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1'.

In accordance with the responsibilities imposed by section 48(8) of the

Local Government Act 1972, Thanet District Council conducted a parish review
and reported to us on 23 March 1981.

The District Council's report, with

supporting documents, is enclosed. It recommends alterations to the boundaries
of one of the six parishes in their area and the creation of a new parish of
Manston, which would be unwarded and represented by five parish councillors.

2.

Tffe considered the District Council's report and associated comments in

accordance with the requirements of section 48(9) of the Act, together with
the enclosed representations which were received direct and are listed in the
attached Schedule A. We are satisfied that the review was carried out in
accordance with the requirements of section 60 of the Act.

3.

The Ordnance ^irvey have suggested two minor adjustments to boundary lines

for technical reasons: these have been agreed by the District Council. They
are illustrated in map extracts which are being sent separately.

4.

As a result of our initial consideration we were disposed, bearing in mind

the guidelines contained in Dep»artment of the Environment Circular 121/77, to adopt
the proposals for parish boundary changes and for the new parish of Manston
recommended by the District Council, as apt for securing effective and convenient
local government:

however we had reservations about the District Council's

decision to recommend the creation of only one new parish in the unparished area
of the district.

The unparished area
5-

We noted that, despite evidence of local support, the District

Council had recommended against the constitution of parishes in Birchinjrton and
Westgate-on-Sea, .We came to the conclusion that we had insufficient information to
enable us to come 'to a decision whether parishes should be created in these urban

areas and we decided therefore that we should exercise the powers conferred bn\s

by

section 48(9) of the 1972 Act and review the possible parishing'arrangements on the
Birchington and V/estgate on Sea areas

ourselves for the purpose of considering

whether or not it would ba "desirable in the interests of effective and convenient
local government for us to make proposals for parishes in all or any part of
that area.

6.

On 27 July 1982 we issued a consultation letter announcing the start of the

review. The letter was addressed to Thanet District Council;

copies were sent to

Kent County Council, all parishes within the district, the Members of Parliament
for the constituencies concerned, the headquarters of the main political
Parties, the Kent Association of Parish Councils, the editors both of local
newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government press, and the local
radio station serving the area. The letter also announced that a public meeting
would be held at which local opinion could be fully tested. The start of the
review was further publicised by notices in the local press and views were invited
from members of the public and interested bodies.

7.

•

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

14 September 1982 at the Thanet District Council offices in Margate. In
accordance with section 65(2) of the 1972 Act, at our request Mr K Crossley EL
was appointed an Assistant Commissioner to hold the meeting and report to us.
Itx Crossley was asked to consider whether, in the interests of effective and
convenient local government, parishes should be established in Birchington and
V/estgate-on-Sea, and if so, what parishing arrangements would be appropriate.
A copy of his report is attached at Schedule B to this report.

fi.

After the announcement of the date of the meeting five letters were

received - from the Kent Association of Parish Councils, a District Councillor
and three local residents. Of these two were»in favour of parishes for both
Birchington and Westgate-on-Sea, one was opposed to parishes in both areas, and
one was opposed to a parish in Birchington. The fifth raised general points about
the District Council's conduct of the review, and in particular their approach to

2

the question of parishing.

9.

In the light of the discussion at tYe meeting, the Assistant Commissioner

came to the conclusion that two new parishes should be created; in Birchington,
based on Birchington East and West District wards, and divided into two parish
wards (coterminous with the district wards) returning six and four parish
councillors respectively, and in Westgate-on-Sea, comprising the Westgate-on-Sea
district ward, returning seven parish councillors.

10*

We were disposed to accept all the Assistant Commissioner's

recommendations

and on 3 May 1983 we published draft proposals for two new parishes and an interim
decision to make no proposals in respect of the town of Margate.

11.

"\
We received 27 comments on our draft proposals. These are listed in Schedule^.

With the exception of Thanet District Council, who reiterated their opposition to
parishes in Birchington and Westgate-on-Sea, and one private individual, the
response to the proposed parish in Birchington was favourable.

We 'therefore decided

to confirm our draft proposals as our final proposals in this area.

12.

However our draft proposals for the parish of V/estgate-on-Sea were opposed

by a majority of those who wrote to us. Westgate-on-Sea Residents Association were
the main source of opposition. They argued that their Association served the town
perfectly well, that a parish council would be of little benefit, and that the
residents did not want a parish;

they also submitted a petition signed by over

600 members.

13.

We considered the objections very carefully.

We had accepted the Assistant

Commissioner's assessment of the situation in Westgate-on-Sea at the time of the
local meeting and there was no evidence that that assessment was unsound, having

\
regard, to the views expressed at the local meeting. We were'conberhed however"itout
the continued misunderstanding locally about what a parish council could do. There
was considerable opposition to the proposal and the Assistant Commissioner's

expeatation that the initial resistance of the Residents Association might change
had not been fulfilled, and we considered that a parish council would be
inappropriate in these circumstances. On balance, therefore, we decided that we'would
*

not adhere to our draft proposals for the .creation of a parish in Westgate-on-Sea.

14.

Subsequent to our interim decision to make no proposals for a parish in

Margate, we received five letters in support of a parish.

However we did not1

consider, overall, that the level of interest was sufficient to justify reversing
our interim decision.

PROPOSALS

15. TCe accordingly make to you the proposals recommended by Thanet District;
Council together with our own final proposals for a new parish of Birchington,
including the warding arrangements described in paragraph 9 above.

PUBLICATION
16.

A letter is being sent with copies of this report (excluding enclosures)

to Thanet District Council, asking them, in accordance with section 60(5)(b)
*
of the Local Government Act 1972, to place the copies on deposit at their main
offices and to put notices to this effect on public notice boards and in the local
press.

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

implementing the proposals, if you think fit, after the expiry of six weeks from
the date they are submitted to you;

it will suggest that any comments on the

Commission's report and proposals should be addressed to you, in writing,
preferably within six weeks of the date of the letter. Copies of this report are
also being sent to those who received the consultation letter and to those who
made comments.

L.S.

Signed:
G J ELtEttTON

(Chairman)

JQAH ACKHSR
nHHEIi BROCKBAHK
GE CHEEKY
B ? HAHBISOH

L B GRIMSHAV
Secretary
26 July 1984

SCHEDULE A

S MADE DIRECT TO THE COMMISSION AFTER PUBLICATION OF THE
DISTRICT CCiniCIL'S REPORT

District Councillor TV H Dawson

District Councillor H A Tree
Birchington Residents Association
Birchington Ward Branch, Thanet West Conservative Assn,
Margate Civic Society

Five private individuals

SCHEDULE B

13 October 1982

The Chairman,
Local Government Boundary Commission
for England,
20 Albert Embankment,
LONDON, S.E.1.

Sir,
Parish Review - Thanet District
1.

I have the honour to report that on 14th September, 1982,

at the Council Offices, Margate, I held a local meeting under
Section 65 of the Local Government Act 1972 to consider the
review of possible parishing arrangements in the Birchington
and Westgate-on-Sea areas of the District of Thanet.

2.

Attendance

Apart from 2 members of the press 56 persons

attended the meeting, 4 of these were local government officers
and 4 were Thanet District Councillors.

Two of the Councillors

represented Birchington West and the remaining 2 Westgate-onSea.

The total number of District Councillors for this area

is 7, 2 each for Birchington East and West Wards and 3 for the
Westgate-on-Sea Ward.

In addition I received 4 letters, which

I refer to later in the report, and with one exception all the
correspondents were present or represented at the meeting.
The list of persons attending is appended at Annex A.
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3.

Preliminaries

In opening the meeting I briefly explained

that in the course of the Thanet District Council Parish Review
there had been some demand for parishes and parish councils for
Birchington and Westgate-on-Sea.

The evidence had not been

accepted as conclusive by the Council but the local demand had
been reiterated when the District Council Review was submitted
to the Commission.

In the light of these representations the

Commission had decided to conduct their own' Review of these
areas and the primary purpose of the local meeting was to consider whether the parishing of Birchington and Westgate-on-Sea
was appropriate in the interests of the effective and convenient
local government of the area.

I also explained that the meeting

would be conducted as informally as possible consistent with the
need to obtain a fair exchange of views both for and against the
proposals.

It was necessary to know whether it could be estab-

lished that Birchington and Westgate had an identity of their own
as distinct from Margate, whether there was a local community
spirit in these areas and a desire for some form of local administration of their affairs.

If parishes were to be established

then it was also necessary to consider their boundaries and
whether they could be satisfactorily based on the existing
District Ward boundaries.

In the case of Birchington, which at

present had 2 District Wards, a further point was whether any
new parish should also be warded and whether the District Wards
would be suitable for this purpose.

A final matter for consider-

ation was the appropriate number of parish councillors for any
new parish to be established having regard to the guidelines
recommended by the Parish Councils Association.

-34.

Site Inspection

I visited Birchington and Westgate-on-Sea

on the day prior to the meeting, 13th September, 1982.
Birchington

There was an apparent village atmosphere in the

Square and Station Road Birchington which appeared to be the
hub of the area.

It had the appearance of a residential area

rather than a seaside resort.

The present ward boundary bet-

ween Birchington and Westgate is well defined and there is an
open break between them which is formed by a golf course and
undeveloped area and playing fields in the vicinity of King
Ethelbert School and the Ursuline Convent School.
Street Plan Annex B).

(See the

The Square and Station Road Birchington

is the main village shopping centre and Station Road leads not
only to the Station, which has an hourly London service, but to
the County Library and the new Village Centre (ringed on Street
Plan).

The Centre is an impressive 2 storey structure with a

large hall and adjoining lounge and bar on the ground floor
and a number of rooms of a good size, some with available catering facilities, on the first floor.

In addition to its use by

a number of local sporting and social organisations it is also
hired by the County Education Committee for Further Education
classes.

(The programme Annex C and its Index lists the classes

at the Village Centre).
Westgate

Westgate can also be regarded primarily as a residential

area rather than a seaside resort.

It is distinct from Margate

in that it does not have the more obvious seaside resort facilities.

Nevertheless with its 2 bays and sea front it is well

used by holiday makers and visitors.

It also has its own local

shopping and other social facilities including a Community Centre

-4sited in a corner of a playing field.

(See Street Plan Annex B).

The Centre is used by a number of local organisations but it is
a much smaller structure than the Birchington Centre and of a
prefabricated construction.
The District Ward Boundary between Westgate and Margate is
reasonably well defined and passes through a residential area.
The ward boundary extends southwards from the edge of
St. Mildred's Bay and the termination of the Margate Royal
Esplanade with its pleasant open area of grassland and gardens.
After crossing the Canterbury Road the boundary again reaches an
open area in the vicinity of the Dent-de-Lion Castle Ruins.

(See

the Street Plan Annex B and the map accompanying the Thanet
District Review of Electoral Areas).
Birchington
5.

Mr. Ivor Bailey a reporter and broadcaster with Radio Medway

explained that his attendance was primarily on a personal basis
as a Westgate Resident.
authorities generally.

He was strongly in favour of parish
In his view they 'were better able to

deal with local issues than a more remote authority which was
concerned with regional issues.

The local administration had

worked very well in Broadstairs and he was strongly in favour of
a parish council for the communities of both Birchington and
Westgate.
6.

Mr. R. Evans Chairman of the Birchington Ward Branch of the

Thanet West Conservative Association said that Birchington was a
natural entity and regarded locally as quite separate from
Margate.

The feeling of living in a village community had per-

sisted notwithstanding the loss of parish council status in 1934.

-5-

This loss had always been a matter of regret locally and now
that Margate had been absorbed into the new Thanet District
Council Birchington felt itself to be even more remote from
any form of local administration.

The Residents Association

had over 3,000 members from a total Birchington electorate of
over 7,000 but it was precluded by its terms of reference from
any form of political activity.

All local government now

involved political decisions but the Residents Association was
unable by its constitution to consider these matters.

The re-

establishment of a Parish Council would be the best answer and
it would be a form of government much nearer to the people of
the village.

The population consisted largely of elderly and

retired persons who were not very mobile and it would be an
advantage to them to have a local council who could deal with
local issues and answer their queries.

7.

Mr. S.T. Barry a resident referred to Birchington as a model

village and said that the community life revolved around it.
Many of these activities were now held at the new Village Centre
which had been provided and maintained by voluntary effort and
the funds raised by "Quexpo" a 3 day Festival held at <^uex
Park each year.

The proceeds of this annual event were

consistently in excess of £10,000 (last year's figure was
£12,000).

The money was used for the maintenance of the Centre

and also a number of other village organisations.

They were a

mature and responsible population but in need of an authoritative voice.

A parish council could be helpful to Thanet District

Council who were now a rather remote local government authority
with limited resources available for local activities.

-68.

Mr. G.C. Eden another Birchington resident said that this

had become an emotive issue.

The village was fortunate in the

large number of local organisations who were involved in such
matters as music and the arts.

The village was proud of its

Brass Band, its social and sporting activities,

the women's

organisations, the carnival committee (involved throughout the
year in the Quexpo event) and its Residents Association.

Many

of these activities revolved around the Village Centre.

There

was a strong community spirit and it was an area not too large
to form a Parish.

9.

Mr. C.B. Stupples a resident and the Editor of the

Birchington Residents Association Magazine admitted that the
Executive Committee of the Association (12 members) were
equally divided on the question of parish status but there was
nevertheless considerable local support both from the members
of the Association and the village generally for a parish
council to enable them to have a voice in their own affairs.
Birchington with an electorate of some 7,500 was an ideal community for parish administration.

It had always been regarded

as a village and never considered itself to be part of Margate
which was 5 miles away.

He referred to the detailed evidence

submitted by the Association and the local sporting and cultural organisations.

Finally he pointed out that many of the

residents had experience of professional work and were well
able to form a good parish council.

10.

Mr. I. Hardwick spoke as a resident and whilst accepting

what had been said in support of a Birchington parish was concerned to know what the extra cost would be to the ratepayer,

-7-

e.g., what the "free 2p" involved and whether they would still
be obliged to pay a levy

to the Margate Charter Trustees.

He

asked about the salary of a parish clerk and the cost of the
provision of office accommodation.

I explained that if

Birchington were parished it would no longer be connected with
Margate and would have no connection with the Charter Trustees
or a Cinque Port levy.

I also explained that the power under

the latest legislation to spend up to a 2p rate was a general
power which would only be used when specific powers were not
available.

It was available in the general interests of the

area and its inhabitants.

The expenditure on specific parish

activities was a matter for consideration by the elected councillors who were ultimately responsible to the electorate for
their actions.

I then gave examples of the powers available to

a Parish Council.

Later in the meeting I asked Mr. Osborne,

(in attendance as Chairman of the Thanet Parishes Area Committee)
to enlarge on the question of parish expenditure.

He explained

that it was usual for meetings to be held in a Village Hall or
Centre and that no capital expenditure need be required for
accommodation.

The Clerk's salary was based on a scale and in

Minster this was of the order of £700 p.a.

Parish Councillors

were not entitled to attendance allowance and subsistence allowances were minimal, possibly £100 or so for conference expenses.
In his view the "free 2p" was an emergency power rather than a
regular expenditure.

11.

Mr. P.A.G. Farthing

Chairman of the Birchington Residents

Association referred to the written evidence submitted to the
Commission

(in the letter of 3rd

by the Commission.

April, 1981) seeking a Review

(This letter also enclosed a copy of a letter

-8-

of the 12th January, 1981, addressed by the Association to
Thanet District Council putting the case for parish status and
calling upon the District Council to reverse their decision).
He was disappointed with the manner in which the Referendum had
been conducted and thought that it should have been given greater
publicity.

There were a large number of retired people in

Birchington and this may have given rise to concern about the
question of added cost.
12.

Councillor D. Bentley

A Thanet District Councillor for

Birchington West Ward spoke in support of the case for parish
status.

He said that he had spent considerable time at various

local meetings and in each case votes had been taken with a consistent 2 to 1 majority for the proposed parish.

He thought that

the 34% return to the Referendum was -a good response and compared favourably with local government polls.

There was a middle

age group who were unable to attend these meetings because of
their work and he was speaking on their behalf.

Many of this

group had an interest in their local affairs and would be able to
attend evening meetings of a Parish Council.

Ah example of a

local problem which the District Council had not the resources to
deal with was the neglected state of the Churchyard in the centre
of the village.

The Church was much visited by the public and by

visitors and a Parish Council would be able to deal with matters
of this kind.

'3.

Councillor H.A. Tree

A Thanet District Councillor for a

Margate Ward in his former capacity as a Deputy Mayor of Margate,
had already written to the Commission seeking a Review to

consider

whether Birchington, Westgate-on-Sea and Margate should each be

-9-

parished.

(The question of parishing Margate was not however

raised by Councillor Tree or by anyone else at this meeting).
Councillor Tree spoke in favour of parish status for both
Birchington and Westgate and said that he had lived in Westgate
for 22 years and was at School when the two parishes were
merged with the then Borough of Margate.
their individuality since that time.

They had each retained

The Parish Review by the

District Council had been inept and the decision in respect of
Birchington and Westgate was prejudiced.

There, had been a

changed recommendation by the Council in relation to Broadstairs
and this switch may have resulted in a hasty decision not to
recommend an alteration in other areas of the District.

There

had always been friendly rivalry between the two communities of
Birchington and Westgate but both received short shrift from
Margate.

Town Council status had proved beneficial to

Broadstairs but no similar opportunity had been suggested for
Birchington and Westgate.

Local government reorganisation had

reduced drastically the number of authorities in the country and
the time spent on council work but a good grass roots administration was still needed to deal with local affairs.

14.

Mr. D. Gore a resident of Minster had certain correspondence

with the Commission in April 1981 in which he made certain
general points criticising the revised structure of local government and wrote to the Commission again on 31st August, 1982.
This latest letter queried whether the Commission had taken any
decision on parishing Manston at this stage and the general
effectiveness of local government at parish level.

The letter

questioned whether the Referendum vote which produced a 3 to 2
majority for Birchington could be regarded as significant when

-10a similar majority was insufficient to prove the need for a
Scottish Assembly.

Mr. Gore reiterated this point in the meet-

ing and I explained that taking the votes as a percentage of
the total electorate rather than votes cast the figures were
22% in'favour of a parish with 13% against.

The apathy of the

non-voters was indeterminate and could not be regarded as a
measure for or against parish status.

15.

Mr. P.A. Osborne

Committee

Chairman of the Thanet Parishes Area

Before Mr. Osborne made his comments I read to the

meeting a letter received from the Acting Clerk of the Parishes
Area Committee which represents the five Thanet Parishes.

The

letter stated that the Committee had resolved to support the
establishment of parishes in Birchington and Westgate in the
interests of good "local" government in these areas.
Mr. Osborne confirmed the points made in the letter and offered
to deal with any queries on parish issues.
ment

16.

(See earlier com-

on finance in the evidence of Mr. Hardwick).

Mr. P.H. Twyman a Birchington resident for 27 years said

that there was no doubt that Birchington was a separate community and entity - they had different interests to Margate.
They wished to retain the area unspoiled but particular local
interests were not always appreciated by a more remote authority
There were arguments against the creation of too many tiers of
government but a tier of government at local level was necessary
The decision of the Thanet District Council was very disappointing.

The evidence was not surely "inconclusive" having regard

to. the support of the Residents Association and a vote of 2-1
in favour in the referendum.

The Chief Executive of Thanet

-11District had presented a good paper on the powers of a Parish
Council before the Referendum and a parish council would be of
great benefit to the area.

He did not consider that Warding

was necessary and was against the division of Birchington into
wards.

17.

Councillor Bentley made the point that a Parish Council

would have the opportunity to present local views to the
District Council particularly on such matters as planning the
area.

18.

Mr. W.D. Firmin of Birchington took the view that another

tier of local government was unnecessary and the District
Council and its Councillors could do the job quite satisfactorily
without involving a further level of administration.

19.

Mr. Evans thought that Warding was necessary for Birchington

because it would enable them to have councillors who were representative of a specific area in the parish.

20.

Mr. St. Barry a Birchington resident said in reply to

Mr. Firmin that there were many local matters which could be
effectively handled by a Parish Council.

He pointed out that

Thanet District Council had not seen fit to present a case at
the meeting in support of its Report to the Boundary Commission
and that 2 District Councillors had already spoken at the meeting against the Report.

-12- . .
21.

Mrs. P. Berry representing the Thanet North Liberal

Association said that they were in favour of parish status for
both Birchington and Westgate if the residents so desired.
They were pleased to see the establishment of parish councils
as a local government organisation at grass roots level.

She

had worked in Birchington and could confirm that it was a community and lived separately from Margate.

There were a number

of retired people living there and no doubt the Village Centre
was very useful for all age groups.

Having regard to the work

done in promoting themselves they deserved parish status.
Mrs. Berry made the point that a number of young people and
young married couples had not been able to attend meetings on
these matters because of their commitments.

Westgate-on-Sea
22.

Mr. K. O'Toole asked to speak on Westgate during the

earlier part of the meeting as he had to leave early.

He spoke

as Secretary of the Residents Association and referred to the
Westgate Referendum conducted by the local Chamber of Commerce.
He alleged that this was not held in a satisfactory manner and
there was confusion about the closing date.

He suggested that

the result had been made known before all votes were cast.

He

pointed out that Westgate did not have so many local Associations
as Birchington and another tier of local government was unnecessary.

The District Council could do the job quite effectively

and Parish Councils were "toothless organisations".

He thought

that notwithstanding their parish status there was considerable
apathy in Broadstairs and Minster.

-13-

23.

Mr. B. Jagger

Chairman of the Residents Association said

that his Association had some 1,300 members.
meetings which were well attended.

There were monthly

The Association had rep-

resentatives from all major groups and societies in the area.
They got on well with the District Council and were respected by
them.

The objects of the Association were "To preserve and

improve the amenities of the area and to assist members with
local problems arising from public affairs".

Their August and

September meetings were unanimously against parish status.

The

Association could deal with the local problems as a responsible
body.

The cost and value of a parish council would be an expen-

sive alternative to something which was already in existence.
They had the confidence of the people.

On being questioned by

Mr. Evans of the Birchington Conservative Association about their
politics Mr. Jagger replied that the Association had members from
different parties who worked well together but that under their
constitution the Association was "Non-Political".

24.

Mr. F.A. Burgess a resident since 1906 had already written

to the Commission in support of parish status on 15th April, 1981
He referred to the changes brought about by the merger with
Margate in 1935 and local government reorganisation of 1974 which
had crushed the Westgate identity to some extent.

Nevertheless

Westgate was not an appendix of Margate and quite different in
style and environment.

He spoke about the sea front and its

individual bays and suggested that the area needed more local
and personal attention than a remote Thanet District Council was
able to provide.

He drew attention to the matters mentioned in

his letter to the Commission, the unique shopping centre and the
various local facilities.

He regretted that the Residents

-14Association had seen fit to oppose the proposal and -thought that
the members could play an important part in standing for membership of the new Parish Council.

The referendum by the Chamber

of Commerce had resulted in a 5-1 vote in favour of a parish
Council.

In summary he was of the opinion that parish status

would re-create local enthusiasm.

There would be a greater con-

cern in the affairs of Westgate and it would put it back on the
Map.

25.

Councillor Mrs. M.I-. Peterkin

A Thanet District Councillor

for the Westgate District Ward said that she was expressing a
personal view.

Parish status would lose the connection with

Margate Civic Affairs, i.e., the Charter Trustees, the Mayoralty
and the historical link with the Cinque Ports.

There was a good

local Residents Association, a local Chamber of Commerce and 3
local councillors who were concerned in their local government
affairs and could speak for them at the District Council.

There

was no need for a Parish Council which had no real power.

The

Planning Committee of Thanet District Council took note of any
comments from the Residents Association or the Chamber of
Commerce and this was equally as effective as a view expressed
by a Parish Council.

26.

Mr. R. Passmore said he was a member of the Westgate

Residents Association

In his view the Chamber of Commerce

referendum was conducted in an undemocratic manner in that it
was not properly organised.

He had spent a number of years in

the Civil Service and seen enough of bureaucracy.
councillors were efficient

The 3 local

and there was no need to spend

money on a Parish Clerk as well as a District Clerk.

The
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Residents Association was well organised and adequate for the
area.

27.

Mrs. M.K. Lown another member of the Residents Association

endorsed Mr. Passmore's remarks and said that the Association
did a good job for the area.

28.

Mr. J.L. Howes a resident of Westgate said he was repre-

sentative of the County Ironmongers Association.

He drew atten-

tion to the Chamber of Commerce Referendum of 5-1 in favour of
a parish and thought that it was unfortunate that the project
could be deterred by local apathy.

The cost of a Parish Council

in overall terms was minimal.

29.

Mr. F.A.A. Herbert

President of the Westgate Residents

Association said that he fully supported the various speakers
from the Association.

The District Council had always carried

out any requests from the Association satisfactorily and he was
not convinced of any need for a Parish Council.

30.

Mr. G.I. Waring

Chairman of Westgate Chamber of Commerce

said he was not briefed to present a Chamber of Commerce view.
He suggested that whilst there was support for a Parish Council
there was also considerable apathy and this gave rise to doubts
upon whether there was sufficient local interest to maintain a
Parish Council.

31.

Councillor Tree

As a result of the queries about the Chamber

of Commerce Referendum Councillor Tree put in a circular letter
dated 16th April, 1980, from the Chamber of Commerce to the
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Council recommendation against parishing Westgate and quoted
some of the background to the Referendum by the Chamber of
Commerce.

Councillor Tree also handed in a folder (prepared

by him) with general information and correspondence in support
of a Parish for Westgate.

32.

(Annex D)

Mr. J.W. Cole a member of the Westgate Residents Association

endorsed the view that there was no general feeling of support
for a Parish Council in Westgate.

At this point Mr. Ivor Bailey

of Radio Medway said that any local apathy could be overcome by
the establishment of a Parish Council and that there was a silent
majority in its favour.

33.

Mr. E.D. Dyke who lives in Margate said that there was an

apparent general agreement for involvement in local affairs.
The Parish Council was the base level but it was a statutory
body with valuable rights of communication with Higher Authority.
In my opening remarks to the meeting I had referred to the need
for a local identity and a community spirit and both these
important requirements were available.

It was significant that

the Thanet District Council had chosen not to make a statement
to the meeting.

34.

Councillor N. Hudson the present Mayor of Margate and a

District Councillor for Birchington West Ward apologised for not
being able to be present earlier owing to his Mayoral duties.
He paid tribute to the Residents Associations of both
Birchington and Westgate.

He pointed out that a Parish Council

was a statutory body which had to be consulted about local
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He mentioned the result of the

Birchington Referendum and the District Council involvement in
it.

He accepted that there was a greater degree of apathy in

Westgate.

He had approached a number of persons in Birchington

and it was evident that they would like to see a Parish Council
established with local Birchington matters at heart.
District Council necessarily had a wider concern.

The

Local resi-

dents who had a grievance could approach a Parish Council and
it was always possible by obtaining the 6 signatures to call a
special meeting.

The inhabitants of the area could provide good

quality representation and the District Council should have
agreed to a Parish.

The Residents Associations of both

Birchington and Westgate have had to expand and take on their
present role because of the absence of a local Parish Council.

35.

Mr. N.E. Wi11Jams

Principal Assistant County Solicitor

Kent County Council referred to a letter of the 9th September,
1982, by the County Council and confirmed that County Council
policy was not to intervene in Parish Reviews unless a significant change in County Electoral Division boundaries was
involved or unless there was likely to be a marked effect on
the operations or operational boundaries of the County Council
Departments.

In the case of the Thanet Review no matters of

significance arose except for the possibility of a boundary
being proposed at the local meeting which did not accord with
the County Divisional Boundary between Birchington and Westgate
which was also the District Ward Boundary. (On a number of occasions during the meeting I had raised the question of any possible future parish boundaries and it has been generally agreed
that the present District Ward Boundaries for Birchington and
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any future Parish boundaries).

Mr. Williams noted that no

changes of Ward Boundaries had been proposed at the meeting
and that the County Council Divisional Boundary was not in
question.
36.

Mr. N. Hunter prlnicipal Assistant Secretary Thanet

District Council

said that there had been a number of meetings

and referenda on this question and it was the view of the
Thanet District Council that there had not been a conclusive
expression of opinion in favour of Parish Council Status for
either Birchington or Westgate.

In considering the votes cast

at the Referenda he urged that the Boundary Commission took
note of the proportions of the total votes cast.

He submitted

that if the question of parish boundaries were considered then
these should be based upon the present District Ward Boundaries
In the case of Birchington the District Wards could be retained
as Parish Wards if this was thought necessary.

Warding was un-

necessary in Westgate and any Parish boundary could follow the
boundaries of the Westgate Ward.

With regard to the number of

parish councillors the Parish Council Association "guidelines"
were not appropriate for this primarily urban type development
and the District Council suggested that the Association minimum
figures of 14 for Birchington and 13 for Westgate should be
reduced to 10 for Birchington and 7 for Westgate:

This was a

ratio of approximately 1 councillor for 800 electorate.

If

Birchington were warded the numbers could be apportioned per
capita, i.e., 6 to Birchington East and 4 to Birchington West.
(The figures proposed by the District Council for Birchington
were supported by the Residents Association).

-19-

Correspondence
37.

I received letters prior to and at the start of the meeting

from
Mr. W. Green of Ethelber.t Road, Minnis Bay, Birchington
enclosing a written submission against the establishment
of a Parish Council for Birchington.

Mr. Green suggested

that the various Referenda did not indicate that the public at large were in favour of a Parish Council and the
lack of interest indicated that they were reasonably satisfied with the District Council.

He also submitted that a

further tier of local government with limited powers was
unnecessary and expensive.

Finally he objected to the

venue of the meeting as inconvenient to Birchington residents, being some 5 miles from Minnis Bay.

(Perhaps this

final point could also be raised as an argument in favour
of a more local administration).
Mr. D.Gore of Minster attended the Local Meeting and the
points made in his letter to the Commission were reiterated
at the meeting.
Kent County Council were also represented at the meeting by
Mr, Williams who confirmed the points made in the County
Council's letter.
Kent .Association of Parish Councils Thanet Area Committee
were represented at the meeting by their Chairman,
Mr. P.A. Osborne

who spoke in support of the establish-

ment of parishes for Birchington and Westgate.
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I received 3 further letters subsequent to the meeting

two of which were in support of parish status for Birchington
and Westgate and one of which was against a further level of
local government on grounds of cost.
The Kent Association of Parish Councils explained that the
policy of the National Association was that all parts of
England should be represented on Parish Councils and the
Kent Association fully supported this policy and the creation of parishes at Birchington and at Westgate.
Councillor W. Dawson a Thanet District Councillor had
already written to the Commission, in his .former capacity
as Mayor of Margate, in support of parish status for
Birchington, Westgate and Margate.

(The letter was also

signed by Councillor Tree the then Deputy Mayor).

The

latest letter confirms the views expressed in the earlier
letter in relation to Birchington and Westgate.

Councillor

Dawson is a resident of Birchington and emphasised the need
for some form of local administration and suggested that the
parish be served by 10 Councillors equally divided between
the East and West Wards of the Area.

He also alleged that

although the boundaries were not so well defined the same
need and community spirit existed in Westgate.

He was of

the opinion that the contrary view of the local Residents
Association was coloured by a fear that a parish council
would take over the work of the Association.

In his view

a Parish Council would be representative of the whole
area which was not so in the case of the Association.
Finally he suggested that the Westgate Parish be divided
into 2 Wards North and South of the main Canterbury Road
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with 3 councillors for each ward.

(The District Council,

supported by the Residents Association also recommended 10
Councillors for Birchington but divided between the wards
per capita 6 for the East Ward and 4 the West.

There was

no support at the meeting for warding Westgate and using
the same ratio as Birchington,

the District Council

recommended 7 Councillors for Westgate).
Mr. T.E.J. Jordan a resident of Birchington did in fact
attend the local meeting but stated in his letter that
he had to leave after some 1$ hours.

Mr. Jordan did not

speak at the meeting but objected in his letter to a parish
council for Birchington mainly on grounds of the added cost
to the ratepayer.

He submitted that a parish council had

limited powers and that the powers of the District Council
were adequate for the area.
The correspondence is appended at Annex E.
Assessment and Conclusions
39.

Local Identity

There can be no doubt that Birchington and

Westgate each have their own local identity.

They both enjoyed

parish status prior to 1934 and a number of speakers said that
the loss of this status had been a matter of regret particularly
now that Margate had been absorbed into Thanet District.

It was

suggested that this was an appropriate time to re-create the
parishes and provide a more local administration.

Birchington

was described as a village separated from Margate not only by
distance (some 4-5 miles) but by the environment.

Westgate is

again a different type of locality to Margate although it is
adjacent to the town and attractive to visitors with its sea
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It is also a

residential community with a well supported Residents Association and does not have the more obvious seaside resort facilities which are available in the Margate and Cliftonville area.
40.

Community Spirit

community spirit.

Both areas can be said to have a strong

This is evidenced not only by their local

associations, sporting and cultural, but also by the two
Residents Associations each with a substantial membership.
Both Associations have a lively interest in community affairs
and communicate with the District Council.

Birchington

Association has some 3,500 members out of a total electorate of
approximately 7,500 and Westgate-on-Sea 1,300 out of an electorate of approximately 5,500.

It has been argued that the

Associations have grown because of the absence of a Parish
Council as a focus for community affairs.

In Birchington the

Village Centre, together with the voluntary effort which produces
some £10,000 to £12,000 each year as a result of the Quexpo
Festival, is impressive.

It is a clear indication of the extent

to which the residents are prepared to work together for the
good of their community.
41.

Public Interest

ful judgment.

This is an issue which requires more care-

There is considerable local support for a Parish

Council for Birchington not only from a proportion of the
Residents Association but also from a number of other interested
parties.

The results of the last Referendum.and the support

available at the Local Meeting is a good indication of the
local feeling for the re-establishment of a Parish Status and a
Parish Council.

In the case of Westgate-on-Sea there is a

greater degree of public apathy and the question arises whether
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if a Parish Council were to be established in Birchington.
The Westgate Residents Association take the opposite view to
the Birchington Association and claim that they are able to
provide all that is required with the benefit of a greater
involvement of voluntary effort and at less expense.

It is

also argued that a Parish Council has only limited powers.
This argument cannot however be accepted particularly under
the latest legislation and a Parish Council could provide a
number of useful amenities and make funds available for local
purposes.

The point was made by two speakers that the Residents

Association has not the benefit of either permanence or statutory authority.

It has not the right to communicate with Higher

Authority which would produce more effective action for the benefit of the community.

Fears were expressed at the meeting about

local apathy and the local councillor Mrs. Peterkin was concerned about losing the connection with Margate Mayoralty and
the Town Civic Affairs.

Mr. Burgess a former parish council

clerk for Westgate was strongly in favour of its re-establishment
and Mr. Dyke a resident of Margate also gave support and criticised the District Council for failing to make a statement on
these issues.

Councillor Hudson the present Mayor of Margate
!'
and a District Councillor for Westgate Ward was in favour of
Parish Councils for both Birchington and Westgate notwithstanding the Westgate apathy.

He thought that the District Council

should have accepted the need for a lower tier local authority
which could be more effective than the Residents Association.
He acknowledged that these Associations had done well but they
could not take the place of an Authority with appropriate
statutory powers to deal with local affairs.
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Conclusions

Birchington

•

Most of the indications of local opinion prior to the meeting
produced varying degrees of support for a parish.

The public

meetings were poorly attended but the second Referendum conducted by the Birchington Residents Association showed 22% of
the total electorate in favour of a parish with 13% against.
This support was also evident at the Local Meeting not only from
the Residents Association but from other interested parties.
The area has an obvious local identity and a strong community
spirit and having regard also to the changes effected by the
latest local government reorganisation I recommend Parish Status
and the establishment of a Parish Council for Birchington.
Westgate-on-Sea
The degree of apathy is much greater in Westgate and the area is
closer to the Margate environment.

It has a reasonably strong

Residents Association which is some evidence of a desire to
manage their own local affairs.

Notwithstanding the attitude

of the Residents Association it must be acknowledged that the
Chamber of Commerce Referendum produced a 416-86 majority in
favour of a parish.

The apathy of the Westgate residents is

not easy to interpret but there is evidence of community of
spirit and if Birchington were awarded Parish Council Status
it would be difficult to deny similar status to Westgate,
particularly as both these areas were former parishes.

There

could be an initial resistance from the Residents Association
but as was said at the meeting its members might be persuaded
to become involved in a New Parish Council with the appropriate
statutory power to deal with local affairs.

In all these

-25circumstances therefore I recommend that a Parish Council be
established for Westgate-on-Sea.
43.

Boundaries and Warding

Boundaries
The District Ward Boundaries of Birchington East and West and
Westgate-on-Sea are well defined and locally acceptable as
boundaries for any new parishes.

The point was put to the

local meeting and generally accepted.

The Kent County Council

were anxious not to disturb the county electoral division
boundary which is also the district ward boundary between
Westgate-on-Sea and Margate West and the Thanet District Council
also wished to 'preserve the District Ward Boundaries in defining
any new parish boundaries.
Warding
Birchington

Mr. Twyman who was strongly in support of a

Birchington parish was not in favour of warding which he thought
could be divisive.

On the other hand Mr. Evans representing the

local Conservative Association took the opposite view as warding
would produce Councillors representative of a specific locality
in the parish.

Mr. Hunter on behalf of the Thanet District

Council said the district wards would be suitable as parish
wards for Birchington if this was thought to be necessary.

The

Birchington electorate for 1982 is 7,405 divided 4,407 for
Birchington East and 2,998 for Birchington West.

The wards are

well defined for District purposes and having regard to the
size of the electorate and the district warding I recommend
that similar warding be adopted for any Birchington parish.
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In the case of Westgate the total 1982 elect-

orate is 5,418 and the general view at the meeting was that in
the event of parishing Westgate the Westgate-on-Sea District
Ward Boundary would be an adequate parish boundary.

I recommend

accordingly.
44.

Parish Council Membership

Birchington

The appropriate number of councillors for a parish

with an electorate of 7,405, according to the Parish Councils
Association minimum recommended guidelines, is 14.

The District

Council take the view that a ratio of 1 Councillor for 800
electorate would be more suitable in this area and recommend a
Council of 10 divided per capita i.e., 6 for Birchington East
and 4 for Birchington West.

This view would also appear to have

some local support from the meeting and I recommend accordingly.
Westgate-on-Sea

With an electorate of 5,418 the Parish Councils

Association guidelines recommend 13 Councillors
lower point of the scale).

(5,400 is the

The District Council using their

local criteria suggest 7 which was not dissented from at the
meeting.

I accept that the same criteria would be advisable

for each parish and recommend accordingly.

I am, Sir, your obedient servant

w=?

(H. Crossley)

ANH6X A
PARISH
LOCAL MEETING 1U JJKPTKMBER
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER - MR H CHOSSLEff D.L.
Name

Address

Representing

de£^t£*^-*&*9*£

10 J) .r

v ^ C

.

A> IS^HC t"

4

//'

PARISH HKVJJiV
LOCAL MEETIHG Mi SEPTEMBER
ASSISTANT COtMTSSIOHER - HR H CROSSLET D.L.

Name

*3.

Address

Represent lag

r- • •

tf».

JC/(

*-?
p./^

D

L

\ cxX

T(.

,
b

Cec.i
^"

W O^ CVVs eA

(CwAa«.4>

^

/f i. /•

'

1

.) 'iXj-.

V(V-u<_!

H-UA

PARISH HETIEtf
LOCAL MIMING 1k SEPTEMBER
ASSISIAHT OOMKISSICma - MR H CBOSSLET B.L.

Hame

Address

Representing

VI

L

W

/

7
ot

.

SCHEDULE C

LIST OP THOSE WHO WROTE TO THE COMMISSION FOLLOWING PUBLICATION OP DRAFT
PROPOSALS

Thanet District Council
Clerk to Margate Charter Trustees
Minster Parish Council
District Councillor W H Dawson
District Councillor Mrs M Peterkin
District Councillor H A Tree
Roger Gale MP
17 private individuals

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
THANET DISTRICT PARISH REVIEW
FINAL PROPOSALS

NOTE: Where a boundary is described as following a road, railway, river, canal
or similar feature, it should be deemed to follow the centre line of
that feature unless otherwise stated.
SCHEDULE 1

.

.

PROPOSED PARISH OF BIRCHINGTON
It is proposed that the new Parish of BIRCHINGTON shall comprise the two
District Wards of BIRCHINGTON EAST and BIRCHINGTON WEST as laid down by the
District of Thanet (Electoral Arrangements) Order 1978.

SCHEDULE 2
Revised Parish Electoral Arrangements consequent upon the proposal described
in Schedule 1.

The Parish of Birchington will be divided into two Parish Wards laid down
on the existing District Ward boundaries.

The Parish Ward names will be

East Parish Ward and West Parish Ward.

The East Ward shall return six members to the Parish Council.
The West Ward shall return four members to the Parish Council.

There are no consequential effects upon Thanet District Wards or Kent
County Electoral Divisions.

