4) above) were not present at the meeting.

H.

Swanley Christchurch Ward

57. The Division Liberal Association submitted in their written representation
to the Commission (see paragraph 42(5) above) that the representation of
Swanley should be increased to 10 by increasing the membership for the Swanley
Christchurch ward from 2 to 3. The Liberal Association were not at this stage
represented but Mr. Reeves and Mr. Allick referred to the previous discussion
on equality of representation for Sevenoaks and Swanley (see paragraphs 43 - 48
above). Mr. Reeves said that if Swanley were to be given increased
representation it was right that the increase should go to the Christchurch ward.
Mr. Allick agreed but said he would give preference to the smaller communities
over increases at Sevenoaks and Swanley. Mr. London, Sevenoaks Town Council,
said that he would not.

J.

Sevenoaks

58. In conclusion I referred at the meeting to the suggestion in the written
representation submitted to the Commission by Mr. W.L. Clary for minor
changes in the Northern ward - Wildernesse ward boundary along Seal Road at
Sevenoaks. Mr. Clary was not present, but Mr. J.F. London, Sevenoaks Town
Council said that about 150 electors were involved and the Town Council would
suggest that this was best left alone.
59.

The meeting, having started at 10 a.m. concluded at about 4.20 p.m.
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5.

ACCOUNT OF INSPECTIONS MADE

60. On my way by train to Seyenoaks on the day before the meeting I alighted
at Knockholt Station (which is very remote from Knockholt) and walked up the
A. 21 to the roundabout at the top of the hill at Badgers Mount, thence to the
centre of HaIstead village and back to the roundabout and down the A.224 to
the north end of Badgers Mount, and thence by the footpath from the A.224 to the
A. 21 and back to Knockholt Station. After arrival in Sevenoaks I walked in the
town and, in particular from Seal Road past the Vine cricket ground to about the
south end of the town centre, thus traversing most of the length of the
St. Johns and Town wards.
61. On Friday 23rd January, with the kind assistance of Mr. W.G. Thrower,
Assistant Secretary, Sevenoaks District Council, I visited the District by car.
Starting from the Council Offices at Sevenoaks at 11 a.m. I went by way of
Riverhead to Knockholt Pound and to Knockholt, back through Knockholt Pound
to Halstead and Badgers Mount roundabaout, thence down to Shoreham and the
River Darenth. Thence through Eynsford to Farningham and in and about
Farningham. Thence across the new motorway construction to Horton Kirby and
in and around South Darenth, and the adjoining part of Sutton-at-Hone in
Dartford District. From there I went to Swanley Village and Swanley town centre
and out of Swanley via the Christchurch ward past Brands Hatch to West Kingsdown,
thence north to Fawkham Green and Fawkham and up to Hartley. From Hartley
I went on to Ash-cum-Ridley and inspected New Ash Green Village. From New Ash
Green I went on to Seal village and thence to Underriver. From Underriver I went
to Sevenoaks Weald Village and around the village (having to make a detour as
the most direct route from Underriver to Sevenoaks Weald was closed due to a
burst water main). From Sevenoaks Weald I went into the Kippington ward of
Sevenoaks and from there via the A. 21 to Leigh village and cricket ground. From
Leigh I went to Chiddingstone Causeway and thence to Chiddingstone, Chiddingstone
Hoath, Markbeech, Cowden and Hever and past Hever Castle to Four Elms. From
Four Elms I went to Crockham Hill and then down into Westerham and in and
around Westerham t'own, including going west to the county boundary. From
Westerham town I returned via Brasted and Riverhead to Sevenoaks. At Sevenoaks
I inspected examples of anomalies in ward boundaries due to development such as
were referred to by Mrs. Dawson, and the Northern ward and then the whole
length of the St Johns and Town wards, finishing still in daylight.
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6.

ASSESSMENT OF THE WEIGHT OF THE ARGUMENTS,
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
REASONS

Part I - The General Background
62. In later paragraphs of this report I set out recommendations with
reasons on the various particular cases discussed before me. But in order that
these recommendations may be better understood I think it desirable to set out
first by way of general background, the statutory provisions so far as relevant
within which the Commission, and in turn I as Assistant Commissioner, have to act.
63. Sub-section
that

(2) of section78 of the Local

Government Act, 1972, provides

"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".
64.

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 elections of councillors of a district or 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;
(b) in a district every ward of a parish or community having a
parish or community council (whether separate or common)
shall lie wholly within a single ward of the district;
(c) in a district every parish or community which is not
divided into parish or community wards shall lie wholly within
a single ward of the district.
(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) and local ties which would be broken by the fixing of
any particular boundary".

65. It will be seen that there is one paramount command, namely that the ratio
of the number of electors to the number of councillors shall be, as nearly as
may be, the same in every ward. Even the desirability of avoiding the breaking
-
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of local ties is sub-ordinated to this. There is nothing whatever about not
including different communities, or even parishes, having no ties with each other
in one ward or about keeping all wards of one parish in the same district ward;
on the contrary rule 3(2)(b) must have in contemplation that different parish
wards may be in different district wards. Nor is there anything about
scattered population, width of geographical area, rural weighting, the burden
on rural councillors or having enough councillors in a ward to represent
each identifiable community in the ward. Nor does the Act require regard to
be had to any party political effect.
66. 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 sub-ordinate the same ratio rule to factors of the kind mentioned in the
last preceeding paragraph, such as rural weighting, which are common factors over
England as a whole and not peculiar to the Sevenoaks District. If Parliament
had wished the Commission to have regard to such factors as a general rule it
would have said so, as it has done in relation to breaking local ties, though,
as I have said, even this is sub-ordinated to the same ratio rule.
67. This is not to say that all factors should not be examined in each
individual case. They should be, and I have considered all the arguments put
to me in relation to their own particular facts, but this general background must
affect the weight that Is given to factors such as I have described and shows
that the same ratio rule cannot be disregarded, and geography alone is highly
likely to give many but not all rural areas some slight advantage within the
words "as nearly as may be!' In this connection it is instructive to look at the
realtlonship produced by the Commission's proposals between the two towns of
Sevenoaks and Swanley and the other areas in the District, as follows :Councillors

1975
Electorate Entitlement

1980
Electorate Entitlement

Sevenoaks

9

13,756

9.51

i4,603

8.79

Swanley

9

12,998

8.99

15,915

9.58

36

49,927

34,53

57,531

34.64

Other Areas

In so far as one can give effect to the factors mentioned in paragraph 65 and
still reasonably observe the same ratio rule it is, I think, proper to do so,
but the general background I have just described shows that there are limits to
which one can go if one is to observe the intentions; of Parliament so far as
they can be deduced from the 1972 Act.
68. Flowing from this , there is one further general comment which I should
make. It appeared., that there was much sincere apprehensi6fi~ and fear on the part
of some of those who appeared before me that any decision which might be made on
the electoral arrangements would pre-empt the whole future of a community and
its associations, that is to say, that a combination of parishes into one ward, or
the division of the wards of a parish between two district wards would lead at
a later date to a combination of the parishes or the loss by one parish to the
other of one of its wards, and the arguments tended to be presented to me on
this basis. The relevant provisions of the 1972 Act which I have discussed in
the preceding paragraphs are concerned solely with the election of councillors
from the district to the district council and they lay down that the ratio of
electors to councillors shall be as nearly as may be the same in every ward.
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The future of parish boundaries and parish councils must in my opinion
involve consideration of much wider criteria in the inlrests, to use the
words of section 47 of the 1972 Act,?lffective and convenient local
government. I desire to make it quite clear that no recommendation which
I make in this report on district electoral wardsfehould be taken as pre-empting
any later decisions on parish boundaries and councils. These must be judged on
their own merits in accordance with any criteria laid down for them at the
appropriate time.
69. Before leaving the general background I should refer to the general
arguments put before me on the subject of estimating the 1978/80 electorates
as described in paragraph 13. Estimating population, and consequently
electorates, is at the best of times a rather difficult and uncertain art and,
with a difficult economic background more than ever so. In a small area
such as a district ward it is made more difficult by the fact that an
unexpected change of planning policy or a substantial planning appeal success
or the degree of activity of a large builder can produce substantial changes
but which would make less impact on a larger area such as, say, a county electoral
ward. . In my opinion the officers of the District Council have obviously
taken a good deal of trouble to try to arrive at as good/estimates as reasonably
possible, and in my opinion the methods they used were as likely to give as
reliable predictions as any other reasonable method. There may well be
something in the argument that there are or will be more electors per household
in the northern areas than in the south, but bearing in mind that the estimates
started with the actual 1974 electorate as a base, that in new houses occupied
by people starting out on their married life one would perhaps not expect to
find ordinarily more than two electors per household and that the 1978-80
period Increase was derived from the actual average increase in 1973,1974 and
1975, when development was at its height, I do not consider this argument would
produce any substantial difference. In this connection I should say that
the figures I have used in the Table in paragraph 6, in paragraph 67 and
in the following paragraphs of this report are, so far as actual electorates
are concerned, the actual 1975 electorates supplied by the District Council to
the Commission. In my opinion, therefore, the estimates submitted to the
Commission by the District Council are to be relied on.
70.

I now turn to the individual cases.

A.

Halstead, Knockholt and Shoreham Parishes

71. The Table in paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement for the two
wards in the Commission's proposals :1975

1980

Halstead, Knockholt and Badgers Mount 2,649

1.83

2,862

1.72

Shoreham less Badgers Mount

0.83

1,197

0.72

1,193

The corresponding.figures for separate wards for the parishes I understand to
be
Halstead
Knockholt
Shoreham including Badgers Mount
-

1,234

0.85

1 454

0.87

945

0.65

942

0.57

1J.665

1.15

1,663

1.00
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If the Parishes of Halstead and Knockholt were combined the figures for the
resulting ward would be
2,179

1.51

2,396

1.44

72. It will be seen that the Commission's proposals best comply with the
statutory same ratio rule, and that the difficulty which arises in providing
a separate ward for each complete parish is the substatial over- representation
which this would give to the Parish of Knockholt, even accepting that rather
than a decrease, there might be some moderate increase in the 1980 electorate
over that for 1975 as suggested by Mr. Lees. No improvement is gained by
simply combtftg Knockholt and Halstead in a 2 member ward. Some very
substantial Justification would be required to justify this degree of
over-representation.
I have, first considered the position of Badgers Mount
and have had regard as the Act requires to any local ties which would be broken.
Some tie will be broken in the sense that one ward of a civil parish is being
separated from the rest of the parish, but I do not in the particular
circumstances of this case regard this as a strong tie. It seems to me from
what I heard at the discussion and from my inspection that there is also an
affinity to Halstead. Badgers Mount and Halstead are comparatively close and
look at each other across the shallow valley up which the A. 21 runs, and
there is easy road communication via the roundabout at the top of the hill
whereas Shoreham Village is somewhat remote from Badgers Mount and down in the
River Darenth valley with a somewhat winding route Joining the two. I attach
considerable importance to the views of the Badgers Mount Residents Association,
and I would have liked to have heard from them at the meeting, but, reading
their written representation, they say that as neither Knockholt nor Hal stead.
wanted them and Shoreham still did they would prefer to remain where taey are..
As I have indicated in paragraph 68 there is no question on this review of
removing them from the Parlsnof Shorebam, but, apart from this, I am sure they
would not be, as it were, outcasts from Halstead, as indeed what was said by
Mr. Winter, see paragraph 17, makes clear. The breaking of ties is in any case
subject to the same ratio rule, as I have indicated in paragraph 65, and I am
satisfied that the ties between Badgers Mount and Shoreham are not so great as
to Justify the very substantial stretching of the rule to put them in the
Shoreham ward. So far as Knockholt and Halstead are concerned, it seems to me
that these are two villages not dis-slmilar in character and they are in close
geographical relationship to each other. In fact all three communities seem
to me to fit conveniently together for the purpose of a district council ward.
All three are on the ridge of the North Downs with convenient communication
and looking to Orpington on the one side and Sevenoaks on the 'other, and
I, therefore, recommend that the Commission should make no alteration in their
proposals for the Halstead, Knockholt and Badgers Mount ward and the Shoreham
ward.

B.

Norton Kirby and Farningham Parishes

73. The Table in paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement to councillors
in the Commission"* proposals
1975
1980
Horton Kirby and Farningham
(2 councillors)

2,926

2.02

3,248

1.96

The corresponding figures for separate wards for each parish are as follows
Horton Kirby
Farningham

-

1,992

1.38

2,112

1.27

934

0.64

1,136

0.68

28 -

It will be seen that the Commission's proposal complies admirably with the
same rato rule, but that if two single member wards were substituted, Horton Kirby
would be somewhat under-represented while Farningham would be substantially
over-represented. It was suggested in the discussion that Farningham had an
affinity with Eynsford. Corresponding figures for an Eynsford and Farningham
ward are as follows :2,214

1.53

2,504

1.51

This produces an unsatisfactory ratio for either a 1 member or a 2 member ward
and so is no improvement.
74. As I indicated in paragraph 72 some very substantial justification would
be required to justify the degree of over-representation which would be
accorded to Farningham if it were a separate ward. After carefully considering
all that was put before me and said and as a result of my inspection of the
area I have come to the conclusion that there is a very special case here and
one which in my opinion is sufficient to justify an amendment of the
Commission's proposals.
I do no think too much attention should be paid to the
separation caused by the M. 20. At present this is a formidable barrier, both
because with vast earthworks in progress it is a scar across the landscape,
and with the uner or over passes incompfete it is quite a task to thread one's
way across it. Once, however, it has been completed and settled down, I do
not think it will seem so much of a barrier. What,however, I do base my
recommendation on are the very different characteristics of the two areas,
well described in the discussions before me, and very much confirmed by my
inspection. Farningham has very much still of the Green Belt country village
character and looks south to Eynsford while Horton Kirby, especially in the
north in the South Darenth area where most of the poulation lies, has very much
of an urban or suburban character and looks north and west. In this area it
is really indistinguishable from the. adjoining parts of the Dartford District
in the Sutton-at-Hone area. Without a large scale map of the district
boundary it is difficult to know whether one is in or out of Sevenoaks District.
As Mr. Reeves indicated there is a problem here for serious consideration on
any future review of district boundaries. Although on the map Farningham and
Horton Kirby are close together, certainly in going from one to the other,
quite apart from the M. 20 works, I did experience a sense of remoteness of the
one from the other enhanced by the very different characteristics of the one from
the other. I think the different characteristics and outlooks would make
representation of a combined ward difficult at district level, and I am
satisfied from the unanimous views expressed before me, the facts that were given
to me and my inspection that this is a very exceptional case.
75. I note that in the Commission's proposals the Brasted ward is given one
councillor with entitlements of 0.76 in 1975 and 0.69 in 1980, though had it
been combined with Westerham and Crockham Hill in a 3 memebr ward the ratio
would have been improved. I am not concerned to suggest any amendment at
Brasted, since no representations were made before me save thatamalgamation
would in any case be opposed by Westerham (see paragraph 52), but from what
I saw I should judge Westerham and Brasted to have more similar characteristics
than Farningham and Horton Kirby, and I feel that, if the Commission were
prepared to accept Brasted with the entitlement given, there is a far stronger
case for leaving Farningham on its own with very similar entitlements, and
indeed I note that while the ratio is declining in the case of Brasted it is
increasing in the case of Farningham. I am also conscious that the
entitlement in the Knockholt case which I have already dealt with, and the
Sevenoaks Weald case which I deal with later, and in which I recommend no
exception, are very similar to Farningham. But I do not believe I am being in

any way inconsistent in my recommendations since in my opinion the great
differences of characteristics and outlook which are present in the
Farningham and Horton Kirby case are not present in these other two cases,
and I hope that the fact that I have made no recommendations for change in
these two cases will only serve to emphasise that the Farningham and Horton
Kirby case is very exceptional. J accordingly recommend that the Commission's
proposals should be amnded to provide for a single member ward for the Parish
of Farningham and a single member ward for the Parish of Horton Kirby.

C.

Fawkham and Hartley Parishes

76. The Table in paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement for councillors
in the Commission's proposals :-

1975
Fawkham and Hartley
(3 councillors)

3,537

1980
2.45

5,639

3.39

The corresponding figures for separate wards for each Parish are as follows :Fawkham
Hartley

'

405

0.28

415

3,136

2.17

5,224

0.25.
3.14

It will be seen that to constitute Fawkham as a 1 member ward would be far
removed indeed from the same ratio rule.
77. The only written representations submitted to the Commission were from
the Hartley Parish Council, who were not//represented at the meeting. Those who
did discuss the separate representation of Fawkham at the meeting were agreed
that it was not practicable, however otherwise desirable it might betNothing was
put before me which could justify so radical a departure from the statutory
rule and I could find nothing to warrant it. I accordingly recommend that
the Commission should make no alteration in their proposal for a 3 member ward
for the combined Parishes of Fawkham and Hartley.

D.

Hever and Cowden, and Leigh and Chiddingstone, Parishes

78. The Table In paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement to councillors
in the Commisstion's proposals :-

1975

1980

Hever and Cowden
(1 councillor)

1,458

1.01

1,544

0.93

Leigh and Chiddingstone
(1 councillor)

1,755

1.21

1,982

1.19

The representations before me asked that Leigh should be a ward on its own
with 1 councillor and that Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden should be combined
into a ward with 2 councillors. The corresponding figures on this ward basis
with a total of 54 councillors are as follows :Leigh

1,104

0.78

1,269

0.78

Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden

2,105

1.48

2,257

1.38

If this ward basis was used but with 1 councillor for each ward Ja total of
53 members) the figures would be :Leigh

1,104

0.76

1,269

0.76

Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden

2,105

1.45

2,251

1.35

79. The Commission's proposals clearly best give effect to the same ratio
rule. There are perhaps two separate issues here which nevertheless must have
a bearing on each other. First, should the parishes be re-arranged as the
representations ask, and, secondly, if they should, should the resulting
three parish ward be a single member or a 2 member ward. The representations
before me, both written and oral, were all very emphatic that Chiddingstone
looked towards and was a suitable partner for Hever and Cowden but not for
Leigh, though these were on the basis that the resulting ward should be a
two member ward. However, those who were prepared to go so far as to
contemplate for purposes of argument in reply to my question that the combined
ward might only be a single member ward still thought it would be right to
combine the three parishes and leave Leigh alone, even though the one member
would then have to cover some 12,000 acres instead of only some 9,000 acres.
I travelled through all the parishes concerned. I do not find Chiddingstone
Parish to be very different in characteristics from Leigh Parish except
in the scattered nature of its hamlets, but the combination of Chiddingstone
and Leigh does constitute an awkward shape with Penshurst Parish thrusting up
between them, and I am quite satisfied that to combine Chiddingstone with
Hever and Cowden would produce a more compact, albeit large, area and the
three are more natural partners than Leigh and Chiddingstone. The question then
is whether this is sufficient to Justify the considerable disparity in the
ratio which would result. In my opinion it would certainly not be sufficient
to justify a 2 member ward for an entitlement below 1.5 councillors. The
argument for allowing 2 members for such a low entitlement is basically that
of the scattered population and large area, or rural weighting. But as I have
said (paragraph 65) the Act does not provide for this. I could not, therefore,
recommend a 2 member ward for Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden. The question then
is - Is the more natural re-arrangement of parishes a sufficiently strong
justification for the over-representation of Leigh and the under-representation
of Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden which would result from two single member
wards.
It is very much a border line case. But looking at the entitlements
for Brasted and Chevening in the Commission's proposals, the very awkward
shape of combining Leigh and Chiddingstone and the much more natural
partnership of Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden, I am persuaded that this is a
case where I am just justified ib'recommending that the Commission should
amend their proposals. I accordingly recommend that the Commission should amend
their proposals so as to provide a single member ward for the Parish of Leigh
and a single member ward for the Parishes of Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden
combined. The latter ward is the same territorially as that which figured in
the District Council's proposals under the name of Somerden, and I recommend
that, for ease of reference, and as this is in accordance with the District
Council's own suggestion, the ward should be named Somerden.
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E.

Seal and Sevenoaks Weald Parishes

80. The Table in paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement to councillors
In the Commission's proposals :1979
, 1980
Seal (less Underriver)
(1 councillor)

1,671

1.16

1,740

1.05

Sevenoaks Weald and Underriver
(1 councillor)

1,273

0.88

1,290

0.78

The corresponding figures if the representations made to me were accepted are
as follows :Seal including Underriver

1,901

1.31

2,016

1.21

Sevenoaks Weald

1,043

0.72

1,073

0.64

81. The problem is that the entitlement for Sevenoaks Weald ward on its own
would result in an over-representation of the ward as a single member ward
and, therefore, would require substantial justification. I have considered
whether Sevenoaks Weald could be united with the Kippington ward of Sevenoaks
town in a 3 member ward which would give some Improvement. Though one is a
town ward and one a country ward the transition is gradual, but when I raised
the question in discussion at the meeting, and although Sevenoaks Weald were
not represented., I was left in no doubt that this would not be a popular idea.
So I have discarded it.
82. Like the Halstead, Knockholt and Badgers Mount case with which I dealt first,
the Commission's proposal involves dividing a parish, in this case Seal, between
two district electoral wards and is, therefore, bound to break some ties and
arouse strong feelings, But like the Halstead case much of the argum&nt
presented to me was based on the assumption that a decision on the district
ward boundaries would pre-empt a decision on Seal Parish boundaries. This is
clearly not the case, and the life of Seal, Including Underriver as a parish ward,
would still go on as before with the Parish Council meeting in Underriver when
they wanted to and so forth. All that would happen if the Parish were in two
district electoral wards is that they might have to keep in touch with two
district councillors; in certain circumstances it could be an advantage, I
should have thought, to the Parish to have two district councillors rather
than one interested in it. I can fully appreciate the feeling of Underriver
that they are part of Seal, althou^iquite <a way from Seal village and in large
part down the greensand ridge. But the lines of communication are more natural
from north to south than from east to west, and I do not think there are any
particular social or other ties with Sevenoaks Weald. On the other hand, both
Underriver and Sevenoaks Weald are both country areas, though one is
considerably larger than the other (though I was, however, impressed by the
way in which councillors in genera^at the discussion were at pains to
indicate that they felt themselves responsible for the whole of their ward
and not Just for a particular part). I do not feel there are the same differences
of characteristics and outlook as subsist between Farolngham and Morton Kirby.
In these circumstances although the entitlements of Farningham and Sevenoaks
Weald on their own are very similar I do not consider that in other respects
the two cases are similar, and I do not feel able to find in the case of
Sevenoaks Weald and Undorriver that there is the substantial justification
required to leave Sevenoaks Weald on its own. I, therefore, recommend that
the Commission should make no change in their proposals for a single member ward
for the Parish of Seal less ttnderriver and a single member ward for the

Parish of Sevenoaks Weald and Underriver. Of all the recommendations I make
in this report this is the only one which affects the provisional grouping
made by the Kent County Council Group and referred to in paragraph 10. One
proposed county ward includes Seal including Underriver, while Sevenoaks Weald
is in another proposed county ward. But I consider that the electorate of
Underriver is so small as to make no material difference in the boundaries of
county wards where one is talking in terms of wards of 10 to 13,000 electors.

F.

Sevenoaks Town and St. Johns Ward(s)

83. Much of the discussion at the meeting was taken up with the question of
the relativity of total Sevenoaks representation to total Swanley representation
and vice versa, and whether representation should be 10 - 10 or 9 - 9*. There
seemed to me to be, with the exception of the Division Liberal Association, a
substantial, if reluctant, degree of acceptance that 9-9
was probably the
right measure of total representation for the period of the current review.
In saying this I also appreciate that Mrs. Dawson said at the meeting that she was
opposed to reduction at Sevenoaks. That 9 - 9 is the right measure seems to
me to be confirmed by the small Table which I have set out in paragraph 67, and
I am satisfied , looking at the overall picture, that there is no case for
increasing the overall 9-9
representation in the Commission's proposals.
84. It then becomes necessary to examine whether there are any facts or
arguments relating to the treatment of individual wards which would justify
an increase in the total or some alteration of ward boundaries or allocation
of seats to wards within the total. In the case of Sevenoaks this resolves
itself in particular to considering the Commission's proposal for a combined
Town and St. Johns 3 member ward. The Table in paragraph 6 of this report shows
the following figures for the Commission's proposal :1975

1980

Sevenoaks Town and St Johns
4,646
3.21
4,928
2.92
(3 councillors)
The corresponding figures for two separate wards would be as follows :
Sevenoaks Town

2,331

1.64

2,326

1.43

Sevenoaks St. Johns

2,515

1.70

2,602

1.59

85. While the Commission's proposal admirably fits the same ratio rule, the
establishment of two separate wards produces figures far removed from this
whether looked at as single member or two member wards. It was suggested at the
meeting by Mr. Waishe that Town should be a 1 member ward and St. Johns a 2
member ward, if they could not be two each. The figures supply only the very
slightest support for this suggestion which found no general acceptance at the
meeting. I am satisfied that on figures alone the Commission's proposal
is amply Justified. But It remains necessary to consider the other arguments
advanced as to the ability of councillors for a ward with diverse interests
properly to represent that ward.
86. It is true, as was argued at the meeting, that the combined wards contain
a remarkable diversity of interests with the main shopping and commercial centre,
subsidiary shopping centres and residential areas in particular at both ends.
But I think there should basically be no conflict of interest between the town
centre and the residential areas, a mixture of commerce and residential being
inevitable anyway to produce an electorate, and while there is the possibility
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that major redevelopment In the town centre might adversely affect a
subsidiary shopping centre, so it might adversely affect existing town centre
traders, and the addition of new shops in a subsidiary centre might affect
existing traders there. So I think a councillor must always be prepared to
decide what is best for his ward and the town in the light of possibly
competing interests, and I do not feel that the diverse nature of the
activities in the ward is sufficient Justification for giving an additional
seat and creating a substantial imbalance in the ratio of councillors to
electors.
81. I/ therefore, recommend that the Commission should make no amendment in their
proposal for combining, the Town and St. Johns wards of Sevenoaks into one 3
member ward.
82. It was represented to me that the new ward should be called the Vine ward.
I find this an attractive suggestion lor the Vine cricket ground is a historic
and well established asset of Sevenoaks well worthy of being used in the naming
of a ward, and moreover is fairly central between the north and south ends of
the ward. But, as is apparent from the discussion at the meeting (paragraph 46)
it did not meet with universal approbation, and it is certainly a disadvantage
that the Vine ground itself is just outside the ward. In the circumstances
I make no recommendation for altering the name of the ward as shown in the
Commission's proposals.
89. Then it was argued by Mrs. Dawson that now was the time to correct
various anomalies in ward boundaries arising from development and also she
argued that the Northern ward was unsatisfactory (paragraph 44). I
inspected samples of these anomalies and also the Northern ward, but I did not
find anything of major import which necessitates correction at this stage of
a major review by the Commission. There are some anomalies which can best be
surveyed and considered by the District Council in due course with a view to
their ultimate correction as appropriate. Accordingly I recommend that no
alteration be made in the detailed ward boundaries at Sevenoaks in the
Commission's proposals.

G.

Westerham and Crockham Hill Ward

90. The Table in paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement for the proposed
Westerham and Crockham Hill ward (2 members) :-

1975
3,462

2.39

1980
3,609

2.17

91. These figures show that there is a small, by 1980 very small, measure of
under-representation.
On the other hand, if the representations made for
this to be a 3 member ward were acceeded to there would be a very heavy
measure ofl over-representation indeed. The case was put largely on the basis
of there being two communities, one the town of Westerham , and the other the
more scattered Crockham Hill area, and the Intolerable burden of 2 councillors
only representing such a diverse area. The petition signed by a very substantial
proportion of the electors in both communities must also carry weight.
Westerham is a very attractive small country town, and the remainder of the ward
consists of Crockham Hill and some small scattered settlements in delightful
country. But the area is nothing like so large as the Chiddingstone, Hever and
Cowden ward which I recommend in this report nor is the community so scattered
and divided into small settlements. If the total membership of the District
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Council were to be increased I should regard this three parish ward as
having a higher priority for an additional member than Westerham and Crockham
Hill. In fairness one would have to consider the claims of other wards at
present apparently satisfied with the Commission's proposals, such as
Chevening and West Kingsdown, who might have a better, or at least as good
a case. I have already pointed out (paragraph 65) that the 1972 Act does not
provide for rural weighting or the extra burden on councillors arising
from a scattered area. And, although there are two communities one
comparatively large and a small town, and the other rural, I do consider
that their characteristics and hopes would broadly be similar and that there
is no incompatibility between the two. The figures show a decreasing
entitlement and I do not believe on what was put before me that there will be
any development sufficiently material to alter the situation.. In these
circumstances, although the interest and activity in local government which
the representations and the petition display are to be welcomed,I feel that, if
my recommendation is to comply with the statutory rule, I must, and I do
recommend that the Commission should make no alteration in their proposal that
Westerham and Crockham Hill should be a 2 member ward.
'.

H.- 'Swanley

Christchurch Ward

92. The representation for the increase of the Swanley Christchurch-ward
from the 2 proposed by the Commission to 3 was much related to the representations
about the Sevenoaks Town and St. Johns ward on which I have already reported in
paragraph 83, and I would refer to what I have said there so far as it is
relevant to Swanley. In particular I have there pointed out that overall the two
towns are fairly represented on a 9 - 9 basis. It was generally agreed by those
who appeared at the meeting that, if any increase was to be granted to Swanley
as a whole, it should go to the Christchurch ward.
93. It remains to look at the figures for the Christchurch ward.
paragraph 6 shows the following entitlement :1975

3,700

The Table in

1980

2.56

3,837

2.33

94. These figures do disclose a substantial degree of under-representation,
though one decreasing over the period. On the other hand, to increase the
representation to 3 (though the effect of such an increase would be to increase
the entitlements to 2.60 and 2.35) would give a substantial measure of overrepresentation. Having regard to the question of relativity between Swanley
and Sevenoaks and the over-representation which an increase would give and
the generally fair representation overall of the two towns in relation to the
other areas in the District under the Commission's proposals J recommend that
the Commission should make no alteration in their proposal that the Swanley
Christchurch ward should be a 2 member ward.
I.

Sovenoaks

•>«95. I have considered the point made by Mr. W. L. Clary as to the Seveoaks
Northern ward - Wildernesse ward boundary. This is a matter of detail, upon
which local views may be divided, and I am not satisfied that I should be
Justified in recommending any change to the Commission. If in the future it
is found locally that various minor changes are desirable to iron out
anomalies and this is one, it can be dealt with at the appropriate time
in the future as a result of detailed local survey and initiative. J, therefore,
recommend that the Commission should make no alteration in their proposed
Sevenoaks Northern ward - Wildernesse ward boundary.
.
'

7.

CONCLUSION

96. In the result my recommendations amount to the conclusion that the
Commission's proposals should be amended so as to provide
(1) a single member ward for the Parish of Farningham and a single
member ward for the Parish of Horton Kirby, and
(2) a single member ward for the Parish of Leigh and a single
member ward, to be named Somerden, for the Parishes of
Chiddingstone, Hever and Cowden combined,
but that otherwise no amendment should be made in the Commission's proposals.
I have only come to this conclusion after very careful consideration and have
endeavoured to set out fairly fully the reasons which have led me to it. While
many of those who made representations or who attended the meeting may be
disappointed in the conclusion, I hope they may appreciate the reasons, and
I would like to express my thanks to all those who attended the meeting for
the kindness and the courtesy they showed to me and the help they gave to me
in trying to find out fully the facts and the arguments involved.

./><

(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

February, 1976.

Note. In the foregoing report where I have examined electorate figures for
the same area broken down in different, ways, the figures presented to me show:
certain discrepancies in totals when they should add up to the same figure.
I am, howver, satisfied that the discrepancies are not such as to affect my
recommendations.

NAME OF WARD

AiJH-CUM-RIDLEY

NO -OF COUNCILLORS

.

.

BRASTED

2

-

1

CHEVENING

1

CROCKENHILL AND LULLINGijTONE
:

DUNTON GREEN

'

"

1

.

1

EDENBHIDGE NORTH

2

EDENBRIDGE SOUTH

.

2

EYNSFORD

1

PARKINGHAM

1

FAWKIIAM AND HARTLEY

' J>

(IALSTEAD KNOCKHOLT AND 3AJX1ERK MOUNT

2

HISXTABLE AND T.WANLEY VILLAGE

2

HORTON KIRBY

l'

.

KiMSING

2

LJ-ZGII

-

LONGFIKLD

1

'

1

OTFORD

.

2

PENSHURST AND tORDCOMBE

1

RIVERHEAD

1

S?^VL

1

SKVENOAKS KIPPINGTON

2

iHCVENOAKS NORTHERN

2

Sb'VENOAKS TOWN AUD GT JOHN' S

5

SKVENOAKS '^EALD AND UNDERRIVER

1

^EVENOAKS V/IUJl'JRNEiJSE

2

SHOREIIAM

1

tJOMERDEN

1

SUNDKIDGE AMD IDE HILL

. '

1

:1WANLEY CHHIOTCHURCH

2

iiWANLEY iiT M A K Y ' y

2

iiWANLEY

3

WHITK OAK

i'/EiJTERHAM AND CHOCKHAM
Wl-iiT KTNGi;iX)WN

HILL

'

2
?.

SCHEDULE 3

SEVENOAKS DISTRICT .

ASH-CUM-RIDLEY WARD
The parish of Ash-cum-Ridley

BRASTED WARD
The parish of limited

CHEVENING WARD
The parish of Cheveninp

CROCKENHILL AND,LULLINGSTOME WARD
The Crockenhill and Lullingstone ward of the parish of Kynsford

DUNTON GREEN WARD
The parish of Dun. ton Green

EDENBRIDGE NORTH WARD
The north ward of the parish of Edenhridge

EDENBRIDGE SOUTH WARD
The south ward of the r>ari sh of Edenbridge

EYNSFORD WARD
The Etynsford ward of the parish of Eynsford

KARNINfiHAM WAHD

The parish of KarninRham

KAWKHAM AND HAin'LEY WARD

The parishes of Fawkham and Hartley

HALSTEAD KNOCK!IOLT AND BADGHIS 'MOUNT. WARD
The parishes of Halstead and Knockholt and the Badgers Mount ward
of the parish of Shoreham

HEXTABLE AND SWANLET VILLAGE WARD

• .

The Hextable and Swanley Village wnrd of tho parish of Stanley

HORTON KIRBY WARD
The parish of Horton Kirby

KQ1SING W
The parish of Kerasing

LEIGH WARD
The parish of Leigh.

IjONGFIELD WARD

The parish of Longfield

CttPOHD WARD
The parish of Otford

PEWSHURST AND FOHDCOMBE WARD
The parish of Pehahurst

RIVERHEAD WARD
The parish of Riverhead

SEAL WAJtD
The Seal ward of tho pnrish of Seal

SEVENOAKS KIPPINGTON WARD
The Kippington ward of the parish of Sevenoaks

SEVENOAKS NORTHERN' WARD
The Northern ward of the parish of Sevenoaks

SKVENOAKS TOWN AND ST JOHN'S WARD
The Town and St John's wards of tho parinh of Sevononks

J'.EVENOAKS WEALD AND UNDERRIVKR WARD
The parish of Sevenoaks Weald and the Underriver ward of the parish of Seal

SKVENOAKS WILDl-KNESSE WARD
The.Wildernesse

ward of the parish of Sevenoaks

SHOREHAM WARD
The Shoreham ward of the parish of Shoroham

iiOMEKDEN WARD
The parishes of Chiddin^stone, Cowden and Hever

SUNDHIDGE AND IDE HILL WARD
The parish of SundridRe

UWANLKY CHHI.STCHURCH WARD
The Christchurch wnrd of the parish of Swanley

LCT ST MAHY'ti WARD
The St Hary'n wnrd of the parish of

SWANLEY WHITE OAK WARD

The White Oak ward.of the parish of Swanley

WESTERHAM AND CROCKHAM HILL WARD
The parish of Wer.terham

WEST KINGSDOWH WAKD

The parish of Vfcwt Kingsdovm

