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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums
Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England were transferred to
The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002 by the Local
Government Commission for England (Transfer of Functions) Order 2001 (SI No. 3692). The
Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of the Secretary of State in
relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to local authority electoral
arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee are:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local authority in
England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by each councillor in an
area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local circumstances. We can
recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to the council, division boundaries
and division names.
This report sets out the Committee’s final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for
the county of Kent.
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Summary
We began a review of Kent County Council’s electoral arrangements on 6 August 2002. We
published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 12 August 2003, after which
we undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
•

This report summarises the representations we received during consultation on our
draft recommendations, and contains our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission.

We found that the existing arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in Kent:
•
•

In 36 of the 84 divisions, each of which are currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors per councillor varies by more than 10% from the
average for the county, with 13 divisions varying by more than 20%.
By 2006 this situation is expected to worsen, with the number of electors per
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 44 divisions and by
more than 20% in 18 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for Kent County Council’s future electoral arrangements (see
Tables 1 and 2 and paragraphs 262 – 263) are:
•
•

Kent County Council should have 84 councillors, the same as at present,
representing 72 divisions.
As the divisions are based on borough and district wards which have themselves
changed as a result of the recent borough and district reviews, the boundaries of all
divisions will be subject to change.

The purpose of these proposals is to ensure that, in future, each county councillor represents
approximately the same number of electors, bearing in mind local circumstances.
•
•

In 52 of the proposed 72 divisions the number of electors per councillor would vary
by no more than 10% from the average. Six divisions would vary by more than 20%.
This level of electoral equality is forecast to improve, with the number of electors per
councillor in 58 divisions expected to vary by no more than 10% from the average by
2006 and one division would vary by more than 20% (36%).

All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission, which will not make an Order
implementing them before 8 June 2004. The information in the representations will be available
for public access once the Order has been made.
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose)
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Table 1: Final recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Ashford borough
1

Ashford Central

1

Bockhanger ward; Bybrook ward; Godinton ward; Stour ward

2

Ashford East

1

Aylesford Green ward; Highfield ward; Norman ward; North
Willesborough ward; South Willesborough ward

3

Ashford Rural East

1

Downs North ward; Farm ward; Kennington ward; Little Burton
Wye ward; part of Saxon Shore ward (the parishes of
Aldington, Smeeth, Brabourne, Hastingleigh, Bonnington and
Brook); part of Weald East ward (Mersham parish and South
parish ward of Servington parish)

4

Ashford Rural South

1

Park Farm North ward; Park Farm South ward; Washford ward;
Weald South ward; part of Weald East ward (the parish ward of
Kingsnorth Village of Kingsnorth parish); part of Saxon Shore
ward (the parishes of Bilsington and Ruckinge)

5

Ashford Rural West

1

Boughton Aluph & Eastwell ward; Charing ward; Downs West
ward; Great Chart with Singleton North ward; Weald Central
ward; Weald North ward

6

Ashford South

1

Beaver ward; Singleton South ward; Stanhope ward; Victoria
ward

7

Tenterden

1

Biddenden ward; Isle of Oxney ward; Rolvenden & Tenterden
West ward; St Michaels ward; Tenterden North ward;
Tenterden South ward

Canterbury City
8

Canterbury City North
East

1

Northgate ward; St Stephens ward

9

Canterbury City South
West

1

Westgate ward; Wincheap ward

10 Canterbury South East

1

Barham Downs ward; Barton ward; Little Stour ward; North
Nailbourne ward;

11 Canterbury West

1

Blean Forest ward; Chartham & Stone Street ward;
Harbledown ward

12 Herne Bay

2

Greenhill & Eddington ward; Heron ward; Reculver ward; West
Bay ward

13 Herne & Sturry

1

Herne & Broomfield ward; Marshside ward; Sturry North ward;
Sturry South ward

14 Whitstable

2

Chestfield & Swalecliffe ward; Gorrell ward; Harbour ward;
Seasalter ward; Tankerton ward

15 Dartford East

1

Brent ward; Stone ward

16 Dartford North East

1

Joyce Green ward; Littlebrook ward; Newtown ward

17 Dartford Rural

1

Bean & Darenth ward; Longfield, New Barn & Southfleet ward;
Sutton-at-Hone & Hawley ward

18 Dartford West

1

Heath ward; Town ward; West Hill ward

19 Swanscombe &
Greenhithe

1

Castle ward; Greenhithe ward; Swanscombe ward

20 Wilmington

1

Princes ward; Wilmington ward; Joydens Wood ward

Dartford borough
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Dover district
21 Deal

2

North Deal ward; Mill Hill ward; Walmer ward; part of Middle
Deal & Sholden ward (Middle Deal parish ward of Deal parish)

22 Dover North

1

Aylesham ward; Ringwould ward; St Margaret’s-at-Cliffe ward;
part of Eythorne & Shepherdswell ward (the parish of
Eythorne); part of Eastry ward (the parishes of Great
Mongeham, Northbourne, Sutton and Tilmanstone)

23 Dover Town

2

Buckland ward; Castle ward; Maxton, Elms Vale & Priory ward;
St Radigunds ward; Tower Hamlets ward; Town & Pier ward

24 Dover West

1

Whitfield ward; Lydden & Temple Ewell ward; River ward;
Capel-le-Ferne ward; Part of Eythorne & Shepherdswell ward
(the parishes of Shepherdswell with Coldred and Denton with
Wootton)

25 Sandwich

1

Sandwich ward; Little Stour & Ashstone ward; Part of Middle
Deal & Sholden ward (the parish of Sholden); part of Eastry
ward (the parish of Eastry)

26 Gravesham East

2

Central ward; Chalk ward; Riverside ward; Riverview ward;
Singlewell ward; Westcourt ward; Whitehill ward

27 Gravesham Rural

1

Higham ward; Istead Rise ward; Meopham South & Vigo ward;
Meopham North ward; Shorne, Cobham & Luddesdown ward

28 Gravesham West

2

Northfleet North ward; Northfleet South ward; Painters Ash
ward; Coldharbour ward; Woodlands ward; Pelham ward

29 Maidstone Central

2

Allington ward; Bridge ward; Fant ward; Heath ward; High
Street ward;

30 Maidstone North East

1

East ward; North ward

31 Maidstone Rural East

1

Harrietsham & Lenham ward; Headcorn ward; North Downs
ward; part of Detling & Thurnham ward (the parishes of Detling
and Thurnham); part of Leeds ward (the parish of Broomfield &
Kingswood)

Gravesham borough

Maidstone borough

32 Maidstone Rural North

33 Maidstone Rural South

1

Boxley ward; Bearsted ward; part of Detling & Thurnham ward
(Boxley South East parish ward of Boxley parish and the
unparished area to the south of Boxley South East parish ward
of Boxley parish)

1

Boughton Monchelsea & Chart Sutton ward; Loose ward;
Sutton Valence & Langley ward; Staplehurst ward

34 Maidstone Rural West

1

Barming ward; Coxheath & Hunton ward; Marden & Yalding
ward

35 Maidstone South

1

Shepway North ward; South ward

36 Maidstone South East

1

Downswood & Otham ward; Park Wood ward; Shepway South
ward; part of Leeds ward (the parish of Leeds)

37 Darent Valley

1

Crockenhill & Well Hill ward; Eynsford ward; Farningham,
Horton Kirby & South Darenth ward; Swanley Christchurch &
Swanley Village ward; part of Otford & Shoreham ward
(Shoreham parish ward of Shoreham parish); part of Halstead,
Knockholt & Badgers Mount ward (Badgers Mount parish ward
of Shoreham parish)

38 Sevenoaks Central

1

Sevenoaks Eastern ward; Sevenoaks Kippington ward;
Sevenoaks Town & St John’s ward; part of Dunton Green &
Riverhead ward (the parish of Riverhead)

Sevenoaks district

9

Division name
(by district council area)
39 Sevenoaks East
40 Sevenoaks North East

Number of
councillors
1
1

Constituent district wards
Kemsing ward; Seal & Weald ward; Sevenoaks Northern ward;
part of Otford & Shoreham ward (the parish of Otford)
Ash ward; Fawkham & West Hartley & Hodsoll Street ward;
Kingsdown ward

41 Sevenoaks South

1

Cowden & Hever ward; Edenbridge North & East ward;
Edenbridge South & West ward; Leigh & Chiddingstone
Causeway ward; Penshurst, Fordcombe & Chiddingstone ward

42 Sevenoaks West

1

Brasted, Chevening & Sundridge ward; Westerham &
Crockham Hill ward; part of Dunton Green & Riverhead ward
(the parish of Dunton Green); part of Halstead, Knockholt &
Badgers Mount ward (the parishes of Halstead and Knockholt)

43 Swanley

1

Hextable ward; Swanley St Mary’s ward; Swanley White Oak
ward

44 Elham Valley

1

Elham & Stelling Minnis ward; Lympne & Stanford ward; North
Downs East ward; North Downs West ward; Tolsford ward

45 Folkestone North East

1

Folkestone East ward; Folkestone Foord ward; Folkestone
Park ward

46 Folkestone South

1

Folkestone Harbour ward; Folkestone Harvey Central ward;
Folkestone Harvey West ward

47 Folkestone West

1

Folkestone Cheriton ward; Folkestone Morehall ward;
Folkestone Sandgate ward

48 Hythe

1

Hythe Central ward; Hythe East ward; Hythe West ward

49 Romney Marsh

1

Dymchurch & St Mary’s Bay ward; Lydd ward; New Romney
Coast ward; New Romney Town ward; Romney Marsh ward

50 Faversham

1

Abbey ward; Davington Priory ward; St Ann’s ward; Watling
ward

51 Sheerness

1

Queenborough & Halfway ward; Sheerness East ward;
Sheerness West ward

52 Sheppey

1

Leysdown & Warden ward; Minster Cliffs ward; Sheppey
Central ward

53 Swale Central

2

Chalkwell ward; Iwade & Lower Halstow ward; Kemsley ward;
Milton Regis ward; Roman ward; St Michaels ward; Woodstock
ward

54 Swale East

1

Boughton & Courtenay ward; East Downs ward; Murston
Ward; Teynham & Lynsted ward

55 Swale West

1

Borden ward; Grove ward; Hartlip, Newington & Upchurch
ward; West Downs Ward

Shepway district

Swale borough

Thanet district
56 Birchington & Villages

1

Birchington North ward; Birchington South ward; Thanet
Villages ward

57 Broadstairs North & Sir
Moses Montefiore

2

Beacon Road ward; Bradstowe ward; Kingsgate ward; St
Peters ward; Sir Moses Montefiore ward; Viking ward

58 Margate & Cliftonville

2

Cliftonville East ward; Cliftonville West ward; Dane Valley
ward; Margate Central ward; Salmestone ward

59 Margate West

1

Garlinge ward; Westbrook ward; Westgate-on-Sea ward

60 Ramsgate

2

Central Harbour ward; Cliffsend & Pegwell ward; Eastcliff ward;
Nethercourt ward; Newington ward; Northwood ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Tonbridge & Malling borough
61 Malling Central

1

East Malling ward; Larkfield North ward; Larkfield South ward;
part of West Malling & Leybourne ward (West Malling parish)

62 Malling North

1

Downs ward; Snodland East ward; Snodland West ward; part
of West Malling & Leybourne ward (the parish of Leybourne)

63 Malling Rural East

1

East Peckham & Golden Green ward; Hadlow, Mereworth &
West Peckham ward; Kings Hill ward; Wateringbury ward;

64 Malling Rural North
East

1

Aylesford ward; Blue Bell Hill & Walderslade ward; Burham,
Eccles & Wouldham ward; Ditton ward

65 Malling West

1

Borough Green & Long Mill ward; Hildenborough ward;
Ightham ward; Wrotham ward

66 Tonbridge

2

Cage Green ward; Castle ward; Higham ward; Judd ward;
Medway ward; Trench ward; Vauxhall ward

67 Cranbrook

1

Benenden & Cranbrook ward; Frittenden & Sissinghurst ward;
Hawkhurst & Sandhurst ward;

68 Tunbridge Wells East

1

Pembury ward; St James’ ward; Sherwood ward

69 Tunbridge Wells North

1

St John’s ward; Southborough & High Brooms; Southborough
North ward

70 Tunbridge Wells Rural
East

1

Brenchley & Horsmonden ward; Capel ward; Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst ward; Paddock Wood East ward; Paddock Wood
West ward

71 Tunbridge Wells South

1

Broadwater ward; Pantiles & St Mark’s ward; Park ward

72 Tunbridge Wells West

1

Culverden ward; Rusthall ward; Speldhurst & Bidborough ward

Tunbridge Wells borough

Notes:
1.
The constituent borough and district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the 12 Kent
boroughs and districts which were completed in 2001. Where whole wards do not form the building blocks,
constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2.
The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for Kent
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Ashford borough
1

Ashford Central

1

10,527

10,527

-13

12,136

12,136

-3

2

Ashford East

1

11,566

11,566

-5

11,812

11,812

-5

3

Ashford Rural East

1

11,358

11,358

-6

11,845

11,845

-5

4

Ashford Rural South

1

9,563

9,563

-21

11,944

11,944

-4

5

Ashford Rural West

1

12,259

12,259

1

13,144

13,144

5

6

Ashford South

1

12,003

12,003

-1

12,450

12,450

0

7

Tenterden

1

11,577

11,577

-4

10,673

10,673

-15

1

11,051

11,051

-9

11,330

11,330

-9

1

12,082

12,082

0

13,925

13,925

11

Canterbury City
8
9

Canterbury City North
East
Canterbury City South
West

10

Canterbury South East

1

12,588

12,588

4

13,281

13,281

6

11

Canterbury West

1

10,421

10,421

-14

11,393

11,393

-9

12

Herne Bay

2

21,368

10,684

-12

22,518

11,259

-10

13

Herne & Sturry

1

12,246

12,246

1

13,101

13,101

5

14

Whitstable

2

24,608

12,304

2

25,650

12,825

3

Dartford borough
15

Dartford East

1

9,427

9,427

-22

10,535

10,535

-16

16

Dartford North East

1

10,801

10,801

-11

12,016

12,016

-4

17

Dartford Rural

1

12,627

12,627

4

11,672

11,672

-7

18

Dartford West

1

11,808

11,808

-3

11,737

11,737

-6

19

Swanscombe &
Greenhithe

1

8,811

8,811

-27

11,745

11,745

-6

20

Wilmington

1

12,358

12,358

2

12,551

12,551

0

Dover district
21

Deal

2

21,988

10,994

-9

23,323

11,662

-7

22

Dover North

1

12,698

12,698

5

14,028

14,028

12

23

Dover Town

2

21,295

10,648

-12

22,722

11,361

-9
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

24

Dover West

1

12,711

12,711

5

12,478

12,478

0

25

Sandwich

1

13,018

13,018

7

13,127

13,127

5

Gravesham borough
26

Gravesham East

2

27,598

13,799

14

27,272

13,636

9

27

Gravesham Rural

1

16,181

16,181

34

14,199

14,199

14

28

Gravesham West

2

26,410

13,205

9

26,471

13,236

6

Maidstone borough
29

Maidstone Central

2

24,607

12,304

2

27,304

13,652

9

30

Maidstone North East

1

11,786

11,786

-3

12,492

12,492

0

31

Maidstone Rural East

1

12,649

12,649

4

12,004

12,004

-4

32

Maidstone Rural North

1

13,953

13,953

15

12,975

12,975

4

33

Maidstone Rural South

1

10,839

10,839

-11

10,202

10,202

-18

34

Maidstone Rural West

1

13,236

13,236

9

12,841

12,841

3

35

Maidstone South

1

12,253

12,253

1

12,584

12,584

1

36

Maidstone South East

1

9,967

9,967

-18

11,262

11,262

-10

Sevenoaks district
37

Darent Valley

1

12,200

12,200

1

12,275

12,275

-2

38

Sevenoaks Central

1

12,817

12,817

6

13,570

13,570

9

39

Sevenoaks East

1

12,143

12,143

0

12,096

12,096

-3

40

Sevenoaks North East

1

14,480

14,480

19

13,769

13,769

10

41

Sevenoaks South

1

10,997

10,997

-9

11,144

11,144

-11

42

Sevenoaks West

1

11,734

11,734

-3

11,639

11,639

-7

43

Swanley

1

11,612

11,612

-4

11,661

11,661

-7

Shepway district
44

Elham Valley

1

12,500

12,500

3

14,022

14,022

12

45

Folkestone North East

1

11,481

11,481

-5

12,179

12,179

-3

46

Folkestone South

1

10,310

10,310

-15

12,311

12,311

-1

47

Folkestone West

1

11,262

11,262

-7

12,679

12,679

1
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

48

Hythe

1

11,296

11,296

-7

12,358

12,358

-1

49

Romney Marsh

1

16,615

16,615

37

16,932

16,932

36

Swale borough
50

Faversham

1

13,174

13,174

9

13,428

13,428

7

51

Sheerness

1

13,021

13,021

7

13,890

13,890

11

52

Sheppey

1

12,853

12,853

6

13,189

13,189

6

53

Swale Central

2

24,476

12,238

1

24,643

12,322

-1

54

Swale East

1

13,962

13,962

15

13,158

13,158

5

55

Swale West

1

11,846

11,846

-2

12,236

12,236

-2

Thanet district
56

Birchington & Villages

1

13,192

13,192

9

13,156

13,156

5

57

Broadstairs & Sir Moses
Montefiore

2

22,784

11,392

-6

23,082

11,541

-8

58

Margate & Cliftonville

2

22,926

11,463

-5

24,063

12,032

-4

59

Margate West

1

12,073

12,073

0

11,983

11,983

-4

60

Ramsgate

2

26,262

13,131

8

26,745

13,373

7

Tonbridge & Malling borough
61

Malling Central

1

11,130

11,130

-8

11,495

11,495

-8

62

Malling North

1

12,045

12,045

-1

12,607

12,607

1

63

Malling Rural East

1

10,051

10,051

-17

11,022

11,022

-12

64

Malling Rural North East

1

13,234

13,234

9

13,376

13,376

7

65

Malling West

1

11,727

11,727

-3

11,209

11,209

-10

66

Tonbridge

2

24,386

12,193

1

24,076

12,038

-4

Tunbridge Wells borough
67

Cranbrook

1

11,407

11,407

-6

10,763

10,763

-14

68

Tunbridge Wells East

1

13,112

13,112

8

13,222

13,222

6

69

Tunbridge Wells North

1

13,452

13,452

11

13,035

13,035

4

70

Tunbridge Wells Rural
East

1

14,976

14,976

24

14,051

14,051

12

71

Tunbridge Wells South

1

13,276

13,276

10

13,676

13,676

9

14

Division name
(by district council area)

72

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

12,973

12,973

7

13,903

84

1,018,023

–

–

1,049,385

–

–

12,119

–

–

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Tunbridge Wells West

1

Totals
Averages

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

13,903

11
–

12,493

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Kent County Council.
Note:

The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number

15

–

16
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Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for the county
of Kent. Our review of the county is part of our programme of periodic electoral reviews (PERs)
of all 386 principal local authority areas in England. Our programme started in 1996 and is
currently expected to finish in 2004.
2

In making final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have had regard to:

•

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 no. 3692), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation.
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.
the general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the statutory
Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for Racial Equality,
May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

•
•

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral Commission’s
Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reviews (Published by the EC in July
2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on a
council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In each two-tier county,
our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent boroughs and districts and,
when the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been made, then to commence a
PER of the County Council’s electoral arrangements. Orders were made for the new electoral
arrangements in the boroughs and districts in Kent in November 2001 and we are now
conducting our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each county
council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been removed by section
89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of multi-member county divisions.
In areas where we are unable to identify single-member divisions that are coterminous with
ward boundaries and provide acceptable levels of electoral equality, we will consider
recommending multi-member divisions if they provide a better balance between these two
factors. However, we do not expect to recommend large numbers of multi-member divisions
other than, perhaps, in the more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory Rules state that each division should be
wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should not split unwarded
parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, the Electoral Commission states that we should, wherever possible, build
on schemes that have been created locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation.
Local people are normally in a better position to judge what council size and division
configuration are most likely to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas,
while also reflecting the identities and interests of local communities.

17

8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, so far as possible, equal representation across
the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance
of over 10% in any division will have to be fully justified. Any imbalances of 20% or more should
only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and will require the strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the
correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable importance to achieving
coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards. The term ‘coterminosity’ is used
throughout the report and refers to situations where the boundaries of county electoral divisions
and district wards are the same, that is to say, where county divisions comprise one or more
whole district wards. Where wards or groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions,
this can cause confusion for the electorate at local elections, lead to increased election costs
and, in our view, may not be conducive to effective and convenient local government.
11 We recognise that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute coterminosity throughout a
county area while also providing for the optimum level of electoral equality. In this respect,
county reviews are different from those of districts. We will seek to achieve the best available
balance between electoral equality and coterminosity, taking into account the statutory criteria.
While the proportion of electoral divisions that will be coterminous with the boundaries of district
wards is likely to vary between counties, we would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved
in a significant majority of divisions. The average level of coterminosity secured under our final
recommendations for the first 11 counties that we have reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is
70%. Therefore, we recommend that in formulating schemes, interested parties should seek to
secure a level of coterminosity of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be split
between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without dividing (or
further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be exceptions to this, however,
particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals relating to
council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change, should be supported
by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in the introduction of new political
management structures under the provisions of the Local Government Act 2000, it is important
that whatever council size interested parties may propose to us they can demonstrate that their
proposals have been fully thought through, and have been developed in the context of a review
of internal political management and the role of councillors in the new structure. However, we
have found it necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the number of councillors, and we
believe that any proposal for an increase in council size will need to be fully justified. In
particular, we do not accept that an increase in electorate should automatically result in an
increase in the number of councillors, nor that changes should be made to the size of a council
simply to make it more consistent with the size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must recognise
that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions which contain diverse
communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We have generally sought to avoid
this in district reviews in order to reflect the identities and interests of local communities. Some
of the existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of distinct communities,
which is inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by each councillor, and we
would expect that similar situations would continue under our recommendations in seeking the
best balance between coterminosity and the statutory criteria.
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15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made some
recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district reviews. We
therefore expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews only on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review administrative boundaries between
local authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment of new parish areas as part of this
review.

The review of Kent
16 We completed the reviews of the 12 borough and district council areas in Kent in May 2001
and Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our first review of
the electoral arrangements of Kent County Council. The last such review was undertaken by the
Local Government Boundary Commission, which reported to the Secretary of State in
November 1980 (Report No. 402).
17 This review was in four stages. Stage One began on 6 August 2002, when we wrote to Kent
County Council inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the 12
borough and district councils in the county, Kent Police Authority, the Local Government
Association, Kent Local Councils Association, parish and town councils in the county, Members
of Parliament with constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the
South East region, and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in the
local press, issued a press release and invited Kent County Council to publicise the review
further. The closing date for receipt of representations, the end of Stage One, was 25 November
2002. At Stage Two we considered all the representations received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.
18 Stage Three began on 12 August 2003 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Kent, and ended on 6 October 2003.
During this period we sought comments from the public and any other interested parties on our
preliminary conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four we reconsidered our draft recommendations
in the light of the Stage Three consultation and now publish our final recommendations.
19 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the approach set out in
BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee considered and agreed at its
meeting on 9 April 2003.
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Current electoral arrangements

20 The county of Kent comprises the 12 boroughs and districts of Ashford, Canterbury,
Dartford, Dover, Gravesham, Maidstone, Sevenoaks, Shepway, Swale, Thanet, Tonbridge &
Malling and Tunbridge Wells.
21 Kent has traditionally been regarded as the garden of England because of the quality of its
agriculture, in particular the intensive fruit, vegetable and hop production. It is seen as the
gateway to Europe and is used as the United Kingdom’s principal access to the continent
through ports like Dover, Folkestone, Ramsgate, Dartford and Sheerness as well as the
Channel Tunnel.
22 The electorate of the county is 1,018,023 (February 2001). The Council presently has 84
members, with one member elected from each division.
23 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this calculation
may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
24 At present, each councillor represents an average of 12,119 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 12,493 by the year 2006 if the present number of councillors is
maintained. However, due to demographic change and migration over the last two decades, the
number of electors per councillor in 36 of the 84 divisions varies by more than 10% from the
county average, with 13 divisions varying by more than 20%. The worst imbalance is in
Maidstone Rural North division where the councillor represents 43% more electors than the
county average.
25 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements, we must

have regard to the boundaries of borough and district wards. Following the completion of the
reviews of district warding arrangements in Kent, we are therefore faced with a new starting
point for considering electoral divisions; our proposals for county divisions will be based on the
new borough and district wards as opposed to those which existed prior to the recent reviews.
In view of the effect of these new borough and district wards, and changes in the electorate over
the past 20 years which have resulted in electoral imbalances across the county, changes to
most, if not all, of the existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 3: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

Ashford borough
1

Ashford North

1

13,614

12

16,433

32

2

Ashford Rural East

1

11,911

-2

12,072

-3

3

Ashford Rural West

1

15,604

29

18,327

47

4

Ashford South

1

10,875

-10

11,140

-11

5

Ashford South East

1

12,525

3

12,913

3

6

Tenterden

1

14,322

18

13,116

5

Canterbury City
7

Canterbury Central

1

13,161

9

14,766

18

8

Canterbury East

1

11,199

-8

12,009

-4

9

Canterbury North

1

14,635

21

15,100

21

10

Canterbury South

1

13,613

12

14,808

19

11

Herne Bay East

1

12,745

5

13,755

10

12

Herne Bay West

1

14,404

19

15,110

21

13

Whitstable East

1

11,104

-8

11,042

-12

14

Whitstable West

1

13,504

11

14,609

17

Dartford borough
15

Dartford North

1

14,093

16

15,316

23

16

Dartford South East

1

11,976

-1

11,183

-10

17

Dartford South West

1

12,502

3

12,678

1

18

Dartford West

1

11,664

-4

11,609

-7

19

Swanscombe & Stone

1

15,597

29

19,470

56

Dover district
20

Deal East

1

11,301

-7

12,484

0

21

Deal West

1

11,252

-7

11,464

-8

22

Dover Central

1

11,308

-7

12,111

-3

23

Dover Rural

1

13,194

9

14,647

17
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

24

Dover South

1

9,987

-18

10,611

-15

25

Dover West

1

11,955

-1

11,977

-4

26

Sandwich

1

12,714

5

12,384

-1

Gravesham borough
27

Gravesend East

1

10,798

-11

9,852

-21

28

Gravesend North

1

12,616

4

14,655

17

29

Gravesend South

1

9,060

-25

8,354

-33

30

Gravesham Rural

1

13,317

10

11,663

-7

31

Northfleet

1

13,057

8

13,262

6

32

Tollgate

1

11,341

-6

10,154

-19

Maidstone borough
33

Maidstone Central

1

11,632

-4

12,575

1

34

Maidstone North East

1

11,533

-5

12,244

-2

35

Maidstone Rural East

1

11,207

-8

10,764

-14

36

Maidstone Rural North

1

17,303

43

16,066

29

37

Maidstone Rural South

1

13,896

15

13,321

7

38

Maidstone Rural West

1

11,351

-6

11,013

-12

39

Maidstone South East

1

9,138

-25

10,300

-18

40

Maidstone South West

1

11,255

-7

11,757

-6

41

Maidstone West

1

11,975

-1

13,624

9

Sevenoaks district
42

Darent Valley

1

10,331

-15

10,411

-17

43

Sevenoaks Central

1

11,661

-4

12,169

-3

44

Sevenoaks East

1

8,966

-26

9,177

-27

45

Sevenoaks North

1

11,173

-8

11,149

-11

46

Sevenoaks North East

1

10,179

-16

9,511

-24

47

Sevenoaks South

1

10,997

-9

11,144

-11

48

Sevenoaks West

1

10,751

-11

10,623

-15

49

Swanley

1

11,923

-2

11,971

-4
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

Shepway district
50

Elham Valley

1

12,500

3

14,022

12

51

Folkestone North

1

11,481

-5

12,179

-3

52

Folkestone South

1

10,310

-15

12,311

-1

53

Folkestone West

1

11,262

-7

12,679

1

54

Hythe

1

11,296

-7

12,358

-1

55

Romney Marsh

1

16,615

37

16,932

36

Swale borough
56

Faversham

1

13,174

9

13,428

7

57

Sheerness

1

13,021

7

13,890

11

58

Sheppey

1

12,853

6

13,189

6

59

Swale Central

1

11,548

-5

11,757

-6

60

Swale East

1

9,907

-18

8,980

-28

61

Swale North

1

14,583

20

15,696

26

62

Swale West

1

14,246

18

13,604

9

Thanet district
63

Birchington & Parishes

1

12,714

5

12,671

1

64

Broadstairs North

1

10,002

-17

10,160

-19

65

Broadstairs South

1

10,620

-12

10,558

-15

66

Margate Central

1

10,367

-14

11,385

-9

67

Margate East

1

12,413

2

12,619

1

68

Margate West

1

12,410

2

12,334

-1

69

Northwood & Eastcliff

1

10,081

-17

10,475

-16

70

Ramsgate North

1

9,172

-24

9,321

-25

71

Ramsgate South

1

9,458

-22

9,508

-24

Tonbridge & Malling borough
72

Malling Rural Central

1

13,490

11

13,929

11

73

Malling Rural North

1

13,037

8

13,510

8

74

Malling Rural North East

1

13,287

10

13,423

7

24

Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

75

Malling Rural West

1

14,769

22

15,304

23

76

Tonbridge East

1

13,395

11

13,271

6

77

Tonbridge West

1

14,595

20

14,347

15

Tunbridge Wells borough
78

Cranbrook

1

11,407

-6

10,764

-14

79

Southborough

1

12,930

7

12,549

0

80

Tunbridge Wells Central

1

9,271

-24

9,945

-20

81

Tunbridge Wells East

1

8,905

-27

9,245

-26

82

Tunbridge Wells Rural East

1

13,226

9

12,465

0

83

Tunbridge Wells Rural West

1

11,284

-7

11,125

-11

84

Tunbridge Wells South

1

12,173

0

12,558

1

85

Totals

84

1,018,023

1,049,385

86

Averages

12,119

12,493

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Kent County Council.
Note:
Each division is represented by a single councillor, and the electorate columns denote the number of
electors represented by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows how far, in percentage
terms, the number of electors represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The
minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. For example, in 2001, electors in
Tunbridge Wells East division were relatively over-represented by 27%, while electors in Maidstone Rural
North division were relatively under-represented by 43%. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.

25

26

3

Draft recommendations

26 During Stage One we received 40 representations, including a county-wide scheme from
Kent County Council, and seven district-wide schemes from local political groups and
Canterbury City Council. We also received representations from four county councillors and 27
parish and town councils. In the light of these representations and evidence available to us, we
reached preliminary conclusions which were set out in our report, Draft recommendations on the
future electoral arrangements for Kent County Council.
27 Our draft recommendations were broadly based on the County Council’s proposals, with our
own amendments, which achieved some improvement in electoral equality. Our draft
recommendations provided a pattern of single-member divisions in five districts, and a mix of
single- and two-member divisions in the rest of the county. However, we moved away from the
County Council’s scheme in three districts (Gravesham, Shepway and Tunbridge Wells)
because its scheme was based on a council size of 87 and, under a council size of 84, which
we proposed adopting as part of our draft recommendations, the County Council’s scheme
allocated an extra councillor to each of these districts. Using options generated by council
officers during Stage One of the review process, together with some of our own proposals, we
proposed that:
•
•

Kent County Council should be served by 84 councillors;
there should be 74 electoral divisions, involving changes to the boundaries of all of the
existing divisions.

Draft recommendation
Kent County Council should comprise 84 councillors, serving 74 divisions.
28 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality, with the
number of electors per councillor in 52 of the 74 divisions varying by no more than 10% from the
county average. This level of electoral equality was forecast to improve further, with only 13
divisions varying by more than 10% from the average in 2006.
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Responses to consultation

29 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, we received 104
representations. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All representations
may be inspected at our offices and those of Kent County Council.

Kent County Council
30 The County Council accepted our proposal to retain the existing council size of 84, although
it felt it had ‘little choice’ but to do so. It made no representations regarding the districts and
boroughs of Ashford, Dartford, Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells, but put forward alternative
proposals in the remaining four districts of Dover, Maidstone, Swale and Tonbridge & Malling.
The County Council also considered there to be inconsistencies in our recommendations. It
highlighted that in Canterbury we proposed a two-member division to avoid using arbitrary
boundaries, however we recommended the use of such a boundary in Thanet. In Gravesham
borough and Shepway district, it highlighted that by not increasing the council size to 87, we
recommended divisions with larger electorates than those in the rest of the county and it gave
particular reference to Romney Marsh division.

District and borough councils
31 We received representations from eight of the 12 district and borough councils. Ashford
Borough Council supported our draft recommendations, but requested that Bonnington and
Aldington parishes be included in the same division as they share a common parish council.
Canterbury City Council requested that its Stage One proposal for a uniform pattern of singlemember divisions in Canterbury be reconsidered. Dartford Borough Council proposed an
alternative three divisions in the north and south of Dartford borough. Gravesham Borough
Council questioned the 2006 electorate forecast figures for the borough. Shepway District
Council supported our draft recommendations for Shepway. Swale Borough Council submitted
an alternative scheme for the borough, using a combination of single and two-member divisions.
Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council supported the County Council’s revised proposals for the
borough. Tunbridge Wells Borough Council suggested that the borough wards of Capel and
Goudhurst & Lamberhurst should not be in the divisions we proposed at draft. It proposed that
Capel should be in our proposed Tunbridge Wells Rural East division, but did not submit any
alternatives for Goudhurst & Lamberhurst.

Political parties
32 We received 19 submissions from political parties. In Canterbury, Canterbury & Whitstable
Liberal Democrats supported Canterbury City Council’s Stage One submission for Canterbury
North West and Canterbury South West divisions, and suggested an alternative name for our
proposed Canterbury Rural East division.
33 In Dartford, Dartford Conservative Association supported our proposed Dartford West and
Wilmington divisions, but supported Dartford Borough Council’s proposed divisions for the
remainder of the borough. Dartford Constituency Labour Party supported four of our proposed
divisions and submitted alternatives for the remaining two divisions.
34 In Dover, South Thanet Liberal Democrats and Dover & Deal Constituency Labour Party
opposed our proposed Dover North and Sandwich divisions and suggested an alternative
arrangement for these divisions.
35 In Maidstone, Maidstone & The Weald Constituency Labour Party and Maidstone & The
Weald Liberal Democrats objected to our proposed two-member Maidstone Central division for
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political reasons. Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats also proposed three alternative
divisions.
36 In Swale, Swale Borough Council Liberal Democrat Group, Sittingbourne & Sheppey Liberal
Democrats and Sittingbourne & Sheppey Labour Party supported our draft recommendations. In
Thanet, the South Thanet Liberal Democrats supported four of the seven proposed divisions. It
objected to the proposed Margate & Cliftonville, Broadstairs North and Eastcliff divisions and put
forward alternative proposals. Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee supported all
but Broadstairs North and Eastcliff divisions and put forward alternative proposals for these
divisions. It also proposed a name change for the proposed Birchington & Parishes division.
37 In Tonbridge & Malling, Kent County Council Liberal Democrats and Tonbridge & Malling
Liberal Democrats supported our draft recommendations for the borough. Tonbridge & Chatham
Conservative Association and the Tonbridge & Chatham Conservative Association Local
Government Committee submitted identical representations arguing that Larkfield parish should
be split from East Malling and combined in a division with Snodland East and Snodland West
borough wards.
38 We received three submissions from political parties in Tunbridge Wells. Tunbridge Wells
Liberal Democrats supported our draft recommendations. Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour
Party and Tunbridge Wells Conservative Association objected to our draft recommendations, in
particular the proposed The Weald division, and submitted alternative borough-wide schemes.

Parish and town councils
39 We received submissions from 27 parish councils and four town councils. Broadstairs &
Peter’s Town Council, Hartley Parish Council and Wilmington Parish Council gave general
support to our proposals across the county. In Ashford, Aldington & Bonnington Parish Council
supported our proposals but asked that Bonnington parish be contained in our proposed
Ashford Rural East division with Aldington parish, as they share a common parish council. In
Canterbury, Westbere Parish Council wished to maintain the existing arrangements.
40 In Dover, Sandwich Town Council and three parish councils objected to our draft proposals.
Sandwich Town Council and Aylesham Parish Council opposed our proposed inclusion of
Alyesham district ward in a division with Sandwich district ward. Eythorne Parish Council
objected to the separation of Eythorne parish from the rest of Eythorne & Shepherdswell district
ward, and Langdon Parish Council considered that rural and urban areas should not be
combined in the same division.
41 In Gravesham, Cobham, Vigo and Meopham Parish Councils considered that the borough
should be represented by more county councillors. Vigo Parish Council also considered that the
electorate forecast figures for the borough were too low. In Sevenoaks, Edenbridge Town
Council, Shoreham Parish Council and Eynsford Parish Council supported our draft proposals.
Dunton Green Parish Council objected to being separated from Riverhead village while
Sevenoaks Town Council did not wish to comment on our proposals.
42 In Swale, Bobbing Parish Council and Hartlip Parish Council supported our draft proposals,
particularly the proposed Swale West division. Leysdown Parish Council opposed the proposed
Swale East division, considering that it should be ‘more geographically compact’. Manston
Parish Council in Thanet fully supported our proposals relating to it. In Tonbridge & Malling,
Hildenborough Parish Council wished to remain associated with Tonbridge. Platt Parish Council
did ‘not have any recommendations to make’. Kings Hill, West Malling and East Malling &
Larkfield Parish Council’s supported our draft recommendations.
43 In Tunbridge Wells, Lamberhurst Parish Council considered that the boundaries should
remain as at present and that our proposals produced divisions of ‘too large an area to be
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effective’. Capel Parish Council opposed our proposal to include it in Tunbridge Wells West
division and considered that it had better links with Paddock Wood and Pembury district wards.
Brenchley Parish Council supported Kent County Council’s Stage One submission concerning
the district ward of Horsmonden & Brenchley. Pembury Parish Council objected to our draft
proposal in relation to Pembury parish.

Other representations
44 A further 46 representations were received in response to our draft recommendations from
councillors and local residents.
45 In Canterbury, Councillor Harrison (Whitstable East ward) opposed our two-member
Whitstable division in favour of single-member divisions as he had proposed at Stage One. A
local resident proposed alternative division names for four divisions and supported Canterbury
City Council’s Stage One submission. In Dover, 17 local residents objected to our proposals in
relation to the proposed Dover North and Sandwich divisions.
46 In Maidstone, Councillor Tolputt (Maidstone South East division) proposed the same name
changes for two divisions as the County Council. In Swale, we received representations from
five councillors and a local resident objecting to our draft proposals, particularly the proposed
Swale East division. Councillor Boden (Leysdown & Warden ward) also proposed the same
scheme for two single-member and one two-member divisions in Sittingbourne and Swale as
the County Council. Another local resident supported our draft recommendations. In Thanet, a
local resident proposed two two-member divisions.
47 In Tonbridge & Malling, Councillor Rowe (Malling Rural North East ward) supported our draft
recommendations. Three local councillors, eight local residents and Sir John Stanley MP
opposed our proposed Malling North division, claiming that Downs ward looks to West Malling
and Leybourne ward rather than Snodland East and West wards.
48 We received four submissions relating to Tunbridge Wells. Ann Widdecombe MP supported
the County Council’s Stage One submission to remove Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough ward
from our proposed The Weald division. Councillor Bullock (Goudhurst & Lamberhurst ward) and
a local resident also opposed the inclusion of Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough ward in our
proposed The Weald division. Another local resident raised issues that were outside the remit of
this PER review.
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Analysis and final recommendations

49 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Kent is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we have regard to section
13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) which defines the need to secure
effective and convenient local government, reflect the identities and interests of local
communities, and secure the matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of Schedule 11 to the
Local Government Act 1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to the Local Government
Act 1972 refers to the number of electors per councillor being ‘as nearly as may be, the same in
every division of the county’.
50 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number and distribution of local
government electors likely to take place over the next five years. We must also have regard to
the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and maintaining local ties, and to the boundaries
of district wards.
51 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the boundaries of district
wards to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to ensure that, having reached
conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to be elected to the county council, each
district council area is allocated the number of county councillors to which it is entitled. It is
therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the same number of
electors per councillor in every division of a county.
52 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for the authority as a whole is
likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government. There must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum. Accordingly, we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be minimised,
the aim of electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We therefore strongly
recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and other interested parties
should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make adjustments to reflect relevant
factors such as the boundaries of district wards and community identities. Five-year forecasts of
changes in electorate must also be taken into account and we would aim to recommend a
scheme which provides improved electoral equality over this five-year period.
53 The recommendations do not affect county, district or parish external boundaries, local
taxes, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that these recommendations
will have an adverse effect on house prices, or car and house insurance premiums. Our
proposals do not take account of parliamentary boundaries, and we are not therefore able to
take into account any representations that are based on these issues.

Electorate forecasts
54 Since 1975 there has been a 3% decrease in the electorate of Kent. At Stage One the
County Council submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2006, projecting an increase in the
electorate of approximately 3% from 1,018,023 to 1,049,385 over the five-year period from 2001
to 2006. It expects most of the growth to be in Shepway, although a significant amount is also
expected in Ashford, Canterbury and Dartford. In order to prepare these forecasts, the Council
estimated rates and locations of housing development with regard to structure and local plans,
the expected rate of building over the five-year period and assumed occupancy rates. We
accept that this is an inexact science, and having considered the forecast electorates, we stated
in our draft recommendations report that we were satisfied that they represented the best
estimates that could reasonably be made at the time.
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55 We received two comments on the Council’s electorate forecasts during Stage Three in
relation to Gravesham, from Gravesham Borough Council and Vigo Parish Council. Both
questioned the 2006 electorate forecast figures and consequently the number of county
councillors allocated to the borough. Gravesham Borough Council considered that under the
current arrangements the population of Gravesham is under represented and that ‘increasing
the number of constituents each individual has to represent, is wholly unreasonable.’ Vigo
Parish Council considered that as the electorate was predicted to increase by 3%, then so too
should the number of councillors. It did ‘not believe the estimated figure [for Gravesham Rural
division] is correct’, and did not consider that the areas covered in the division would see such a
large decrease in electorate. We contacted the County Council regarding the electorate queries
and asked it to comment. In its response the County Council confirmed that the projection
figures were as accurate as possible. It considered that ‘a dwelling and household increase
does not automatically mean a rise in population or electorates’ because ‘household size
continues to fall (due to divorce, children leaving home…etc).’ It discussed the housing
allocation proposals for the borough as being ‘one of the lowest district allocations in Kent’ and
stated that proposals in the Northfleet area are ‘presently only an “allocation” and [are] not
expected to be phased in until 2008 or 2009’. We are content with the justification of the
forecast figures provided and remain satisfied that they represent the best estimates
currently available.

Council size
56 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed, whether it is
an increase, decrease, or retention of the existing council size.
57 Kent County Council currently has 84 members. At Stage One, Kent County Council
proposed an increase in council size from 84 to 87, contending that ‘approximately the same
number of councillors is required for the future because of the workload of councillors generated
by the sheer size of the county, both in geographical and population terms.’ It explained that ‘on
18 June 2001 the County Council adopted a new constitution under the Local Government Act
2000. This introduced a new political structure with a leader and nine-member single-party
cabinet, together with scrutiny and policy overview arrangements, to replace the old all-party
service committees.’
58 The County Council described in detail the roles and responsibilities of both its executive
and non-executive members and highlighted how ‘in adopting [its] new constitution, the County
Council was anxious to ensure that the 74 non-executive members could continue to play a
meaningful role.’ It stated that changes were introduced to its constitution ‘designed specifically
to enhance the role of members in representing their constituents’. It discussed how ‘contrary to
what may have been expected, the involvement of members in formal meetings has actually
increased since the new constitution took effect.’ The County Council discovered, after
conducting research, that there has not only been an increase in member meetings ‘from 117 to
151’, but also in member attendances (the number of members serving on each committee
multiplied by the frequency of their meetings) from 1792 to 1818 since the introduction of its new
constitution.
59 The County Council described how non-executive members were involved within its political
management structure. There are two cross-party advisory broads ‘which advise the relevant
cabinet members on issues coming forward for decision’. The Highways Advisory Board has 15
members and meets six times a year while the School Organisation Advisory Board has seven
members and meets approximately every month. There is a Cabinet Scrutiny Committee where
15 members meet ‘monthly to scrutinise decisions made by the leader, cabinet, and cabinet
members’. There are also policy overview committees, ‘one each for education and libraries,
social care and community health and strategic planning, which advise the Council, the Leader
and the Cabinet on policy’. Each policy overview committee comprises 17 members and
‘normally meets four times a year’. These committees ‘establish select committees to carry out
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individual topic reviews. There are typically four select committees (each normally with 7
members) running at any one time.’
60 After a close examination of its political management structure and the role of councillors
within it, the County Council decided that it required ‘approximately the same number of
councillors as at present’. It then conducted research to determine ‘which number – in a range
of 84 +/- 5 – most closely achieved equality of electorate within as many of the County’s 12
districts as possible’. It concluded that the ‘number proved to be 87’.
61 Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party stated that it ‘was strongly of the opinion that
the total number of seats for Kent County Council should remain at 84, or even reduce to 81’ as
‘any increase in numbers would constitute an unjustified extra cost for the county.’ Saltwood
Parish Council submitted that its ‘members were of the view that as the powers and
responsibilities of counties were already being contracted out or transferred to district councils,
that surely there was now a case for reducing the number of county councillors.’ However the
Parish Council did not propose a specific council size or discuss how a smaller council would
secure effective and convenient local government.
62 We carefully considered both the County Council and Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour
Party’s alternative proposals and their supporting evidence and argumentation. We considered
that the County Council had not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the current
council size does not have the capacity to meet the needs of the Council’s political management
system. Similarly we did not consider that the local Labour Party had provided sufficient
evidence and argumentation to justify either of its proposed council sizes. We therefore
requested that both the County Council and the local Labour Party submit further evidence and
argumentation in support of their proposed council sizes.
63 In its further submission, Kent County Council argued that ‘the workload of county
councillors in terms of participation in council business and in representing the County Council
on outside bodies has not reduced as a result of the introduction of the new political
management arrangements.’ It contended that ‘there can be little doubt that the constituency
workload of county councillors will have increased to some extent as a result of the increase in
the electorate by over 11% between 1981 and 2006.’ It considered the evidence that ‘national
comparisons show that, at the extremes, Kent wards range from the 27th most deprived in
England…to a clutch of wards in west Kent which are the least deprived in the country’ and
concluded that ‘such diversity is certain to have an increasing impact on the workload of county
councillors.’
64 In its further submission, Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party argued that ‘most
parts of the county are already being served by a number of parish/town councillors. Every part
of the county is being served by usually 2-3 borough [or district] councillors. In our experience
most of the issues which impact on residents are related to the work of parish/town and borough
[or district] councils, and much less commonly to the work of the county council.’ The Labour
Party argued that as Kent ‘is already the largest County Council in the country’, ’the extra
financial outlay for extra councillors should be a factor for consideration.’ It stated that it ‘does
not have the resources to provide statistical data to back up the arguments it is making’ and that
‘the main purpose of [its] intervention is to make sure that the case for 87 councillors advanced
by Kent County Council is subjected to close scrutiny rather than go through on the nod.’
65 In our draft recommendations report, we were not of the view that there should be a
reduction in the number of councillors, as the County Council’s evidence demonstrated that the
74 non-executive members have a significant role within the political management structure.
However, we noted that the Council did not submit detailed evidence to suggest that its
members are experiencing difficulties in performing their representational roles effectively. We
were not convinced that an increase in council size would secure more effective and convenient
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local government. Consequently, due to the significant evidence provided by the County Council
to justify the case that the existing number of councillors secure effective and convenient local
government, we proposed to retain the existing council size of 84.
66 During Stage Three, we received four representations regarding council size. The County
Council expressed ‘regret’ that we did not propose an increase in council size from 84 to 87.
However, they considered that they now had ‘little choice but to accept’ our recommendation
and did not provide any further argumentation to support an increase in council size. Tunbridge
Wells Conservative Association, Gravesham Borough Council and Vigo Parish Council were
also disappointed that we had not recommended council size to be increased as it meant their
respective boroughs lost a councillor, and Gravesham Borough Council considered that under
the current arrangements the population of Gravesham is already under represented. However,
they did not provide any evidence or argumentation to persuade us to revisit the issue
of council size.
67 We have considered the representations received at Stage Three, and do not consider that
we have received any evidence to persuade us to move away from our draft recommendations.
We have therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendation for a council size of 84 as final.

Electoral arrangements
68 In our draft recommendations we broadly adopted the County Council’s proposals in
Ashford, Canterbury, Dartford, Dover, Maidstone and Sevenoaks, but also proposed a number
of amendments to improve coterminosity. We were concerned that the County Council had not
provided sufficient justification to persuade us that the division of district wards between county
divisions would provide the best balance between electoral equality, the reflection of community
identities and interests and the provision of effective and convenient local government.
69 In Swale and Thanet we based our proposals on the County Council’s proposals with
amendments to improve electoral equality and to provide a better reflection of community
identities and interests. In Tonbridge & Malling we adopted the County Council’s proposed
Option B, as we considered that it provided the best balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity while having regard for community identities and interests.
70 We considered alternative options to provide for the correct allocation of councillors in
Gravesham, Shepway and Tunbridge Wells. In Gravesham we adopted part of the Gravesham
Constituency Labour Party’s proposed scheme for the rural area, and proposed enlarging the
similar two-member divisions proposed by the Gravesham Constituency Labour Party and the
County Council. In Shepway we proposed retaining the existing arrangements. We noted that
this would result in a high level of electoral inequality in one particular division (Romney Marsh
division would be 36% above the county average by 2006), but considered that this inequality
was justified as it facilitated a scheme providing good electoral equality and coterminosity, as
well as reflecting community identities and interests, across the remainder of the district. In
Tunbridge Wells, we adopted Tunbridge Wells Liberal Democrats’ proposed Tunbridge Wells
South division and the County Council’s proposed Tunbridge Wells North and two-member
Tunbridge Wells Town divisions subject to two amendments. Consequently, we proposed our
own division pattern in the eastern rural area.
71 As stated earlier in the report, following the commencement of Part IV of the Local
Government Act 2000 and in particular section 89, the constraints which previously prevented
the creation of multi-member county divisions have been removed. As part of our draft
recommendations we proposed a number of two-member divisions where we judged that they
would provide the best balance between electoral equality and coterminosity while reflecting
community identities and interests. In each of the districts of Canterbury, Dover and Gravesham
we proposed two two-member divisions while in each of the districts of Maidstone, Thanet,
Tonbridge & Malling and Tunbridge Wells we proposed one two-member division.
36

72 At Stage Three, Kent County Council expressed ‘grave concern’ about the way in which we
formulated decisions in our draft proposals. It considered that we applied our own rules and
guidance in an ‘arbitrary and inconsistent manner’. It went on to state that it considered its
proposals ‘fulfilled what appeared to be the overriding requirement to get as close to electoral
equality as possible, while also taking account of the need to achieve a reasonable level of
coterminosity while not conflicting with community identities’. It also stated that it believed that
its proposals carry considerable weight because it ‘was the County Council’s own electoral
arrangements that were the subject of review, and the County Council’s proposals had (on
council size and for 11 out of the 12 districts) the support of all three political parties represented
on the council.’ It went on to say that it considered we ‘have taken an almost deliberately
contrary approach on choosing […] sometimes to give precedence to coterminosity over
electoral equality, and at other times to give precedence to community identity‘. It also did not
consider that we were in a better position to make a judgement on community identity over
electoral equality and coterminosity than itself.
73 We received some general opposition to two-member divisions from local political parties in
Canterbury, Maidstone, Swale and Thanet. Canterbury City Council was disappointed with the
proposed two-member Whitstable and Herne Bay divisions in the area and Councillor Harrison
(Whitstable East division) considered that ‘responsibility for the whole area [of the proposed
Whitstable division] is not impossible, but would make life extremely difficult for constituents and
members alike.’
74 Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats considered that the ‘risk of additional workload
which will discourage […] the conscientious councillor from standing […] it is often the case that
the more contentious councillor will tend to bear the majority of the workload’. South Thanet
Liberal Democrats considered that ‘this would mean residents being represented in a
completely different way to the rest of the district’ and that ‘it is anti-democratic.’ Maidstone &
The Weald Constituency Labour Party, the Liberal Democrat Group on Swale Borough Council
and Councillor Calvert (Murston ward) also opposed the creation of two-member divisions.
However, their argumentation against such divisions was not explicit in expressing why such
divisions could not provide effective and convenient local government.
75 We also received support for two-member divisions from Thanet Labour Party Local
Government Committee. It noted ‘the innovative approach the BC has made in Margate,
proposing a two-member division to overcome difficulties in achieving electoral equality and
would support a similar approach in Ramsgate’. A local resident also supported the creation of
two-member divisions.
76 When formulating recommendations we must have regard to our statutory criteria, the need
to reflect the identities and interests of local communities, the need to secure effective and
convenient local government and the need to secure equality of representation. Any set of
proposals is, inevitably, a balance between these criteria and different individuals and groups
will have different views on how well this balance is achieved. Our approach, as outlined in our
Guidance, is that electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We therefore
strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes local authorities and other interested
parties should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make adjustments to reflect
relevant factors such as the boundaries of district wards and community identities.
77 In county reviews we also have the requirement to consider coterminosity between county
divisions and borough and district wards. As outlined earlier, we seek to provide between 60%
and 80% coterminosity between divisions and wards across the county as whole. However, the
level of coterminosity in each district will vary according to the particular nature of the district.
78 We acknowledge that local people and organisations are in a much better position to
provide us with community identity argumentation and, indeed, ask them to do so throughout
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the review process. However, where we have not received a good level of evidence and
argumentation regarding community identity we will place more emphasis on achieving a good
balance between electoral equality and coterminosity. We consider that every submission
should be treated equally, on its respective merits, and do not accept that the submissions of
the local authority under review should carry extra weight.
79 We note the differing views on the use of multi-member divisions and acknowledge the
opposition from a number of sources. However, we would point out that we only seek to adopt
multi-member divisions where we have been unable to identify an arrangement of singlemember divisions that provides a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity,
while reflecting community identity. We also do not consider that opposition to multi-member
divisions, purely on principle, is particularly persuasive and would look, rather, for specific
arguments relating to particular divisions before we would be persuaded to move away from our
draft recommendations. This is especially true in Thanet where we have, in fact, received some
support for our use of multi-member divisions. Having looked at all the representations received
we do not consider that sufficient evidence or argumentation has been provided to persuade us
to move away from any of our proposed multi-member divisions and are therefore endorsing all
those multi-member divisions contained in the draft recommendations as final.
80 Having carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three, we are making
a number of amendments to our proposed divisions in Ashford, Dover, Swale, Thanet and
Tunbridge Wells. These are predominantly to provide a better reflection of community identity,
but in Ashford, Dover and Swale they also slightly improve electoral equality.
81 In Canterbury, Dartford and Maidstone we are proposing name changes and in Gravesham,
Sevenoaks, Shepway and Tonbridge & Malling we are recommending our draft
recommendations as final.
82 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. For borough warding purposes, the following
areas, based on existing wards, are considered in turn:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Ashford borough (pages 38-40)
Canterbury City (pages 40-43)
Dartford borough (pages 43-45)
Dover district (pages 45-48)
Gravesham borough (pages 49-50)
vi. Maidstone borough (pages 50-53)
vii. Sevenoaks district (pages 53-55)
viii. Shepway district (pages 55-57)
ix. Swale borough (pages 57-61)
x. Thanet district (pages 61-64)
xi. Tonbridge & Malling district (pages 65-68)
xii. Tunbridge Wells borough (pages 68-73)
83 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2 and on the large map
inserted at the back of this report.

Ashford borough
84 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Ashford is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Ashford North, Ashford
Rural West, Ashford South East and Tenterden divisions is 12%, 29%, 3% and 18% above the
county average respectively (32%, 47%, 3% and 5% above by 2006). The number of electors

38

per councillor in Ashford Rural East, and Ashford South divisions is 2% and 10% below the
county average respectively (3% and 11% by 2006).
85 Under a council of 84 members, Ashford is entitled to seven councillors. During Stage One
we received identical borough-wide schemes from the County Council and Ashford
Constituency Labour Party which proposed seven single-member divisions. The County Council
and Ashford Constituency Labour Party proposed three new divisions of Ashford Central (to
contain the borough wards of Bockhanger, Bybrook, Godinton and Stour), Ashford East (to
contain the borough wards of Aylesford Green, Highfield, Norman, North Willesborough and
South Willesborough) and Ashford South (to contain the borough wards of Beaver, Singleton
South, Stanhope and Victoria). The County Council stated that the proposed Ashford Central
and Ashford East divisions would reflect the northern and eastern fringes of the town centre and
considered that ‘the railway line to Canterbury provides a natural barrier between’ the two
proposed divisions. It described how the proposed Ashford South division would combine ‘the
town centre itself with the residential areas immediately to the south’.
86 In the rural area the County Council and Ashford Constituency Labour Party proposed a
coterminous Ashford Rural West division (to contain the borough wards of Boughton Aluph &
Eastwell, Charing, Downs West, Great Chart with Singleton North, Weald Central and Weald
North). The County Council stated that ‘this is a rural area comprising a number of separate
small communities but with a clear community of interest by virtue of its relationship with
Ashford town.’ In the south and eastern areas the County Council and Ashford Constituency
Labour Party proposed three non-coterminous divisions. They proposed to divide Weald South
borough ward, with Woodchurch parish combining with the borough wards of Biddenden, Isle of
Oxney, Rolvenden & Tenterden West, St Michaels, Tenterden North and Tenterden South to
comprise a modified Tenterden division. They proposed to divide Saxon Shore and Weald East
borough wards, with the parishes of Aldington, Bonnington, Bilsington and Ruckinge, and
Kingsnorth Village parish ward of Kingsnorth parish combining with the remainder of Weald
South borough ward (the parishes of Orlestone, Shadoxhurst and Warehorne and the Stubbs
Cross parish ward of Kingsnorth parish) and the borough wards of Park Farm North, Park Farm
South and Washford to comprise a new Ashford Rural South division. They proposed that the
remainder of Saxon Shore borough ward (the parishes of Brabourne, Brook, Hastingleigh and
Smeeth) combine with the borough wards of Downs North, Kennington, Little Burton Farm and
Wye to comprise a new Ashford Rural East division.
87 The County Council argued that its proposed Ashford Rural South division would represent
‘the largely rural area between Ashford town and the southern boundary of the district and
includes the extensive development at Park Farm to the south of, but separate from, Ashford
town’. It contended that ‘Weald South ward has been divided because the Woodchurch parish
relates more closely to Tenterden, while the remainder of the ward looks towards Ashford for its
services’, while ‘Weald East ward has been divided in order to put the whole of the Kingsnorth
parish (which is spread over five [borough] wards) within one electoral division.’ The County
Council stated that its proposed Tenterden division would represent the market town’s ‘natural
rural hinterland’.
88 Under these proposals electoral equality would initially have improved slightly with three
divisions varying from the county average by more than 10% and one division by more than
20%. By 2006 this would have improved further with only one division varying from the county
average by more than 10%. These proposals would provide 57% coterminosity between district
wards and county divisions.
89 Having carefully considered the representations received during Stage One, we based our
draft recommendations on the proposals of the County Council and Ashford Constituency
Labour Party, as we considered that they would secure a good level of electoral equality and
would provide a good reflection of community identities and interests. However, we proposed
one amendment to improve coterminosity and provide more effective and convenient local
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government. Consequently we proposed that Aldington parish, from Saxon Shore borough
ward, be transferred from the proposed Ashford Rural South division to comprise part of Ashford
Rural East division to improve electoral equality. We noted that our proposed amendments
would result in the proposed Tenterden division having a variance of more than 10%, and a
worse level of electoral equality than the County Council’s and Ashford Constituency Labour
Party’s proposals. However, we judged that this was justified in light of the improved
coterminosity that our proposed division pattern achieved.
90 Our draft recommendations would achieve 71% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions. Under our draft recommendations the proposed Ashford Central, Ashford East,
Ashford Rural East, Ashford Rural South, Ashford South, Tenterden and Ashford Rural West
divisions would initially have 13%, 5%, 7%, 20%, 1% and 4% fewer and 1% more electors per
councillor than the county average respectively (3%, 5%, 6% and 4% fewer, equal to and 15%
fewer and 5% more by 2006).
91 At Stage Three, we received two submissions in response to our draft recommendations.
Ashford Borough Council and Aldington & Bonnington Parish Council both drew our attention to
the grouping of Aldington and Bonnington parishes under a common parish council. Ashford
Borough Council submitted a copy of the 1979 Common Council Order for our information and
requested that the two parishes be united in a single division. Aldington & Bonnington Parish
Council suggested that this be achieved by transferring Bonnington parish from Ashford Rural
South division into the proposed Ashford Rural East division. Under this proposal electoral
equality would improve with Ashford Rural East having 5% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average and Ashford Rural South remaining at 4% fewer by 2006.
92 Having carefully considered the representations received during the consultation period, we
are confirming our draft recommendations as final with just one amendment as suggested by
Aldington & Bonnington Parish Council. As discussed above we are transferring Bonnington
parish into an amended Ashford Rural East division to improve electoral equality and to provide
a better reflection of community identity.
93 As a consequence of the revised Ashford Rural East and Ashford Rural South divisions,
coterminosity between district ward and county divisions would remain at 71% and electoral
equality would improve slightly. Under our final recommendations Ashford Central, Ashford
East, Ashford Rural East, Ashford Rural South, Ashford South, Tenterden and Ashford Rural
West divisions would initially have 13%, 5%, 6%, 21%, 1% and 4% fewer and 1% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (3%, 5%, 5% and 4% fewer, equal to the
county average and 15% fewer and 5% more by 2006). Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Canterbury City
94 Under the current arrangements, the district of Canterbury is represented by eight county
councillors serving eight divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Canterbury Central,
Canterbury North, Canterbury South, Herne Bay East, Herne Bay West and Whitstable West
divisions is 9%, 21%, 12%, 5%, 19% and 11% above the county average respectively (18%,
21%, 19%, 10%, 21% and 17% above by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in both
Canterbury East and Whitstable East divisions is 8% below the county average (4% and 12%
below by 2006, respectively).
95 Under a council of 84 members, Canterbury is entitled to nine councillors. During Stage One
we received seven submissions for this area, including three district-wide schemes from the
County Council, Canterbury City Council and Canterbury Constituency Labour Group. The
County Council proposed two two-member divisions and seven single-member divisions for the
district, achieving 57% coterminosity between district wards and county divisions with one
division having a variance of more than 10% by 2006. In Whitstable it proposed that the district
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wards of Chestfield & Swalecliffe, Harbour, Gorrell, Seasalter and Tankerton combine to create
a two-member Whitstable division. In Herne Bay the County Council proposed that the district
wards of Greenhill & Eddington, Heron, Reculver and West Bay combine to create a twomember Herne Bay division.
96 The County Council proposed a new Canterbury Rural East division to contain the district
wards of Herne & Bloomfield, Marshside and Sturry North and part of Sturry South district ward
(Sturry South parish ward of Sturry parish). In the rural areas south and west of Canterbury, the
County Council proposed to divide Barham Downs district ward between two new divisions. It
proposed that the parishes of Adisham and Womenswold, from Barham Downs district ward,
combine with the district wards of Barton, Little Stour and North Nailbourne and the remainder
of Sturry South district ward (Fordwich parish) to comprise its proposed Canterbury East
division. The western area of Barham Downs district ward (comprising the parishes of Barham
and Kingston) would combine with the district wards of Blean Forest, Chartham & Stone Street
and Harbledown to comprise a new Canterbury West division. In Canterbury City the County
Council proposed a new Canterbury City North East division (to contain the district wards of St
Stephens and Northgate) and a new Canterbury City South West division (to contain the district
wards of Westgate and Wincheap).
97 Canterbury City Council and Canterbury Constituency Labour Party submitted identical
schemes and proposed a uniform pattern of single-member divisions which would provide 56%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions, with one division having a variance of
more than 10% by 2006. They proposed to modify the existing divisions of Whitstable East,
Whitstable West, Herne Bay East and Herne Bay West to create four non-coterminous singlemember divisions. They noted that ‘for both Herne Bay and Whitstable, it is possible to create
two member divisions, and in each case this could be argued in order to avoid splitting a ward’,
but argued that ‘in each town there is at present a familiar east/west division.’ They proposed
similar arrangements to the County Council in the eastern area of the City. In the south-western
area they proposed two new coterminous divisions: Canterbury South West division (to contain
the district wards of Chartham & Stone Street, Harbledown and Wincheap) and Canterbury
North West division (to contain the district wards of Westgate and Blean Forest). In Canterbury
City they proposed a new Canterbury North East division to contain the district wards of
Northgate and St Stephens, which was identical to the County Council’s proposed Canterbury
City North East division.
98 Councillor Butcher (Canterbury Central division) and Councillor Vye (Canterbury South
division) opposed the County Council’s proposals, in particular its proposed two-member Herne
Bay and Whitstable divisions. Councillor Harrison (Whitstable East division) argued that the
County Council’s proposals for a two-member Whitstable division would not provide a good
reflection of community identities and interests or secure effective and convenient local
government and provided alternative single-member arrangements. Blean Parish Council stated
that it had no comment to make on the review.
99 We recognised that the submissions substantially differed in the ways in which they
developed proposals in the Whitstable and Herne Bay area. The County Council proposed two
two-member divisions, which we noted would provide both good electoral equality and
coterminosity. Canterbury City Council and Canterbury Constituency Labour Party proposed
modifying the four existing divisions, which we noted would result in their proposed Herne Bay
West division having a variance of more than 10% as well as resulting in four non-coterminous
divisions. We noted Councillor Butcher’s and Councillor Vye’s support for the latter approach
and Councillor Harrison’s proposal to modify the existing Whitstable East and Whitstable West
divisions to produce two non-coterminous divisions.
100 We carefully considered each of these approaches and adopted the County Council’s
proposed two-member Whitstable and Herne Bay divisions. We were not persuaded by the
evidence provided by Canterbury City Council and Canterbury Constituency Labour Party that
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their proposals would provide a better reflection of community identities and interests than the
County Council’s proposals. We also noted the lower level of electoral equality and
coterminosity provided under the Canterbury City Council and Canterbury Constituency Labour
Party proposals. Similarly, we were not persuaded by the evidence and argumentation
submitted by Councillor Harrison to accept the lower level of coterminosity his proposals would
have provided. Nor do we consider that Councillor Harrison provided sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that the proposed two-member Whitstable division would not secure effective and
convenient local government. We considered that the County Council’s proposed two-member
Whitstable and Herne Bay divisions would provide a good level of electoral equality and
coterminosity, and would secure effective and convenient local government without adversely
affecting community identities and interests. We also proposed adopting the County Council’s
Canterbury City North East, Canterbury West and Canterbury City South West divisions and
Canterbury City Council’s Canterbury South East and East Blean divisions, to be renamed
Canterbury Rural East and Canterbury East as suggested by the County Council, as we
considered that these would provide a good level of electoral equality and reflect community
identities.
101 Our draft recommendations would achieve 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed Canterbury City North East, Canterbury City South West,
Canterbury East, Canterbury Rural East, Canterbury West, Herne Bay and Whitstable divisions
would initially have 9% fewer, equal to, 4% more, 1% more, 14% fewer, 12% fewer and 2%
more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (9% fewer, 11% more, 6%
more, 5% more, 9% fewer, 10% fewer and 3% more by 2006).
102 At Stage Three we received six submissions in response to our draft recommendations.
The County Council highlighted that we had proposed two-member Whitstable and Herne Bay
divisions to avoid the use of ‘arbitrary boundaries’ but had chosen not to take this view in
Thanet. It stated concern at what it considered to be our inconsistencies in this review.
Canterbury City Council (the City Council) asked that we reconsider their divisions as proposed
at Stage One. In particular, it expressed disappointment at our proposed two-member Herne
Bay and Whitstable divisions. However, it did not provide any further argumentation or evidence
in support of its original submission. Canterbury & Whitstable Liberal Democrats expressed
support for the City Council’s Stage One proposal in relation to the west of the city. It was
particularly disappointed with our proposed Canterbury West division stating that ‘for any noncar user, it has appalling internal communications.’ Although we acknowledge this concern we
consider the internal links within Canterbury West division to be similar to those that occur in
other divisions in the county, and we have not been persuaded to make changes based on this
submission. Canterbury & Whitstable Liberal Democrats also suggested renaming the proposed
Canterbury Rural East division ‘East Blean’ or ‘Herne & Sturry’.
103 A local resident also expressed support for the City Council’s Stage One scheme,
although he provided no more detailed argumentation as to why the City Council’s divisions
would provide more effective and convenient local government than the draft recommendations.
The resident also proposed that Canterbury City North East division be renamed Canterbury
North East, Canterbury East division be renamed Canterbury South East, Canterbury Rural
East division be renamed Herne & Sturry and Canterbury City South West division be renamed
Canterbury Central. He stated that the proposed Canterbury East is in fact in the South East
quarter of the City and so should be named to reflect this. Similarly he noted that our proposed
Canterbury East division ‘contains more truly rural villages than Canterbury Rural East’, and that
renaming Canterbury Rural East ‘Herne & Sturry’ would better reflect the communities living in
the division.
104 Councillor Harrison (Whitstable East division) wished for his Stage One proposals to be
reconsidered, claiming that Whitstable has two very distinct areas which would as a twomember division be ‘difficult for both constituents and members alike’. Westbere Parish Council
wished to maintain the existing arrangements.
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105 We have given careful consideration to the evidence and representations received during
the consultation period. While we note that there is some opposition to our proposals in this
area, we have not been persuaded to move away from our draft recommendations. None of the
Stage Three proposals contained sufficient new evidence or argumentation to persuade us to
adopt proposals that we had already looked at during an earlier stage of the review. Nor were
any alternative proposals submitted at Stage Three. Therefore, in light of this we are endorsing
our draft recommendations as final with just two name changes as proposed by a local resident
and Canterbury & Whitstable Liberal Democrats. We propose to rename Canterbury East
division ‘Canterbury South East’ and Canterbury Rural East division ‘Herne & Sturry’ as we
consider that these names provide a more accurate reflection of the areas represented within
these divisions. Under our final recommendations, coterminosity would remain at 100% and the
number of electors per councillor would be the same as at draft. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Dartford borough
106 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Dartford is represented by five county
councillors serving five divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Dartford North,
Dartford South West and Swanscombe & Stone divisions is 16%, 3% and 29% above the
county average respectively (23%, 1% and 56% above by 2006). The number of electors per
councillor in Dartford South East and Dartford West divisions is 1% and 4% below the county
average respectively (10% and 7% below by 2006).
107 Under a council of 84 members, Dartford is entitled to six councillors. During Stage One
we received two borough-wide schemes for this area, from the County Council and the
Conservative Group on Dartford Borough Council. Both respondents allocated the borough the
six councillors to which it is entitled under a council of 84. The County Council’s proposals
would provide 67% coterminosity between district wards and county divisions, with one division
having a variance of more than 10% by 2006. In the north-east of the borough it proposed a
new Swanscombe & Greenhithe division to contain the district wards of Swanscombe,
Greenhithe and Castle. In the south-east, the County Council proposed to modify the existing
Dartford South East division to contain the district wards of Bean & Darenth, Longfield, New
Barn & Southfleet and Sutton-at-Hone & Hawley.
108 It proposed to divide the district ward of Newtown, with Milestone parish ward of Stone
parish combining with the district wards of Stone and Brent to comprise a new Dartford East
division. It proposed that the remainder of Newtown district ward combine with the district wards
of Joyce Green and Littlebrook to comprise a new Dartford North West division. In the southwest of the borough, the County Council proposed a new Dartford Central division to contain the
district wards of Princes, Town and West Hill, which would cover ‘the town centre itself and the
inner residential area’. It proposed a new Dartford West division to contain the district wards of
Heath, Joydens Wood and Wilmington.
109 The Conservative Group on Dartford Council stated that it supported ‘four of the divisions
in the draft scheme considered by Kent County Council, subject to two name changes’.
However, on closer inspection of their submission it actually only proposed one division identical
to that proposed by the County Council. Its proposed Dartford East, Dartford North East and
Dartford South East divisions were not the same as those of the same name proposed by the
County Council. The Group proposed a Dartford North East division comprising the district
wards of Joyce Green, Littlebrook and Stone, a Dartford East division comprising the district
wards of Brent, Newtown ‘and the Darenth Park polling district of Bean & Darenth ward’, and a
Dartford Rural division comprising the district wards of Longfield, New Barn & Southfleet and
Sutton-at-Hone & Hawley and ‘the Blean, Lane End, Ladywood and Green Street Green polling
districts of Bean & Darenth ward’. It also proposed to maintain the existing Dartford West
electoral division subject to minor adjustments to conform with the new borough wards. Finally it
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proposed a modified Dartford South West division to contain the district wards of Joydens
Wood, Princes and Wilmington and proposed naming this division Wilmington.
110 We carefully considered both of the submissions we received for Dartford. We noted that
the Conservative Group stated its support for four divisions which it believed had been
submitted as part of the County Council’s proposals. However, as noted above, the proposed
Dartford East, Dartford North West and Dartford South East divisions, as described by the
Conservative Group, were different from those proposed by the County Council. We were
therefore reluctant to adopt its proposed name changes for the County Council’s proposed
Dartford East, Dartford North West and Dartford South East divisions as they were proposed in
light of a different division pattern.
111 We adopted the County Council’s proposed Dartford South East and Swanscombe &
Greenhithe divisions in the east of the borough, and the Conservative Group’s Dartford West
and Wilmington divisions in the south-west, as we considered that they would provide a good
balance between electoral equality and coterminosity while having regard to community
identities and interests. We made our own amendment to the County Council’s proposed
Dartford East and Dartford North West divisions, by including the whole of Newton district ward
in the latter division. We considered that the higher variance (16%) by 2006 was justified in light
of the improved coterminosity that resulted from such a division pattern.
112 Our draft recommendations would achieve 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed Dartford East, Dartford North West, Dartford South East,
Dartford West, Swanscombe & Greenhithe and Wilmington divisions would initially have 22%
fewer, 11% fewer, 4% more, 3% fewer, 27% fewer and 2% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (16% fewer, 4% fewer, 7% fewer, 6% fewer, 6% fewer than and
equal to the average by 2006).
113 At Stage Three we received three submissions in response to our draft recommendations
for Dartford borough. Dartford Borough Council supported the draft recommendations for
Dartford West, Swanscombe & Greenhithe and Wilmington divisions. However, it proposed an
alternative scheme for the remaining three divisions which were identical to the Conservative
Group on Dartford Borough Council’s submission at Stage One. Dartford Borough Council
considered that Brent and Newtown wards should be in the same division (their proposed
Dartford East division) as they ‘represent similar residential housing and have a strong
community of interest with each other’. They also described how Darenth Park parish ward of
Bean & Darenth ward has ‘a strong affinity’ with Fleet Downs parish ward in Brent ward. It
therefore proposed that these three areas (Brent and Newtown borough wards and Darenth
Park parish ward) should be contained together in a ‘Dartford East’ division. It proposed that
Joyce Green, Littlebrook and Stone wards should form a Dartford Riverside division as they
have ‘considerable community of interest’ and this division would ‘be further strengthened by the
new dedicated bus route […] which is being constructed’. It provided no evidence or
argumentation for its proposed Dartford Rural division, which would comprise the borough
wards of Longfield, New Barn & Southfleet, Sutton-at-Hone & Hawley and the remainder of
Bean & Darenth ward.
114 Dartford Borough Council also proposed that if we did not accept their proposal, Dartford
North West division should be renamed Dartford North East, and Dartford South East division
should be renamed Dartford Rural so that these divisions would be ‘more recognisable to the
residents’. Dartford Conservative Association gave full support to Dartford Borough Council’s
proposals.
115 Dartford Constituency Labour Party supported our proposed Dartford North West, Dartford
East, Dartford South East and Swanscombe & Greenhithe divisions. However, it proposed
alternatives for our proposed Dartford West and Wilmington divisions identical to those
proposed by the County Council at Stage One. Its submission directly opposed Dartford
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Borough Council’s submission as outlined above. It stated that ‘the only route by which the
Stone ward can be reached from Joyce Green or Littlebrook wards is via the Newtown ward’,
and therefore considered that removing it from Dartford North East division would make access
within the division difficult. It considered that our proposed Dartford East and Dartford North
East division ‘share better community and geographical identity’ than Dartford Borough
Council’s proposals. Regarding its proposed Dartford West division it considered that Dartford
Heath ‘is the geographical focus of the borough wards of Heath, Joydens Wood and
Wilmington’. Similarly, it considered that Princes, Town and West Hill borough wards are
‘aligned most closely’ with each other.
116 We have carefully considered all the representations received during the consultation
period. We note the argumentation provided by the Borough Council to amend our proposed
Dartford East, Dartford North East and Dartford South West divisions and also note Dartford
Constituency Labour Party’s argumentation in support of these three divisions. We have also
considered Dartford Constituency Labour Party’s opposition to our proposed Dartford West and
Wilmington divisions, which were supported by Dartford Borough Council and Dartford
Conservative Association. We note that there are no links between Stone borough ward and
Littlebrook borough ward without passing through Newtown borough ward and we would not
look to recommend a division (as proposed by the Borough Council) which does not have good
access between its constituent parts. We also note the Borough Council’s proposed name
changes in the borough. In each of the areas where we received opposition to our draft
recommendations we also received support. We considered the alternative proposals of both
Dartford Borough Council and Dartford Constituency Labour Party but in neither case have we
been persuaded that these alternatives would provide a better balance between our statutory
criteria. We received mixed messages regarding community identity in the area and, in light of
this lack of consensus and the support received for the draft recommendations, we are
proposing to endorse the draft recommendations as final. However, we consider that the
proposals of Dartford Borough Council that the proposed Dartford North West division be
renamed Dartford North East and the proposed Dartford South East division be renamed
Dartford Rural will provide a more accurate reflection of the areas represented within the
divisions.
117 We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final with the exception of the
two division name changes listed above. Under our final recommendations, coterminosity would
remain at 100% and the number of electors per councillor would be the same as at draft. Our
final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Dover district
118 Under the current arrangements, the district of Dover is represented by seven county
councillors serving seven divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Deal East, Deal
West, Dover Central, Dover South and Dover West divisions is 7%, 7%, 7%, 18% and 1% below
the county average respectively (equal to, 8%, 3%, 15% and 4% below by 2006). The number
of electors per councillor in Dover Rural and Sandwich divisions is 9% and 5% above the county
average respectively (17% above and 1% below by 2006).
119 Under a council of 84 members, Dover is entitled to seven councillors. During Stage One
we received three submissions for this area, including a district-wide scheme from the County
Council. It proposed five single-member divisions and one two-member division. Its proposals
would provide 17% coterminosity between district wards and county divisions and none of the
proposed divisions would have a variance of more than 10% by 2006. The County Council
proposed a new two-member Dover Town division to contain the district wards of Buckland,
Castle, Maxton, Elms Vale & Priory, Tower Hamlets, Town & Pier and St Radigunds and the
parish of Guston from St Margaret’s-at-Cliffe district ward.
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120 In the south-west of the district the County Council proposed a modified Dover West
division to contain the district wards of Capel-Le-Ferne, River, Lydden & Temple Ewell and
Whitfield as well as the parishes of Denton with Wootton and Shepherdswell with Coldred from
Eythorne & Shepherdswell district ward. It proposed a new non-coterminous Dover North
division to contain the district wards of Aylesham and Ringwould, part of Eastry district ward (the
parishes of Northbourne, Sutton and Tilmanstone), part of St Margaret’s-at-Cliffe district ward
(the parishes of Langdon, Ripple and St Margaret’s-at-Cliffe) and the parish of Eythorne, from
Eythorne & Shepherdswell district ward. The County Council explained that ‘Eythorne parish sits
better geographically’ within the proposed Dover North division, which ‘runs right across the
centre of the district’. In Deal the County Council proposed two single-member divisions. It
proposed a new Deal South division to contain the district wards of Mill Hill and Walmer and the
parish of Great Mongeham, from Eastry district ward, which form ‘a single conurbation’. It
proposed a Deal North division to contain the district wards of Middle Deal & Sholden and North
Deal. In the north of the district the County Council proposed to retain broadly the existing
Sandwich division to contain the district wards of Sandwich and Little Stour & Ashstone and
Eastry parish from Eastry district ward. The County Council commented that its proposed
Sandwich division would be ‘a geographically well-shaped division, centred on the ancient town
of Sandwich’.
121 Sholden Parish Council argued that as a predominantly rural area it would be better
represented in a division with other rural areas than in an urban Deal division. Dover Town
Council resubmitted its comments made during the district review.
122 We carefully considered all the submissions that we received for Dover. We noted the
excellent level of electoral equality resulting from the County Council’s proposals, but were
particularly concerned at the extremely low level of coterminosity they provided. We proposed a
two-member Deal division to contain the district wards of Mill Hill, North Deal and Walmer and
Middle Deal parish ward of Deal parish from Middle Deal & Sholden district ward. In light of the
submission we received from Sholden parish we proposed that Sholden parish should comprise
part of the County Council’s proposed Dover North division. We noted that this would result in a
lower level of coterminosity, but considered that it would provide a good reflection of community
identity and, therefore, a better balance between the statutory criteria. In light of this, we looked
to improve coterminosity in the rest of the district. In particular we considered that the County
Council did not provide sufficient evidence that dividing the district wards of Eastry and St
Margaret’s-at-Cliffe between divisions would provide the best reflection of community identities
and interests. Therefore, to improve coterminosity we proposed that the whole of these district
wards comprise part of our proposed Dover North division, producing a coterminous twomember Dover town division. Consequently we proposed transferring Aylesham district ward
into the proposed Sandwich division in order to reduce electoral inequality. We recognised
that our proposals provided slightly worse levels of electoral equality then the County Council’s
but considered that these were justified by the improved coterminosity provided under the
draft recommendations.
123 Our draft recommendations would provide 40% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed divisions of Deal, Dover North, Dover Town, Dover West and
Sandwich would initially have 9% fewer, 2% fewer, 12% fewer, 5% more and 14% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (7% fewer, 4% more, 9% fewer, equal to
and 14% more by 2006).
124 At Stage Three we received 24 submissions in relation to our draft recommendations in
Dover, all of which opposed our draft proposals. The County Council expressed concern that
our ‘recommendations for the north of Dover would divide existing communities’. In particular it
opposed our proposed Sandwich and Dover North divisions, considering that in community
terms, ‘Aylesham is [part] of the Dover Coalfield and has nothing in common with Sandwich’,
whereas ‘Eastry Village is close both geographically and in community terms to Sandwich town’.
It proposed alternatives for our proposed Dover North and Sandwich divisions, as detailed in
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Table 4. The County Council’s proposals would slightly improve electoral equality. Its proposed
Dover North division would have an electoral variance of 12% by 2006 compared to 4% under
our draft proposals and its proposed Sandwich division would have an electoral variance of 5%
by 2006 rather than 14% under our draft proposals. The County Council’s scheme would
however, reduce coterminosity to 20% between district wards and county divisions.
Table 4: Kent County Council’s proposed amendments for Dover borough
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Dover North

1

Aylesham ward; Ringwould ward; St Margaret’s-at-Cliffe ward;
part of Eastry ward (the parishes of Great Mongeham,
Northbourne, Sutton and Tilmanstone); part of Eythorne &
Shepherdswell ward (the parish of Eythorne)

Sandwich

1

Little Stour & Ashstone ward; Sandwich ward; part of Eastry
ward (the parish of Eastry); part of Middle Deal & Sholden
ward (the parish of Sholden)

125 Sandwich Town Council ‘strongly object[ed]’ to our draft recommendations in relation to
Sandwich division claiming that ‘the differences in communities amalgamated in the [draft]
recommendations are vast’, and asked that we reconsider our draft proposals. Aylesham Parish
Council also formally objected to the draft proposals, stating that it ‘would be better placed
within coalfield areas such as Elvington, Eythorne, Bettshanger and Mill Hill’.
126 Parish Councillor Washford, for Eythorne Parish Council, expressed similar concern. He
considered that the Coalfield communities including ‘Aylesham and the parishes of Eythorne’
should be contained in a division together so as not to ‘split the community’s representation’. He
went on to say that ‘the parish of Eastry [should] be linked to Sandwich, as geographically
Eastry has always looked towards […] Sandwich.’ Dover & Deal Constituency Labour Party
maintained this argument saying that Aylesham should not be ‘split away from the rest of the
Coalfield community’ who ‘have a common heritage and enjoy strong links’, ‘face similar issues’
and are ‘longstanding’ and ‘unique to this part of the country’. It went on to say that while it
acknowledged our remit ‘to respect district ward boundaries’, ‘on this occasion the requirement
to maintain community links should be given more weight.’ South Thanet Liberal Democrats
shared this view and argued that Aylesham has no community links with Sandwich or Little
Stour district wards.
127 Another area of concern was the separation of Eythorne parish from the rest of Eythorne
& Shepherdswell district ward. Eythorne Parish Council expressed concern over splitting the
three villages in Eythorne Parish. However, under our draft proposals the entirety of Eythorne
parish is contained within a single division. Eythorne Parish Council also considered that the
separation of Eythorne and Shepherdswell parishes between divisions would be ‘an
unnecessary upheaval for all concerned’.
128 Parish Councillor Wadley, for Eythorne Parish Council, considered that the three elements
of the statutory criteria we use when carrying out Periodic Electoral Reviews (see paragraph 2)
were listed in order of importance, assuming that the reflection of community identities and
interests take precedence over the other criteria. However, this is not an accurate assumption
and our PER Guidance states that ‘the purpose of a review is to achieve as good electoral
equality as practical, having regard to the other statutory criteria’. Councillor Wadley went on to
say that our draft recommendations did not reflect community identity and interests in the district
ward of Eythorne & Shepherdswell, although she provided no evidence of the community ties
between the parishes of Eythorne & Shepherdswell. Three local residents also opposed splitting
the district ward of Eythorne & Shepherdswell, claiming that ‘things which affect them
[Shepherdswell parish], generally have an effect on us [Eythorne parish] as well.’ Two of these
residents also appeared to be under the impression that the villages in Eythorne parish were to

47

be divided under the draft recommendations, but as explained previously, this is not the case.
Seven local residents also opposed the amalgamation of Aylesham and Sandwich district
wards, detailing the same differences in community needs and interests between these areas
as in the submission outlined above.
129 Langdon Parish Council considered urban and rural areas should be kept separate and
five local residents claimed that they wanted to maintain the existing arrangements and keep
Dover Rural division as it is. This division would comprise the district wards of Aylesham,
Eastry, Eythorne & Shepherdswell, Little Stour & Ashstone, Ringwould and St Margaret’s-atCliffe, and would give a electoral variance of 17% from the county average by 2006.
130 We have carefully considered all the representations received during the consultation
period. We note the strong opposition to our proposed Dover North and Sandwich divisions, and
the argument that, by excluding Aylesham from the rest of the Coalfield communities, we would
be disrupting a well-established community which shares similar issues and concerns. We also
note the opposition from Aylesham Parish Council and Sandwich Town Council, areas which
are both directly affected by our draft recommendations. We consider that, in this instance,
sufficient evidence of community identity has been provided to persuade us to move away from
our draft recommendations. This is a marginal decision, especially in light of the reduced
coterminosity that results from the County Council’s proposals but, in light of the improved
electoral equality that this proposal provides and the lack of any support for our draft
recommendations, we propose adopting the County Council’s amended Dover North and
Sandwich divisions as we consider that they would provide a better balance between electoral
equality and community interests than the draft recommendations.
131 We also acknowledge the argumentation for retaining Eythorne parish in a division with
Shepherdswell parish. We examined the possibility of transferring Eythorne parish from the
County Council’s amended Dover North division to the proposed Dover West division but
considered that this would isolate Aylesham district ward from the rest of Dover North division,
as there are no direct road links between it and Tilmanstone parish. We also noted that in a
number of the submissions we received, Eythorne parish was mentioned as part of the Coalfield
community, highlighting links it has with the remainder of the amended Dover North division. We
considered that these community links were more clearly stated than those between Eythorne
and Shepherdswell parishes mentioned by Councillor Wadley and local residents. We therefore
consider that Eythorne parish should remain in the amended Dover North division.
132 While we acknowledge that Langdon Parish Council and some residents wished to
maintain the existing Dover Rural division, such a large Dover Rural division would not facilitate
a scheme providing good electoral equality and a good reflection of community identity across
the rest of the district. We also would not wish to recommend a division with such a high level of
electoral inequality (17%) when alternative options exist.
133 We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final in this district with the
exception of the amended Dover North and Sandwich divisions as put forward by the County
Council. We acknowledge that this reduces coterminosity to just 20% for the district and note
that we were opposed to such a low level of coterminosity for the district in our draft
recommendations. However, on balance, we consider that this low level of coterminosity can be
justified by the better reflection of community identity and improved electoral equality that our
final recommendations will provide.
134 Our final recommendations would provide 20% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed divisions of Deal, Dover North, Dover Town, Dover West and
Sandwich would initially have 9% fewer, 5% more, 12% fewer, 5% more and 7% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (7% fewer, 12% more, 9% fewer, equal to
the average and 5% more by 2006). Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large map
at the back of this report.
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Gravesham borough
135 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Gravesham is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Gravesend East,
Gravesend South and Tollgate divisions is 11%, 25% and 6% below the county average
respectively (21%, 33% and 19% below by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in
Gravesend North, Gravesham Rural and Northfleet divisions is 4%, 10% and 8% above the
county average respectively (17% above, 7% below and 6% above by 2006).
136 Under a council of 84 members, Gravesham is entitled to five councillors by 2006. During
Stage One we received three submissions for this area, including borough-wide schemes from
the County Council and Gravesham Constituency Labour Party. Both the County Council and
the Constituency Labour Party proposed to allocate this borough six councillors rather than the
five to which it is entitled under a council of 84. Luddesdown Parish Council stated that it wished
‘to keep to the status quo as near as possible’.
137 The County Council proposed two two-member divisions of Gravesham Central and
Gravesham West. It proposed that Gravesham West division contain the borough wards of
Coldharbour, Painters Ash, Pelham, Northfleet North and Northfleet South and that the
proposed Gravesham Central division contain the borough wards of Central, Riverside,
Singlewell, Whitehill and Westcourt. In the southern rural area the County Council proposed to
divide the district ward of Meopham South & Vigo in order that Culverstone & Harvel parish
ward of Meopham parish combine with the borough wards of Meopham North, Istead Rise and
Woodlands to comprise a new Gravesham South division. It proposed that Vigo parish, from
Meopham South & Vigo borough ward, combine with the borough wards of Chalk, Higham,
Riverview and Shorne, Cobham & Luddesdown to comprise a Gravesham East division.
138 Gravesham Constituency Labour Party proposed retaining the existing Gravesham Rural
division which contains the borough wards of Higham, Meopham North, Meopham South & Vigo
and Shorne, Cobham and Luddesdown. In the eastern part of the urban area, it proposed a twomember Gravesend South East division to contain the borough wards of Central, Chalk,
Riverview, Whitehill, Westcourt and Singlewell. The Constituency Labour Party proposed a
modified Gravesend North division to contain the borough wards of Pelham and Riverside. In
the western part of the urban area, it proposed modifying the existing Gravesham West division
to contain the borough wards of Coldharbour, Painters Ash and Woodlands, and it proposed
modifying the existing Northfleet division to contain the borough wards of Istead Rise, Northfleet
North and Northfleet South.
139 We carefully considered the submissions that we received for this area. Due to the
misallocation of councillors in both schemes we proposed alternative arrangements which
provided for the correct allocation of councillors under our council size of 84 while still providing
a good balance between the statutory criteria. We adopted a combination of the County Council
and the Constituency Labour Party’s proposals with our own amendments. We adopted the
Constituency Labour Party’s Gravesham Rural division, with one amendment to include Istead
Rise borough ward. We enlarged the County Council’s proposed two-member Gravesham West
division to include Woodlands borough ward. In the eastern part of the urban area we amended
the County Council’s proposed two-member Gravesham East division and the Constituency
Labour Party’s proposed two-member Gravesham South East division to create a new twomember Gravesham East division to contain the borough wards of Central, Chalk, Riverside,
Riverview, Singlewell, Whitehill and Westcourt. We considered that this proposed division would
provide a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity while reflecting community
identities and interests.
140 Our draft recommendations would achieve 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed Gravesham East, Gravesham Rural and Gravesham West
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divisions would initially have 14% more, 34% more and 9% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (9% more, 14% more and 6% more by 2006).
141 At Stage Three we received five submissions in relation to our draft recommendations in
Gravesham. The County Council expressed concern over our decision not to increase council
size because the divisions in Gravesham will have a ‘larger electorate than the county average’.
Both Gravesham Borough Council and Vigo Parish Council questioned the 2006 electorate
forecast figures and consequently the number of county councillors allocated to the borough.
Gravesham Borough Council considered that under the current arrangements the population of
Gravesham is under-represented, and considered that ‘increasing the number of constituents
each individual has to represent, is wholly unreasonable.’ Vigo Parish Council considered that,
as the electorate was predicted to increase by 3%, then so too should the number of councillors.
It did ‘not believe the estimated figure [for Gravesham Rural division] is correct’, and did not
consider that the areas covered in the division would see such a large decrease in electorate.
Vigo Parish Council also opposed the inclusion of Istead Rise borough ward in Gravesham
Rural division saying it ‘does not have the problems of distance and remoteness of the existing
parts of the Rural division’ due to its proximity to more urban areas in the borough.
142 Cobham Parish Council and Meopham Parish Council were also ‘disappointed’ at the
reduction of councillors in the borough. Cobham Parish Council considered that the inclusion of
Istead Rise ward in Gravesham Rural division would make a division with ‘far too big an area for
a single councillor to control’. Meopham Parish Council considered that Istead Rise district ward
is ‘integrated into Northfleet’ rather than our proposed Gravesham Rural division. Both parishes
considered that the existing arrangements for the borough should be maintained.
143 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We contacted the County Council regarding the electorate forecast queries and asked it
to comment. In its response the County Council confirmed that the projection figures for the
borough were as accurate as possible. It considered that ‘a dwelling and household increase
does not automatically mean a rise in population or electorates’ because ‘household size
continues to fall (due to divorce, children leaving home […] etc)’. It discussed the housing
allocation proposals for the borough as being ‘one of the lowest district allocations in Kent’ and
stated that proposals in the Northfleet area are ‘presently only an “allocation” and are not
expected to be phased in until 2008 or 2009’. We are content with the explanation of the
forecast figures provided, and consider that, under these figures, Gravesham has been
allocated the correct number of councillors.
144 We note the opposition from Vigo, Meopham and Cobham parish councils to the inclusion
of Istead Rise borough ward in the Gravesham Rural division. However, no alternatives, other
than that of retaining the existing arrangements, were provided. The existing arrangements
provide for high levels of electoral inequality and we have not been persuaded by the
argumentation provided to retain them. We are, therefore, confirming our draft
recommendations as final in Gravesham borough. These would provide 100% coterminosity
between district wards and county divisions and the number of electors per councillor would be
the same as at draft. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of
this report.

Maidstone borough
145 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Maidstone is represented by nine county
councillors serving nine divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Maidstone Central,
Maidstone North East, Maidstone Rural East, Maidstone Rural West, Maidstone South East,
Maidstone South West and Maidstone West divisions is 4%, 5%, 8%, 6%, 25%, 7% and 1%
below the county average respectively (1% above, 2% below, 14% below, 12% below, 18%
below, 6% below and 9% above by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in Maidstone
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Rural North and Maidstone Rural South divisions is 43% and 15% above the county average
respectively (29% and 7% above by 2006).
146 Under a council of 84 members, Maidstone is entitled to nine councillors. During Stage
One we received three submissions for this area, including a borough-wide scheme submitted
by the County Council. It proposed to allocate this area nine councillors in a pattern of singlemember divisions which would provide 33% coterminosity between district wards and county
divisions. Under these proposals no division would have a variance of more than 10% by 2006.
147 The County Council proposed to divide Heath borough ward in order that an area broadly
east of Hermitage Lane and Fountain Lane combine with the borough wards of Allington and
Bridge to comprise a new Maidstone West division. It proposed retaining the existing Maidstone
North East division to contain the borough wards of North and East and proposed a Maidstone
Central division to contain the borough wards of High Street and Fant. It proposed a new
Maidstone South East division to contain the borough wards of Shepway North and South and a
new Maidstone East division to comprise the borough wards of Downswood & Otham, Park
Wood, Shepway South as well as the parishes of Leeds, from Leeds borough ward, and
Langley, from Sutton Valence & Langley borough ward.
148 To the north of the town, the County Council proposed a modified Maidstone Rural North
division to comprise the borough wards of Bearsted and Boxley and Boxley South East parish
ward of Boxley parish, from Detling & Thurnham borough ward. It proposed that the remainder
of Detling & Thurnham borough ward, the parishes of Detling and Thurnham, combine with the
borough wards of Harrietsham & Lenham, Headcorn and North Downs and the parish of
Broomfield & Kingswood, from Leeds borough ward, to comprise a modified Maidstone Rural
East division.
149 In the south-west of the borough, the County Council proposed a new Maidstone Rural
West division to comprise the borough wards of Barming and Marden & Yalding, the parishes of
East Farleigh, Hunton, Linton and West Farleigh, from Coxheath & Hunton borough ward, and
an area broadly west of Hermitage Lane and Fountain Lane, from Heath borough ward. It also
proposed a modified Maidstone Rural South division to comprise the borough wards of
Boughton Monchelsea & Chart Sutton, Loose and Staplehurst, and the parishes of Coxheath,
from Coxheath & Hunton borough ward, and Sutton Valence, from Sutton Valence & Langley
borough ward.
150 Boughton Monchelsea Parish Council stated that the whole of the parish of Boughton
Monchelsea should be included in the Rural South division. Boxley Parish Council commented
on the external boundaries of Maidstone which cannot be considered as part of this PER of
Kent County Council.
151 We carefully considered all the submissions we received at Stage One. We adopted the
County Council’s proposed Maidstone North East, Maidstone South East, Maidstone Rural
North and Maidstone Rural East divisions, as we judged that they provided a good balance
between electoral equality and coterminosity while reflecting community identities and interests.
In the remainder of the borough we noted that the County Council’s proposals would secure
good electoral equality, but a low level of coterminosity between district wards and county
divisions. We therefore examined options to improve coterminosity. We proposed a twomember Maidstone Central division (to contain the borough wards of Allinton, Bridge, Fant,
Heath and High Street), as we judged that this would provide a better balance between electoral
equality and coterminosity without adversely affecting community identities and interests. We
also amended the County Council’s Maidstone East, Maidstone Rural South and Maidstone
Rural West divisions by transferring the whole of Coxheath & Hunton borough ward into the
proposed Maidstone Rural West division, and the whole of Sutton Valance & Langley borough
ward into the proposed Maidstone Rural South division to improve coterminosity.
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152 Our draft recommendations would achieve 63% coterminosity between district ward and
county division boundaries. Our proposed Maidstone Central, Maidstone North East, Maidstone
Rural East, Maidstone Rural North, Maidstone Rural South, Maidstone Rural West, Maidstone
South East and Maidstone East divisions would initially have 2% more, 3% fewer, 4% more,
15% more, 11% fewer, 9% more, 1% more and 18% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (9% more, equal to, 4% fewer, 4% more, 18% fewer, 3% more, 1%
more and 10% fewer by 2006).
153 At Stage Three we received four submissions in relation to our draft recommendations in
Maidstone. The County Council proposed that the proposed Maidstone East and Maidstone
South East divisions be renamed Maidstone South East and Maidstone South respectively as
‘this would be more geographically accurate’ and would retain ‘the Maidstone South East name
for what will largely be the same division as at present’. Maidstone and The Weald Constituency
Labour Party opposed the two-member Maidstone Central division as they considered that it
‘would blur democratic accountability, and force together areas that have little in common’. It did
not provide any argumentation to support this statement.
154 Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats also expressed concern regarding the
formation of two-member divisions claiming ‘it is often the case that the more conscientious
councillor will tend to bear the majority of the workload.’ They supported our proposed
Maidstone North East, Maidstone Rural East, Maidstone Rural North, Maidstone South East
and Maidstone East divisions. However, they proposed an alternative scheme for the remainder
of the borough, including a two-member division, as detailed in Table 5. Under their scheme, no
division would have an electoral variance of over 10% by 2006. However, coterminosity would
be reduced to 25% between borough ward and county division boundaries.
Table 5: Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats proposed amendments for Maidstone borough
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Maidstone Central

2

Fant ward; High Street ward; Allington ward; Bridge ward; part
of Heath ward (Heath East)

Maidstone Rural South

1

Boughton Monchelsea & Chart Sutton ward; Loose ward;
Sutton Valance & Langley ward; Staplehurst ward; part of
Marden & Yalding ward (Marden parish)

Maidstone Rural West

1

Barming ward; Coxheath & Hunton ward; part of Heath ward
(Heath West); part of Marden & Yalding ward (Yalding parish)

155 Councillor Tolputt (Maidstone South East division) proposed identical name changes as
the County Council.
156 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We accept the County Council’s and Councillor Tolputt’s suggestion that the proposed
Maidstone East and Maidstone South East divisions be renamed Maidstone South East and
Maidstone South respectively, as they more accurately reflect the area covered by each
division.
157 We acknowledge the opposition to two-member divisions from Maidstone &The Weald
Constituency Labour Party and Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats. However, we have
received no evidence to persuade us that two-member divisions would necessarily provide a
lesser quality of representation, and we do not consider that either party provided sufficient
argumentation to persuade us to move away from our draft recommendations. We note too that
Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats’ alternative proposals include a two-member division
despite its expressed opposition towards them. We also note that it has proposed three noncoterminous divisions and that the adoption of its proposals would result in 25% coterminosity
across the borough. In our draft recommendations we said that we were seeking to improve on
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the level of coterminosity proposed by the County Council (33%). We noted that the County
Council’s proposals would secure good electoral equality, but a low level of coterminosity
between district wards and county divisions. We also acknowledged that our proposed
Maidstone Rural South division has a high level of electoral inequality (over-represented by 18%
from the county average), but we considered that this was justified by the improvement in
coterminosity that the adoption of this division facilitated.
158 Under Maidstone & The Weald Liberal Democrats’ proposal coterminosity would be worse
than in the County Council’s Stage One proposal. They provided no community identity or
interest argumentation to support their proposed divisions, and although we acknowledge the
improved electoral equality that their proposals would provide, we have not been persuaded to
adopt them due to the lack of community identity argumentation and the resultant low level of
coterminosity.
159 We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final with the exception of the
two division name changes listed above. Under our final recommendations, coterminosity would
remain at 63% and the number of electors per councillor would be the same as at draft. Our
final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Sevenoaks district
160 Under the current arrangements, the district of Sevenoaks is represented by eight county
councillors serving eight divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Darent Valley,
Sevenoaks Central, Sevenoaks East and Sevenoaks North divisions is 15%, 4%, 26% and 8%
below the county average respectively (17%, 3%, 27% and 11% below by 2006). The number of
electors per councillor in Sevenoaks North East, Sevenoaks South, Sevenoaks West and
Swanley divisions is 16%, 9%, 11% and 2% below the county average respectively (24%, 11%,
15% and 4% below by 2006).
161 Under a council of 84 members, Sevenoaks is entitled to seven councillors. During Stage
One we received five submissions for this area, including a district-wide scheme from the
County Council. The County Council proposed a pattern of seven single-member divisions.
These proposals provided an excellent level of electoral equality with none of the proposed
divisions having a variance of more than 10% by 2006. However, only one proposed division
was coterminous with district ward boundaries.
162 The County Council proposed that the existing Sevenoaks South division (containing the
district wards of Cowden & Hever, Edenbridge North & East, Edenbridge South & West, Leigh &
Chiddingstone Causeway and Penshurst, Fordcombe & Chiddingstone) be enlarged to
incorporate Crockham Hill parish ward of Westerham parish from Westerham & Crockham Hill
district ward. It proposed that the existing Sevenoaks West division (containing the district wards
of Brasted, Chevening & Sundridge, Halstead, Knockholt & Badgers Mount and Westerham &
Crockham Hill) be modified to incorporate Dunton Green & Riverhead district ward and, to
reflect its proposal for Crockham Hill parish ward of Westerham parish, to comprise part of its
proposed Sevenoaks South division. The County Council’s proposals would result in
Westerham & Crockham Hill district ward being divided between two proposed divisions.
163 In Sevenoaks town the County Council proposed a modified Sevenoaks Central division to
contain the district wards of Sevenoaks Eastern, Sevenoaks Kippington and Sevenoaks Town &
St John’s as well as Wildernesse parish ward of Sevenoaks parish, from Seal and Weald district
ward. It proposed that the remainder of Seal & Weald district ward (the parishes of Seal and
Sevenoaks Weald) combine with the district wards of Sevenoaks Northern, Kemsing and Otford
& Shoreham to comprise a modified Sevenoaks East division.
164 In the north and eastern area the County Council proposed enlarging the existing
Sevenoaks North East division (containing the district wards of Ash, Hartley & Hodsoll Street
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and the parish of Fawkham, from Fawkham & West Kingsdown district ward) to incorporate
Horton Kirby & South Darenth parish, from Farningham, Horton Kirby & South Darenth district
ward. It also proposed that West Kingsdown parish, from Fawkham & West Kingsdown district
ward and Farningham parish, from Farningham, Horton Kirby & South Darenth district ward,
combine with the district wards of Crockenhill & Well Hill, Eynsford and Swanley Christchurch &
Swanley Village to comprise a new Darent Valley division. It proposed modifying the existing
Swanley division to contain the district wards of Hextable, Swanley St Mary’s and Swanley
White Oak, to reflect that ‘Swanley town is slightly too large to be represented by one county
councillor’
165 Riverhead Parish Council requested that it be combined with the Sevenoaks urban area in
a county division. Ash-cum-Ridley Parish Council requested that it and Hartley parish should be
contained within a single division. Eynsford Parish Council was in favour of retaining the status
quo, and Shoreham Parish Council argued against ‘any further splitting of parish
representation’.
166 We considered all the representations we received for this area. We noted that the County
Council’s proposals would secure an excellent level of electoral equality, but a low level of
coterminosity. We adopted the County Council’s Swanley division as part of our draft
recommendations as we considered that it provided a good balance between electoral equality
and coterminosity. However, in the rest of the district, we considered that the County Council
had not provided sufficient evidence to suggest that its proposals would provide the best
available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity while reflecting community
identities and interests. We therefore examined alternative options to provide for a better level of
coterminosity in this area.
167 We considered an option to provide for 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions but, in light of comments received from parish councils, amended our proposals
to take account of community identity. We proposed that the whole of Westerham & Crockham
Hill district ward comprise part of the proposed Sevenoaks West division. We noted that this
would result in the proposed Sevenoaks South division having a variance of 11% by 2006, but
judged that this division would provide a good balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity while still providing a good reflection of community identities and interests.
168 In the northern area we did not consider that the County Council had provided sufficient
evidence to convince us that the division of the district wards of Fawkham & West Kingsdown
and Farningham, Horton Kirby & South Darenth between the proposed Darent Valley and
Sevenoaks North East divisions would provide effective and convenient local government. We
therefore proposed that the whole of Fawkham & West Kingsdown district ward comprise part of
the proposed Sevenoaks North East division. With this amendment we considered that this
proposed division would provide a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity
while reflecting community identities in the area.
169 We divided the district wards of Halstead, Knockholt & Badgers Mount and Otford &
Shoreham in order that the parish wards of Badgers Mount and Shoreham of Shoreham parish
combine with the district wards of Crockenhill & Well Hill, Eynsford, Farningham, Horton Kirby
and South Darenth and Swanley Christchurch & Swanley Village to comprise a modified Darent
Valley division. We noted that this proposal would provide for a lower level of coterminosity, but
considered that it would result in a better reflection of community identities and interests by
placing Shoreham parish in a single division. It would also provide a good level of electoral
equality in the affected divisions. To improve electoral equality we proposed that Wildernesse
parish ward of Sevenoaks parish be transferred from the proposed Sevenoaks Central division
in order that the whole of Seal & Weald district ward comprise part of a modified Sevenoaks
East division. We considered that this amendment would provide a better level of electoral
equality without adversely affecting community identities and interests.
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170 We carefully considered Riverhead Parish Council’s request that it comprise part of an
urban division with Sevenoaks. In light of this request we proposed to divide Dunton Green &
Riverhead district ward in order that Riverhead parish comprise part of a modified Sevenoaks
Central division. We noted that this proposal would provide a lower level of coterminosity, but
judged that it would provide a better reflection of community identities and also that it would
result in improved electoral equality in the proposed Sevenoaks West division. As a
consequence, we proposed a modified Sevenoaks West division to contain the district wards of
Brasted, Chevening & Sundridge and Westerham & Crockham Hilll, the parishes of Halstead
and Knockholt, from Halstead, Knockholt & Badgers Mount district ward, and Dunton Green
parish, from Dunton Green & Riverhead district ward. We considered that this division would
provide a good level of electoral equality and a good reflection of community identities.
171 Our draft recommendations would achieve 43% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions. Our proposed Darent Valley, Sevenoaks Central, Sevenoaks East, Sevenoaks
North East, Sevenoaks South, Sevenoaks West and Swanley divisions would initially have 1%
more, 6% more, equal to, 19% more, 9% fewer, 3% fewer and 4% fewer electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (2% fewer, 9% more, 3% fewer, 10% more, 11% fewer,
7% fewer and 7% fewer by 2006).
172 At Stage Three we received five submissions in relation to our draft recommendations.
Sevenoaks Town Council ‘have noted the report, but do not wish to comment on’ it. However, it
did express disappointment regarding the limited range of newspapers in which the public notice
advertising the review was published. Edenbridge Town Council, Eynsford Parish Council and
Shoreham Parish Council all supported our draft proposals, in particular regarding those areas
which directly affected them. Dunton Green Parish Council objected to the separation of Dunton
Green parish from Riverhead parish of Dunton Green & Riverhead district ward. It provided no
detailed argumentation or alternative arrangements for the district in relation to its objections.
173 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We acknowledge Sevenoaks Town Council’s disappointment at the range of
newspapers in which the report was advertised. However, although we are unable to advertise
in all local papers, we do send a press release regarding the publication of the draft
recommendations to every paper in the county. We also supply posters to the County Council,
every borough and district council and to every parish council in the county and ask the County
Council to take whatever further steps it feels necessary to publicise the review. We are
therefore content that the publication of our draft recommendations was sufficiently advertised.
174 We considered the opposition to the separation of Dunton Green & Riverhead district ward
by Dunton Green Parish Council. However, in light of the general support for other areas of the
district and the fact that no significant argumentation was provided or alternatives suggested,
we have not been persuaded to move away from our draft proposals.
175 We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final. Under our final
recommendations, 43% coterminosity would be secured between district wards and county
divisions and the number of electors per councillor would be the same as at draft. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Shepway district
176 Under the current arrangements, the district of Shepway is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Folkestone North,
Folkestone South, Folkestone West and Hythe divisions is 5%, 15%, 7% and 7% below the
county average respectively (3% below, 1% below, 1% above and 1% below by 2006). The
number of electors per councillor in Elham Valley and Romney Marsh divisions is 3% and 37%
above the county average respectively (12% and 36% above by 2006).
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177 Under a council of 84 members, Shepway is entitled to six councillors. During Stage One
we received six submissions for this area, including two district-wide schemes from the County
Council and Councillor Tolputt (Folkestone South division). The County Council proposed to
allocate this district seven councillors. However, under a council of 84 Shepway is entitled to six
councillors and the County Council had therefore allocated Shepway an additional councillor to
which it is not entitled. It was therefore difficult to incorporate their proposed divisions as they
were based on a different councillor:elector ratio. Councillor Tolputt’s district-wide scheme
provided for the correct allocation of six councillors although none of his proposed divisions
were coterminous.
178 Hythe Town Council requested ‘that there [remains] one county electoral division for Hythe
with all the inter and intra local council and local authority boundaries remaining unaltered’. A
parish councillor of Dymchurch Parish Council and Marsh 2000, a local community group, and
Lydd Town Council commented on boundaries between local authorities. However these are
outside the remit of this PER and we were therefore unable to take account of them.
179 We carefully considered all the submissions that we received for this area. As discussed
above, under a council of 84 the County Council’s district-wide scheme allocated an extra
councillor to this district. We noted that Councillor Tolputt’s scheme provided the correct
allocation of councillors and good electoral equality, but we did not adopt his proposals as none
of his proposed divisions were coterminous. Nor did we consider that a non-coterminous twomember division in Folkestone would secure effective and convenient local government. We
therefore considered alternative arrangements to provide a division pattern that would give a
better balance between the statutory criteria.
180 We considered a number of division patterns for this district. We noted that the existing
Romney Marsh division is significantly under-represented, with the county councillor
representing 37% more electors per councillor than the county average. The County Council
and Councillor Tolputt proposed to address this imbalance by reconfiguring the southern area of
Shepway into two divisions. Due to the geography of the district and the distribution of electors,
this was achieved by dividing Romney Marsh district ward so that the northern parishes
combine with Hythe West district ward. As a consequence, both the County Council and
Councillor Tolputt proposed that Hythe district wards unite with a western part of Folkestone.
Although they proposed alternative arrangements for Folkestone, both the County Council and
Councillor Tolputt proposed to divide either Folkestone Park or Folkestone Harvey Central
district wards to provide good electoral equality.
181 In developing an alternative division pattern, we attempted to redress the misallocation of
councillors in the County Council’s scheme and the lack of coterminosity resulting from
Councillor Tolputt’s proposal. However, we concluded that due to the particular geography of
the area and the distribution of the electorate, a division pattern that addresses the underrepresentation in the south of the district impacts upon the reflection of community identities and
interests in both Hythe and Folkestone. The County Council and Councillor Tolputt’s districtwide schemes showed this approach would mean that the three district wards comprising Hythe
would not comprise a single division as requested by Hythe Town Council, and that the western
area of Folkestone would be united with the eastern area of Hythe, an arrangement that we did
not consider would provide a good reflection of community identity.
182 On the other hand, we noted that the current arrangements for the divisions of Folkestone
North (containing the district wards of Folkestone East, Folkestone Foord and Folkestone Park),
Folkestone South (containing the district wards of Folkestone Harbour, Folkestone Harvey
Central and Folkestone Harvey West), Folkestone West (containing the district wards of
Folkestone Cheriton, Folkestone Morehall and Folkestone Sandgate) and Hythe (containing the
district wards of Hythe Central, Hythe East and Hythe West) provides good electoral equality
with no division having a variance of more than 3% by 2006 and, if amended to reflect recent
changes to district ward boundaries, would also provide a good level of coterminosity. We also
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considered that, although the existing Elham Valley division (containing the district wards of
Elham & Stelling Minnis, Lympne & Stanford, North Downs East and North Downs West) would
result in a variance of 12% by 2006, it would provide a good balance between electoral equality
and coterminosity and would reflect community identities and interests. However, as previously
noted, retaining the current Romney Marsh division (containing the district wards of Dymchurch
& St Mary’s Bay, Lydd, New Romney Coast, New Romney Town and Romney Marsh) would
result in a high level of electoral inequality (36% above the average by 2006). After careful
consideration, however, we considered that retaining these current arrangements would provide
the best balance between the statutory criteria for the district. We noted that the particular
geography of the area restricts the options for addressing the under-representation in the
existing Romney Marsh division. We took the view that the alternative options, which provided a
solution to the under-representation in the existing Romney Marsh division, did not provide a
good reflection of community identities and interests in Hythe and Folkestone. We therefore
considered that, in light of the geography of the area and the distribution of the electorate, the
high level of electoral inequality in Romney Marsh was justified by the reflection of community
identities across the district, particularly in Hythe and Folkestone, and the good level of
coterminosity and electoral equality that this facilitated in the northern area of the district.
183 Our draft recommendations would provide 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed divisions would provide the same level of electoral equality
as the current arrangements.
184 At Stage Three we received two submissions in relation to our draft recommendations.
The County Council made no representations regarding our draft proposals in Shepway.
However, it did comment that by not increasing council size to 87 we allowed our proposed
Romney Marsh division to have ‘a far higher electorate than the average for the county’ (36% by
2006). Shepway District Council supported our draft recommendations.
185 We have carefully considered both representations received during the consultation
period. We acknowledge the County Council’s point regarding the high electoral variance of
Romney Marsh division. However, as explained above we consider that the alternative options,
which provide a solution to the under-representation in the existing Romney Marsh division, do
not provide a good reflection of community identities and interests in Hythe and Folkestone. We
acknowledge that the level of electoral inequality in the proposed Romney Marsh division is
unusually high but consider that it is justified in this instance by the good reflection of community
identity, good electoral equality and excellent levels of coterminosity such a division facilitates
across the rest of the district. We have also noted the support for our draft recommendations
from Shepway District Council.
186 We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final. Under our final
recommendations, 100% coterminosity would be secured between district wards and county
divisions and the number of electors per councillor would be the same as at draft. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Swale borough
187 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Swale is represented by seven county
councillors serving seven divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Faversham,
Sheerness, Sheppey, Swale North and Swale West divisions is 9%, 7%, 6%, 20% and 18%
above the county average respectively (7%, 11%, 6%, 26% and 9% by 2006). The number of
electors per councillor in Swale Central and Swale East divisions is 5% and 18% below the
county average respectively (6% and 28% below by 2006).
188 Under a council of 84 members, Swale is entitled to seven councillors. During Stage One
we received three submissions for this area, including a borough-wide scheme from the County
Council. It proposed a pattern of seven single-member divisions that would provide 71%
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coterminosity with two divisions having variances of more than 10% by 2006. For the Isle of
Sheppey the County Council proposed to modify the existing Sheerness and Sheppey divisions
so that the proposed Sheerness division would contain the borough wards of Sheerness East,
Sheerness West and Queenborough & Halfway and the proposed Sheppey division would
contain the borough wards of Minster Cliffs, Leysdown & Warden and Sheppey Central.
189 In the eastern area of the borough, the County Council proposed to retain the existing
Faversham division (containing the borough wards of Abbey, Davington Priory, St Anne’s and
Watling) and proposed to modify the existing Swale East division to contain the borough wards
of Boughton & Courtenay, East Downs, Teynham & Lynstead and West Downs. In the western
area of the borough the County Council proposed to divide Woodstock borough ward in order
that its northern unparished area combine with the borough wards of Chalkwell, Roman and St
Michaels to comprise a new Sittingbourne South division. It proposed that Tunstall parish, from
Woodstock borough ward, combine with the borough wards of Borden, Hartlip, Newington &
Upchurch, Iwade & Lower Halstow and Kemsley to comprise a new Swale West division. It also
proposed a new Sittingbourne North division to contain the borough wards of Grove, Milton
Regis and Murston.
190 Faversham Town Council requested that ‘the four wards presently held in Faversham,
remain as they are’. Hartlip Parish Council requested that it not be ‘located in a different district
ward or that there should be new parish warding arrangements’.
191 We carefully considered the County Council’s borough-wide scheme for Swale. We
adopted the County Council’s proposed Faversham, Sheppey, Sittingbourne South and
Sheerness divisions as we consider that they would provide a good balance between electoral
equality and coterminosity while reflecting community identities and interests. In the western
area of the borough we were concerned that the County Council’s proposals would not provide
for a good reflection of community identity in the areas in and around Sittingbourne.
192 We considered that a better separation of the urban and rural areas could be provided, by
combining Kemsley borough ward with Milton Regis and Murston borough wards to comprise a
Sittingbourne North division and, accordingly, for Grove borough ward to comprise part of the
more rural Swale West division. We proposed that Tunstall parish, from Woodstock borough
ward, comprise part of the County Council’s proposed Swale East division as we considered
that this would improve electoral equality without adversely affecting community identities and
interests. With these two amendments we proposed to adopt the County Council’s proposed
divisions of Sittingbourne North, Swale East and Swale West.
193 Our draft recommendations would provide 71% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed Faversham, Sheerness, Sheppey, Sittingbourne North,
Sittingbourne South, Swale East and Swale West divisions would initially have 9% more, 7%
more, 6% more, 7% fewer, 19% more, 6% more and 4% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (7% more, 11% more, 6% more, 6% fewer, 9% more, 6% fewer
and 3% more by 2006).
194 At Stage Three we received 14 submissions in relation to our draft recommendations. Kent
County Council proposed amended divisions to replace our proposed Sittingbourne North,
Sittingbourne South, Swale East and Swale West divisions, as detailed in Table 6. It proposed
to combine the proposed Sittingbourne North and Sittingbourne South divisions into a twomember Swale Central division. The County Council considered that these proposals would
improve ‘electoral equality and complete coterminosity without adversely affecting community
identities’. Under the County Council’s proposals 100% coterminosity would be secured and
only one division would have an electoral variance of over 10% by 2006.
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Table 6: Kent County Council’s proposed amendments for Swale borough
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Swale Central

2

Chalkwell ward; Iwade & Lower Halstow ward; Kemsley ward;
Milton Regis ward; Roman ward; St Michaels ward; Woodstock
ward

Swale East

1

Boughton & Courtenay ward; East Downs ward; Murston
Ward; Teynham & Lynsted ward

Swale West

1

Borden ward; Grove ward; Hartlip, Newington & Upchurch
ward; West Downs Ward

195 Swale Borough Council and Councillor Boden (Leysdown & Warden ward) proposed
identical amendments to the County Council, although Councillor Boden named the County
Council’s proposed Swale Central division Sittingbourne division. These proposals were also
supported by Councillor Bobbin (Boughton & Courtenay ward). Swale Borough Council provided
no argumentation to support these new division arrangements. Councillor Boden considered
that our draft proposals ‘fail[ed] to maximise administrative convenience through coterminosity’
and ‘fail[ed] to minimise electoral variances, both in 2001 and 2006.’ He also considered that we
‘fail[ed] to recognise communities of interest’. He discussed the proposed splitting of Woodstock
borough ward between Sittingbourne South and Swale East divisions. He stated that ‘there is
little if any physical or community separation between those residents in the parish of Turnstall
and those immediately to the north of the parish boundary.’ He went on to say that this ‘would
most artificially split neighbours’ and that ‘any examination of a detailed road map [of the
division boundary] […] will show that a community will be completely split by the proposal to
divide Woodstock [borough] ward between two different divisions’. He also considered that the
proposed Swale East division showed a ‘failure to recognise community interest’ through the
size of it, and stated that ‘no other proposed division in Kent has such a large north/south or
east/west spread, which is ironic given that Swale, as a borough council is smaller, less rural
and less sparsely populated than many district councils in the more rural parts of Kent.’
196 Councillor Boden justified the new proposed division arrangement by stating that it ‘better
satisfies the legal requirement to promote equality of representation’ and for ‘administrative
convenience, through better adherence to existing borough ward boundaries’. He also
considered that the new divisions better reflect communities of interest. His proposed Swale
East division ‘only includes two different communities (the A2 settlements and the Faversham
villages)’, making it ‘a far more compact division geographically making it much easier […] to
represent’. He added that Murston borough ward is also an A2 settlement, justifying the
inclusion of this more urban area within the predominantly rural division. He also considered that
the proposed two-member Sittingbourne division reflects ‘the importance and size of the town’.
He concluded that these arrangements provided a better balance between the statutory criteria.
197 Councillor Bobbin objected to our proposed Swale East division, in particular to its size. He
expressed his support for Swale Borough Council’s alternative arrangements for the borough as
outlined previously. Councillor Butt (Teynham & Lynsted ward) objected to our proposed Swale
East division, again considering it to be ‘too big a geographical area for anyone to be able to
represent’. She expressed support for Swale Borough Council’s alternative arrangements for
the division saying that ‘like Teynham [parish] and Boughton-under-Blean [parish] Murston is
one of the “A2” communities and is much more accessible to the rest of the [Swale East]
division than Bredgar and Turnstall [parishes] are.’
198 Councillor Bowles (Boughton & Courtenay ward) also opposed our draft proposals relating
to Swale East saying it ‘will be very difficult for one councillor to adequately represent’. He
considered that a better option would be to include ‘settlements such as Murston that share
similar problems such as traffic problems on the A2 and concerns re [regarding] flooding and
sea defences’. He considered that by doing this there would be no need to divide Woodstock
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borough ward and that ‘an entirely logical two-member division […] in the urban area of
Sittingbourne’ could be proposed. Councillor Davis (Watling ward) also opposed our draft
recommendations and supported Swale Borough Council’s alternative arrangements.
Sittingbourne & Sheppey Liberal Democrats supported our draft recommendations. However,
they considered that ‘Turnstall parish should remain in Woodstock [borough] ward.’
199 The Liberal Democrat Group on Swale Borough Council opposed Kent County Council’s
Stage Three submission. It stated that ‘Murston district ward, being a deprived urban ward, with
associated problems, has little community of interest with other wards in Swale East, which are
largely of a rural, dispersed and relatively prosperous nature.’ It also considered that ‘the needs
of North Sittingbourne are perceived to be quite different to those of the south’ and so opposed
the proposed two-member Swale Central division. Sittingbourne & Sheppey Labour Party fully
supported our draft recommendations and gave the same reasons for opposing the County
Council’s Stage Three submission as the Liberal Democrat Group.
200 Leysdown Parish Council asked that we make our proposed Swale East division ‘more
geographically compact’. Bobbing Parish Council stated that they were pleased to be included
in a Swale West division and were content with our draft recommendations. Hartlip Parish
Council gave full support to the proposed Swale West division and for its inclusion in a division
with ‘Borden and Grove [borough] wards’. Councillor Calvert (Murston ward) opposed the
inclusion of Murston in Swale Borough Council’s proposed Swale East division, considering it
would be ‘unmanageable, geographically large and has no community of interest’. He also
opposed the proposed two-member division saying it ‘seems unnecessarily complicated’.
201 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We note the argumentation both for and against our draft proposals. We note that both
the County Council and Swale Borough Council provided little argumentation for their amended
divisions. However, we do consider that Councillor Boden put forward evidence relating to how
our draft proposals could be improved upon. We consider that Councillor Boden put forward
good evidence regarding community identity and interests, as well as emphasising the improved
electoral equality and coterminosity that his scheme (which was identical to that of the County
Council and Swale Borough Council) would provide.
202 We acknowledge the objections to the County Council’s amended scheme, in particular
the inclusion of Murston borough ward in the proposed Swale East division. We considered the
opposition of Councillor Calvert, The Liberal Democrat Group on Swale Borough Council and
Sittingbourne & Sheppey Labour Party to Murston borough ward’s inclusion in Swale East
division, due to it being urban in nature and therefore having more in common with other urban
areas such as Sittingbourne. On the other hand, we acknowledge the argumentation claiming
Murston does share similar interests with other communities in the proposed Swale East
division, such as it being an A2 settlement and so sharing similar concerns regarding traffic, as
noted by Councillor Boden, Councillor Bowles and Councillor Butt. We also note Councillor
Bowles’ argument that these communities are linked through the flooding defence concerns the
areas share. Similarly, Councillor Butt highlighted the better connections between Murston and
the rest of the proposed Swale East division than the connections between the parishes of
Turnstall and Bredgar and the rest of the proposed Swale East division. We generally seek to
avoid combining urban and rural areas, but we acknowledge that it is not always possible to
avoid the creation of divisions which contain diverse communities. In this instance, on balance,
we consider that the inclusion of Murston ward in the proposed Swale East division is justified,
particularly in light of the community identity argumentation we have received and the resultant
improvement in both electoral equality and coterminosity. We therefore propose to adopt the
County Council’s amended Swale East division.
203 We have considered the opposition to the County Council’s proposed two-member
division, and acknowledge that the Liberal Democrat Group on Swale Borough Council,
Councillor Calvert and Sittingbourne & Sheppey Labour Party consider North and South
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Sittingbourne to be two different communities. However, we also note the argumentation put
forward by Councillor Boden and Sittingbourne & Sheppey Liberal Democrats regarding the
removal of Turnstall parish from Woodstock borough ward and consider that there is a case for
including the whole of Woodstock ward in a single division. We note the argumentation provided
by Councillor Boden in relation to community identity in the area and also note the
improvements in both electoral equality and coterminosity that the adoption of the proposed
two-member Swale Central division would provide. We are therefore recommending the County
Council’s amended Swale Central division as part of our final recommendations.
204 In light of our decision to adopt the County Council’s proposed Swale East and Swale
Central divisions we are also proposing to adopt its proposed Swale West division. We note that
this would be coterminous, would provide good electoral equality and also note that under this
proposal Hartlip parish would remain in the Swale West division with Borden and Grove
borough wards, as supported by Hartlip Parish Council. We are therefore recommending the
County Council’s amended Swale West division.
205 We are endorsing our draft recommendations in Faversham, Sheerness and Sheppey
divisions as final and, as discussed above, are recommending the County Council’s divisions in
the remainder of the borough as final.
206 Our final recommendations would provide 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed Faversham, Sheerness, Sheppey, Swale Central, Swale
East and Swale West divisions would initially have 9% more, 7% more, 6% more, 1% more,
15% more and 2% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (7% more,
11% more, 6% more, 1% fewer, 5% more and 2% fewer by 2006). Our final recommendations
are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Thanet district
207 Under the current arrangements, the district of Thanet is represented by nine county
councillors serving nine divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Broadstairs North,
Broadstairs South, Margate Central, Northwood & Eastcliff, Ramsgate North and Ramsgate
South divisions is 17%, 12%, 14%, 17%, 24% and 22% below the county average respectively
(19%, 15%, 9%, 16%, 25% and 24% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in
Birchington & Parishes, Margate East and Margate West divisions is 5%, 2% and 2% above the
county average respectively (1% above, 1% above and 1% below by 2006).
208 Under a council of 84 members, Thanet is entitled to eight councillors. During Stage One
we received just one submission concerning this district. The County Council proposed a
pattern of eight single-member divisions that would provide 100% coterminosity, with three
divisions having variances of more than 10% by 2006. The County Council proposed modifying
the existing Birchington & Parishes division to contain the district wards of Birchington North,
Birchington South and Thanet Villages. It proposed a modified Margate West division to contain
the district wards of Garlinge, Westbrook and Westgate-on-Sea.
209 In the north-eastern area of the district, the County Council proposed reconfiguring the
existing Margate Central and Margate East divisions. It proposed a new Margate Central
division to contain the district wards of Cliftonville West, Margate Central and Salmestone and a
new Cliftonville & Dane Valley division to contain the district wards of Dane Valley and
Cliftonville East. It proposed retaining the current Broadstairs North division to contain the
district wards of Beacon Road, Kingsgate and St Peter’s. In the south-eastern area the County
Council proposed modifying the existing Broadstairs South division to contain the district wards
of Bradstowe, Sir Moses Montefiore and Viking. It proposed a new Eastcliff division to contain
the district wards of Eastcliff, Newington and Northwood. It proposed modifying the existing
Ramsgate South division to contain the district wards of Central Harbour, Cliffsend & Pegwell
and Nethercourt.
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210 We carefully considered the County Council’s proposals for Thanet. We adopted the
County Council’s proposed Birchington & Parishes, Broadstairs South and Margate West
divisions as we considered that they provided a good balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity while reflecting community identities and interests. However, we considered that
the County Council had not provided sufficient evidence to justify the levels of electoral variance
resulting from its proposed divisions of Broadstairs North, Cliftonville & Dane Valley and Eastcliff
and therefore considered alternative options to improve electoral equality. We proposed a twomember Margate & Cliftonville division comprising the district wards of Cliftonville East,
Cliftonville West, Dane Valley, Margate Central and Salmestone that we considered would
provide for a better level of electoral equality than the County Council’s proposals, while
reflecting community identities and providing effective and convenient local government.
211 We considered options to improve electoral equality in the proposed Broadstairs North and
Eastcliff divisions. As a result, we transferred electors from the proposed Eastcliff division to
comprise part of the proposed Broadstairs North division. We recognised that this split a district
ward and resulted in two non-coterminous divisions. However, we considered that this was
justified by the improvement in electoral equality it would provide. We were also of the opinion
that our proposed boundary provided a reasonable reflection of community identity.
212 Our draft recommendations would provide 71% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed Birchington & Parishes, Broadstairs North, Broadstairs
South, Eastcliff, Margate & Cliftonville, Margate West and Ramsgate South divisions would
initially have 9% more, 1% fewer, 3% more, 2% fewer, 5% fewer, equal to and 4% more
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (5% more, 2% fewer, 1% more, 2%
fewer, 4% fewer, 4% fewer and 2% fewer by 2006).
213 At Stage Three we received six submissions in relation to our draft recommendations. The
County Council decided not to make any representations for Thanet. It did, however, express
concern over our draft proposals, considering that we ‘do not conform to [our] own rules,
particularly in the use of a completely artificial boundary dividing the Northwood ward’. We
received support for our draft recommendations from Thanet District Council Non Executive
Functions Committee. Manston Parish Council supported the proposed Birchington & Parishes
division. South Thanet Liberal Democrats supported the proposed Birchington & Parishes,
Margate West, Ramsgate South and Broadstairs South divisions, but suggested renaming the
latter Broadstairs Town & Dumpton division to better reflect the communities contained in it.
However, they opposed our draft recommendations for the remainder of the district and
proposed alternatives as detailed in Table 7. They opposed the two-member Margate &
Cliftonville division and proposed splitting this division into two single-member divisions.
However, they gave no precise details of where they felt the Cliftonville West community should
be divided between its proposed Margate Central and Margate East divisions.
214 With regards to our draft Broadstairs North and Eastcliff divisions they considered that the
non-coterminous boundary proposed in Northwood is ‘cavalier in the extreme and shows no
respect for those residents’. Their proposed Kingsgate & St Peter’s and Ramsgate North
divisions were the same as those proposed by the County Council at Stage One. We did not
adopt these divisions at Stage One as we did not consider that there was sufficient evidence to
justify the high levels of electoral variance they provided. At Stage Three South Thanet Liberal
Democrats did not provide any more detailed argumentation for these divisions.
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Table 7: South Thanet Liberal Democrats’ amendments for Thanet borough
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Margate Central

1

Margate central ward; Salmestone ward; part of Cliftonville
West

Margate East

1

Cliftonville East ward; Dane Valley ward; part of Cliftonville
west

Kingsgate & St Peter’s

1

Beacon Road ward; Kingsgate ward; St Peter’s ward

Ramsgate North

1

Eastcliff ward; Newington ward; Northwood ward

215 Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee submitted two alternative proposals for
the east of the district, but supported the remainder of our draft proposals. It expressed concern
over the non-coterminous division boundary we proposed in Northwood district ward, in
Ramsgate. It discussed how ‘Central Ramsgate is a natural and long-standing community, with
its own shopping centre, schools, recreational areas, health, fire and police facilities’ and that
our draft proposals would ‘divide parts of Ramsgate electorally from some of these facilities’. It
went on to say that it would support two-member divisions for this area. It suggested that
Birchington & Parishes be renamed Birchington & Villages and Margate & Cliftonville division be
renamed Margate Central & East to more accurately reflect the areas served.
216 Thanet Labour Party proposed two two-member divisions for the east of the district. It
considered that its preferred option, Proposal 1, detailed in Table 8 ‘maintains community
[identity] and coterminosity and achieves acceptable electoral equality’. It stated that Sir Moses
Montefiore district ward ‘has strong links with Broadstairs [district ward] and creates a
recognisable Ramsgate community’. It considers that this proposal ‘mirrors the situation […]
[we] proposed for Central Margate’. Its proposed Broadstairs & Sir Moses Montefiore and
Ramsgate divisions under its Proposal 1 would have electoral variances of -8% and 7%
respectively by 2006.
Table 8: Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee’s proposed amendments for Thanet
borough, Proposal 1
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Broadstairs North & Sir
Moses Montefiore

2

Beacon Road ward; Bradstowe ward; Kingsgate ward; St
Peters ward; Sir Moses Montefiore ward; Viking ward

Ramsgate

2

Central Harbour ward; Cliffsend & Pegwell ward; Eastcliff ward;
Nethercourt ward; Newington ward; Northwood ward

217 Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee also suggested a second proposal as
detailed in Table 9, which ‘would also make sense in terms of Ramsgate communities, and
would be better electorally’ but ‘would be less satisfactory in terms of Broadstairs communities
as Northwood has no historical linkage [to Broadstairs]’. Its proposed Broadstairs & Northwood
and Ramsgate divisions under its Proposal 2 would have electoral variances of -3% and 3%
respectively by 2006.
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Table 9: Thanet Labour party Local Government Committee’s proposed amendments for Thanet borough,
Proposal 2
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Broadstairs &
Northwood

2

Beacon Road ward; Bradstowe ward; Kingsgate ward;
Northwood ward; St Peters ward; Viking ward

Ramsgate

2

Central Harbour ward; Cliffsend & Pegwell ward; Eastcliff ward;
Nethercourt ward; Newington ward; Sir Moses Montefiore ward

218 Thanet District Council Non Executive Functions Committee also considered these
alternative arrangements but, as mentioned before, considered ‘for reasons of electoral equality’
to support our draft recommendations. A local resident also expressed support for two-member
divisions, and opposition to the dividing of Northwood district ward, and proposed that we create
two two-member wards in the east of the district.
219 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We note the opposition from South Thanet Liberal Democrats to two-member divisions.
However, they did not provide any evidence to persuade us that two-member divisions could not
secure convenient and effective local government. We considered its proposals for dividing our
proposed two-member Margate & Cliftonville division. However, it did not specify an exact
boundary in Cliftonville West district ward, so we could not provide accurate electorate figures
for its proposals. We also noted its proposed Kingsgate & St Peter’s and Ramsgate North
divisions, which were also proposed by the County Council at Stage One. However, we do not
consider that they have provided any stronger argumentation than the County Council at Stage
One as to why the high electoral variances of these divisions (16% and 12% respectively by
2006) should be accepted. We are therefore not proposing to adopt them.
220 We have considered the proposals put forward by Thanet Labour Party Local Government
Committee for two-member divisions. We also note the support for two-member divisions from a
local resident along with the opposition from South Thanet Liberal Democrats to our proposed
boundary dividing Northwood district ward. We note the community identity argumentation
highlighting the ‘strong links’ between the Broadstairs and Ramsgate communities by the fact
that components of Sir Moses Montefiore district ward span both these areas, so creating an
identifiable Ramsgate community provided by Thanet Labour Party Local Government
Committee for its Proposal 1, and the marginally better levels of electoral equality provided in its
Proposal 2. Taking all this into consideration we have been persuaded to adopt Proposal 1 of
Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee’s submission. Although we acknowledge
that this proposal provides slightly higher electoral variances than Proposal 2 and our draft
recommendations, we consider that this is outweighed by the better reflection of community
identity it provides. We also note that these electoral variances would be within 10% of the
county average by 2006 and that the proposed divisions would be coterminous.
221 We are also recommending that our proposed Birchington & Parishes division be renamed
Birchington & Villages as recommended by Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee
as we consider that this provides a more accurate reflection of the area it represents.
222 We are therefore endorsing our draft recommendations for Margate West, Margate &
Cliftonville and Birchington & Parishes as final with the exception of the above name change as
proposed by Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee. We consider that these
divisions would provide a good reflection of community identity and excellent levels of electoral
equality and coterminosity and note that they have received local support. As discussed above
we are also adopting the proposed Ramsgate and Broadstairs North & Sir Moses Montefiore
divisions as final as proposed by Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee.
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223 Our final recommendations would provide 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions. Our proposed divisions of Birchington & Villages, Broadstairs North & Sir
Moses Montefiore, Margate & Cliftonville, Margate West and Ramsgate would initially have 9%
more, 6% fewer, 5% fewer, equal to and 8% more electors than the county average respectively
(5% more, 8% fewer, 4% fewer, 4% fewer and 7% more by 2006). Our final recommendations
are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Tonbridge & Malling borough
224 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Tonbridge & Malling is represented by six
county councillors serving six divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Malling Rural
Central, Malling Rural North and Malling Rural North East divisions is 11%, 8% and 10% above
the county average respectively (11%, 8% and 7% above by 2006). The number of electors per
councillor in Malling Rural West, Tonbridge East and Tonbridge West divisions is 22%, 11% and
20% above the county average respectively (23%, 6% and 15% above by 2006).
225 Under a council of 84 members, Tonbridge & Malling is entitled to seven councillors.
During Stage One we received eight submissions for this area, including borough-wide schemes
from the County Council and Tonbridge & Chatham Conservative Association. The County
Council submitted two options (A and B) to reflect that ‘it did not prove possible to achieve
political consensus on the areas that [each] county [councillor] should represent’. Option A
originated from the Conservative Group on the County Council and would provide 100%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions with two divisions having variances of
more than 10% by 2006. Option B originated from the Liberal Democrat Group on the County
Council ‘supported by the [Kent County Council] Labour Group’ and would provide 67%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions with one division having a variance of
more than 10% by 2006. Both options proposed a pattern of single-member divisions with one
two-member division. Both options proposed a new two-member Tonbridge division to contain
the district wards of Cage Green, Castle, Higham, Judd, Medway, Trench and Vauxhall.
226 The Conservative Group proposed that the district wards of Aylesford, Blue Bell Hill &
Walderslade and Burham, Eccles & Wouldham combine to comprise a new Malling North East
division. It proposed that Ditton district ward combine with the district wards of East Malling,
Wateringbury and West Malling & Leybourne to comprise a new Malling & Ditton division. The
Conservative Group noted that ‘Snodland and Larkfield are both distinct areas’. However, the
Group proposed a new Snodland & Larkfield division to contain the district wards of Larkfield
North, Larkfield South, Snodland East and Snodland West, contending that ‘local loyalties
suggest that such a [proposed division] is a better way of reflecting local communities that any
other option’. In the rural areas, the Conservative Group proposed two new Malling Rural North
and Malling Rural South divisions. It proposed that Malling Rural North division contain the
district wards of Borough Green & Long Mill, Downs, Ightham and Wrotham, while Malling Rural
South division would contain the district wards of East Peckham & Golden Green, Hadlow,
Mereworth & West Peckham, Hildenborough and Kings Hill.
227 The Liberal Democrat Group proposed to retain the existing Malling Rural North East
division containing the district wards of Aylesford, Blue Bell Hill & Walderslade, Burham, Eccles
& Wouldham and Ditton. It proposed to modify the existing Malling Rural North division to
contain the district wards of Downs, Snodland East and Snodland West as well as Leybourne
parish from West Malling & Leybourne district ward. It proposed to name this division Malling
North. It explained that this ‘retained the existing links between Snodland, Leybourne and
Downs, which are the parishes below the North Downs’. It proposed to modify the existing
Malling Rural Central division to contain the district wards of East Malling, Larkfield North and
Larkfield South as well as West Malling parish, from West Malling & Leybourne district ward. It
proposed to name this division Malling Central. It proposed a Malling Rural East division to
contain the district wards of East Peckham & Golden Green, Hadlow, Mereworth & West
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Peckham, Kings Hill and Wateringbury and a Malling West division to contain the district wards
of Borough Green & Long Mill, Hildenborough, Ightham and Wrotham.
228 Tonbridge & Chatham Conservative Association proposed a new Malling North division,
identical to the Conservative Group’s proposed Snodland & Larkfield division. In the southern
area of the borough the Conservative Association proposed two new Malling East and Malling
West divisions which were identical to the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposed Malling Rural
East and Malling West divisions.
229 Snodland Town Council considered that ‘due to the continued expansions of Snodland’ it
‘should be a division in its own right’. However it stated that an alternative option would be for
‘Snodland to join with Wouldham and Burham as [they] all share similar problems’. Kings Hill
Parish Council requested that ‘the whole of Kings Hill be covered by one county councillor and
not split between two as at present’. West Malling Parish Council stated that it supported the
Kent County Council’s second option as this best ‘reflects the existing community links’. Three
parish councils wished to maintain the existing arrangements.
230 We carefully considered all the submissions for this area. We adopted the County
Council’s proposed Option B as we considered that it would provide the best balance between
electoral equality, the reflection of community identities and interests and coterminosity and the
provision of effective and convenient local government.
231 Our draft recommendations would provide 67% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and the proposed divisions of Malling Central, Malling North, Malling Rural
East, Malling Rural North East, Malling West and Tonbridge would initially have 8% fewer, 1%
fewer, 17% fewer, 9% more, 3% fewer and 1% more electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (8% fewer, 1% more, 12% fewer, 7% more, 10% fewer and 4% fewer by
2006).
232 At Stage Three we received 25 submissions in relation to our draft proposals. The County
Council proposed amended Malling Central and Malling North divisions as detailed in Table 10.
The County Council considered that this ‘would better reflect community identities and allow
complete coterminosity’. The County Council’s proposals would worsen electoral equality
slightly, with Malling Central and Snodland & Larkfield divisions having electoral variances of 13% and 6% from the county average by 2006, compared to -8 and 1% under our draft
recommendations. This proposed Snodland & Larkfield division was the same as that proposed
by the Conservative Group in Kent County Council’s Stage One Option A submission.
Table 10: Kent County Council’s proposed amendments for Tonbridge & Malling borough
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Malling Central

1

Downs ward; East Malling ward; West Malling & Leybourne
ward

Snodland & Larkfield

1

Larkfield North ward; Larkfield South ward; Snodland East
ward; Snodland West ward

233 Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council, Tonbridge & Chatham Conservative Association,
Tonbridge & Chatham Conservative Association Local Government Committee, Councillor
Luker (West Malling & Leybourne ward) and Councillor Luck (West Malling & Leybourne ward)
proposed identical divisions to those put forward by the County Council, and all but the Borough
Council submitted identical representations. Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council considered
that our proposed Malling Central and Malling North divisions ‘do not have sufficient regard to
community interests and result in the splitting of a Borough Council ward (West Malling &
Leybourne)’. They considered that their proposed divisions would ‘ensure the rural communities
contained in the Downs [borough] ward are in the same division as West Malling [borough
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ward], which is the local administrative and commercial centre for the villages whereas there are
few community links between the villages and Snodland’.
234 Tonbridge & Chatham Conservative Association considered that the lake between
Snodland and Larkfield does not limit access between the two areas as we had stated in our
draft proposals, rather it ‘unite[s] the two communities’ as ‘they share responsibility for the
lakes’. It continued by saying that ‘the two communities are inter-linked for leisure, education,
youth facilities, shopping, recreation, doctors surgeries and […] have historic ties through paper
mills.’ It said that ‘residents in Snodland do not look to any of the villages in Downs [borough]
ward for community services. It considered that, therefore, Snodland should not be combined in
a division with Downs borough ward. It considered that the amended Malling Central division
(proposed by Kent County Council) was better placed in terms of community interest as ‘Downs
[borough] ward and East Malling […] look to West Malling as their main shopping and business
area.’ It continued that ‘East Malling has nothing in common with the Larkfield wards other than
a parish council.’ It considered that West Malling and Leybourne ‘have very common concerns
and interests’ and again gave examples of these such as the local transport infrastructure and
‘religious, family and educational connections’. It concluded that the amended divisions
proposed by the County Council ‘would be far more affective administration units than those
proposed in the draft report’.
235 Sir John Stanley MP also supported the County Council’s amended divisions for
Tonbridge & Malling, and provided similar argumentation to that from Tonbridge & Chatham
Conservative Association. We also received submissions opposing our draft recommendations
for Malling Central and Malling North from Councillor Kemp (Downs ward) and seven local
residents, who also provided similar argumentation to that provided by the Conservative
Association.
236 However, we received full support for our draft recommendations in eight submissions, all
of which provided reasons as to why the County Council’s alternative divisions would not be the
best arrangement for the provision of convenient and effective local government in Tonbridge &
Malling. Kent County Council Liberal Democrats opposed the County Council’s Stage Three
proposal to split the parish of East Malling & Larkfield. It considered that the proposed splitting
of this parish would not only ‘increase the electoral imbalance’ but would also divide a ‘very
strong parish council, which has an excellent record of providing facilities across the whole
parish’. It continued that, in terms of industry, quarrying ‘is carried out in many of the Downs
villages … feeding the cement industries in Holborough and Snodland. Snodland has therefore
historically been the centre for these villages.’ It also stated that there are ‘east west road
communications directly to the centre of Snodland’ from Downs villages, with local amenities
and facilities and that Larkfield has access to facilities within its own parish boundaries. It was
therefore argued that there is little community of interest between the two areas of Larkfield and
Snodland.
237 East Malling & Larkfield Parish Council opposed any proposals which create a division
‘combining Snodland and Larkfield as there are no community links between the two areas’. It
discussed the strong community links between Larkfield and East Malling, sharing doctors ‘at
Larkfield (none in East Malling)’, shops and other community facilities. West Malling Parish
Council submitted two representations. In both they stated that they did not wish to be placed in
a division with Leybourne or Snodland. It argued against the County Council’s amended
submission, stating that ’it is not a matter of dispute that the community ties between East
Malling & Larkfield and West Malling are close and longstanding, while the position of
Leybourne community is less clearly defined.’
238 Tonbridge & Malling Liberal Democrats, Kings Hill Parish Council, Councillor Rowe
(Malling Rural North East division) and Councillor Thornewell (Larkfield North division) also
supported our draft recommendations and concurred with the argumentation from Kent County
Council Liberal Democrats for our draft recommendations to stand. Platt Parish Council made
no recommendations regarding our draft proposals. Hildenborough Parish Council stated that it
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was concerned to be separated from Tonbridge, but gave no detailed argumentation or
alternatives.
239 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We note the strong argumentation regarding community identity provided both in
opposition to, and in support of, our draft recommendations. We have received mixed messages
regarding community identity in this area and, given that adopting the County Council’s
proposals would involve splitting East Malling & Larkfield parish between divisions, as well as
providing worse electoral equality, we have not been persuaded to move away from our draft
recommendations in this area. Where possible, we seek to avoid the division of parish councils
between divisions and in this area, we do not consider that a strong enough case has been
made to persuade us to divide East Malling & Larkfield parish, especially given the lack of
consensus in the area. We also note the good balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity provided by the draft recommendations.
240 We are therefore endorsing our draft recommendations as final for Tonbridge & Malling.
Under our final recommendations, coterminosity would remain at 67% and the number of
electors per councillor would be the same as at draft. Our final recommendations are illustrated
on the large map at the back of this report.

Tunbridge Wells borough
241 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Tunbridge Wells is represented by seven
county councillors serving seven divisions. The number of electors per councillor in Cranbrook,
Tunbridge Wells Central, Tunbridge Wells East and Tunbridge Wells Rural West divisions is
6%, 24%, 27% and 7% below the county average respectively (14%, 20%, 26% and 11% below
by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in Southborough, Tunbridge Wells Rural East
and Tunbridge Wells South divisions is 7% above, 9% above and equal to the county average
respectively (equal to, equal to and 1% above by 2006).
242 Under a council of 84 members, Tunbridge Wells is entitled to six councillors. During
Stage One we received six submissions for this area, including three borough-wide schemes
from the County Council, Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party and Tunbridge Wells
Liberal Democrats. The County Council and Tunbridge Wells Liberal Democrats proposed to
allocate this borough seven councillors, one more than it is entitled to under a council of 84
members. Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party proposed two borough-wide schemes
based on council sizes of 84 or 87 members.
243 The County Council proposed a pattern of five single-member divisions and one twomember division. It proposed to retain the existing Cranbrook division containing the borough
wards of Benenden & Cranbrook, Frittenden & Sissinghurst and Hawkhurst & Sandhurst, but
proposed to rename this division The Weald. It proposed a new Tunbridge Wells Rural East
division containing the borough wards of Brenchley & Horsmonden, Paddock Wood East and
Paddock Wood West as well as the parish of Goudhurst, from Goudhurst & Lamberhurst
borough ward. In the north and western area the County Council proposed to modify the
existing Tunbridge Wells Rural West division to create a new Tunbridge Wells East division to
contain the borough wards of Pembury and Sherwood, as well as Lamberhurst parish, from
Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough ward. It proposed to divide the borough ward of Speldhurst
& Bidborough in order that Speldhurst parish combines with the borough wards of Rusthall and
Broadwater to comprise a new Speldhurst division, and that Bidborough parish combines with
the borough wards of Capel, Southborough & High Brooms and Southborough North to
comprise a new Tunbridge Wells North division. In Tunbridge Wells town the County Council
proposed a two-member Tunbridge Wells Town division to contain the borough wards of
Culverden, Pantiles & St Mark’s, Park, St John’s and St James’.
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244 Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party proposed a scheme for seven single-member
divisions, containing the same The Weald, Tunbridge Wells Rural East and Tunbridge Wells
North divisions as the County Council. It proposed a new Tunbridge Wells East division to
contain the borough wards of Pembury and Park as well as Lamberhurst parish from Goudhurst
& Lamberhurst borough ward. It proposed a new Tunbridge Wells West division to contain the
borough wards of St John’s and Rusthall, as well as Speldhurst parish, from Speldhurst &
Bidborough borough ward. It proposed to divide Culverden borough ward in order that part of it
combine with the borough wards of Sherwood and St James’ to comprise a new Tunbridge
Wells Central division, and the remainder of Culverden borough ward combine with the borough
wards of Broadwater and Pantiles & St Marks to comprise a new Tunbridge Wells South
division.
245 Under its alternative scheme for six single-member divisions, the Constituency Labour
Party proposed to divide Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough ward in order that Goudhurst parish
combine with the borough wards of Benenden & Cranbrook, Frittenden & Sissinghurst and
Hawkhurst & Sandhurst to comprise a modified Cranbrook division. It proposed that
Lamberhurst parish combine with the borough wards of Brenchley & Horsmonden, Capel,
Paddock Wood East and Paddock Wood West to comprise a new Tunbridge Wells Rural East
division. In the western area of the borough the Constituency Labour Party proposed a new
Tunbridge Wells East division (to contain the borough wards of Park, Pembury and St James’)
and a new Tunbridge Wells West division (to contain the borough wards of Rusthall, St John’s
and Speldhurst & Bidborough). It proposed a new Tunbridge Wells South division (to contain the
borough wards of Broadwater, Culverden and Pantiles & St Mark’s) and a new Tunbridge Wells
North division (to contain the borough wards of Sherwood, Southborough & High Brooms and
Southborough North). The Constituency Labour Party opposed the County Council’s proposal
for a two-member Tunbridge Wells Town division.
246 Tunbridge Wells Liberal Democrats proposed a scheme based on seven councillors rather
than the six to which the district is entitled under a council size of 84. Hawkhurst Parish Council
proposed ‘re-naming the Cranbrook division … to be called The Weald’. Southborough Town
Council requested that Southborough be represented by a single county councillor. Brenchley
Parish Council requested that Brenchley & Horsmonden borough ward is ‘not split between
electoral divisions’.
247 We carefully considered all the submissions we received for this area. Because of our
proposal to retain the current council size, both the County Council’s and Tunbridge Wells
Liberal Democrats’ borough-wide schemes allocated one councillor too many to the borough.
Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party’s six-member scheme allocated the borough the
number of councillors to which it is entitled under a council of 84. However, we did not entirely
adopt the Constituency Labour Party’s proposed division pattern. We were concerned over its
proposal to unite the urban St James’ borough ward with the predominantly rural Pembury
borough ward in its proposed Tunbridge Wells East division and to unite the more urban St
John’s borough ward with the more rural Speldhurst & Bidborough borough ward. It did not
appear to us that such a linkage would provide a good reflection of community identities and
interests. We therefore examined alternative arrangements.
248 We were concerned that we had not received sufficient evidence from either the County
Council or the Constituency Labour Party that their proposal to divide Goudhurst & Lamberhurst
borough ward would provide the best reflection of community identities and interests in the area.
We also considered that the Liberal Democrats’ proposal for the borough wards of Paddock
Wood East and Paddock Wood West to be divided between two divisions would not provide a
better reflection of community identities than the County Council’s and Labour Party’s proposals
for both borough wards to comprise a single division. We therefore proposed that Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst borough ward combine with the borough wards of Benenden & Cranbrook,
Frittenden & Sissinghurst and Hawkhurst & Sandhurst to comprise a new The Weald division. In
light of this we modified the County Council’s proposed Tunbridge Wells Rural East division to
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comprise the borough wards of Brenchley & Horsmonden, Paddock Wood East, Paddock Wood
West and Pembury. We modified the County Council’s proposed Tunbridge Wells North division
to improve coterminosity. We proposed that the whole of Speldhurst & Bidborough borough
ward comprise part of the proposed Tunbridge Wells North division, which would be renamed
Tunbridge Wells West division. We adopted the Liberal Democrat’s proposed Tunbridge Wells
South division and modified the County Council’s proposed two-member Tunbridge Wells Town
division to include Sherwood borough ward.
249 Our draft recommendations would provide 100% coterminosity between district wards and
county divisions and our proposed divisions of The Weald, Tunbridge Wells Rural East,
Tunbridge Wells South, Tunbridge Wells Town and Tunbridge Wells West would initially have
21% more, 20% more, 5% fewer, 2% fewer and 21% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (13% more, 8% more, 6% fewer, 1% more and 13% more by
2006).
250 At Stage Three we received 12 submissions in relation to our draft recommendations for
Tunbridge Wells. Tunbridge Wells Borough Council opposed the inclusion of Capel borough
ward in our proposed Tunbridge Wells West division. It considered that Capel borough ward
should ‘form part of the Tunbridge Wells Rural East division […], because of its strong
community of interest with – and geographical proximity to that division.’ It continued, stating
that ‘the communities in Capel have a far greater affinity with Paddock Wood.’ However, moving
Capel borough ward into our Tunbridge Wells Rural East division from Tunbridge Wells West
division would result in the former division having an electoral variance of 25% by 2006.
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council also expressed opposition to the inclusion of Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst borough ward in our proposed The Weald division because of ‘the extremely large
geographic size such an electoral division would create.’
251 Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party proposed two borough-wide alternative
schemes, named B and C, as detailed in Tables 11 and 12. Its proposed Cranbrook and
Tunbridge Wells Rural East divisions were the same in both schemes, seeking to provide a
better reflection of community identity in Capel borough ward and reduce the size of our
proposed The Weald division. However, the proposals varied in the western half of the borough.
It highlighted that in our draft recommendations we raised objections to its scheme combining
urban and rural areas with specific reference to the amalgamation of St James’ and Pembury
borough wards, and St John’s and Speldhurst & Bidborough borough wards. However, it
highlighted that we proposed to unite Southborough & High Brooms borough ward ‘which is as
urban as St James’ and St John’s’ borough wards with the two rural wards of Capel and
Speldhurst & Bidborough, and therefore could not ‘understand nor defend the logic of the
Committee’s argument’. It continued, stating that Southborough borough ward ‘has no common
identity or interests with the parish of Speldhurst … road links are long and difficult’. It concurred
with the County Council’s Stage One submission that ‘the natural relationship of Speldhurst
parish is to the southern wards of Rusthall and Broadwater, which share a common road
system.’ Both of its Stage Three schemes proposed divisions to reflect this relationship.
252 In its Proposal B, it proposed Tunbridge Wells East and Tunbridge Wells Central divisions
with electoral variances of 19% and 16% more than the county average by 2006, respectively. It
noted that these are high electoral variances but said that these addressed our Stage One
concerns about linking the urban and rural areas discussed above. In relation to Pembury
borough ward, Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party stated that it had ‘no particular
affinity with Paddock Wood’ unlike Capel borough ward which is ‘closely related to Paddock
Wood through its road link’. It considered that our draft proposals did ‘not reflect community
identities and interests and nor are the arguments consistent’.
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Table 11: Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party amendments for Tunbridge Wells borough, Proposal B
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cranbrook

1

Benenden & Cranbrook ward; Frittenden & Sissinghurst ward;
Hawkhurst & Sandhurst ward; part of Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst ward (Goudhurst parish)

Tunbridge Wells Rural
East

1

Brenchley & Horsmonden ward; Capel ward; Paddock Wood
East ward; Paddock Wood West ward; part of Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst ward (Lamberhurst parish)

Tunbridge Wells East

1

Park ward; Pantiles & St Marks ward; Pembury ward

Tunbridge Wells
Central

1

Culverden ward; St James’ ward; St John’s ward

Tunbridge Wells West

1

Broadwater ward; Rusthall ward; Speldhurst & Bidborough
ward

Tunbridge Wells North

1

Sherwood ward; Southborough & High Brooms ward;
Southborough North ward

Table 12: Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party amendments for Tunbridge Wells borough, Proposal C
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cranbrook

1

Benenden & Cranbrook ward; Frittenden & Sissinghurst ward;
Hawkhurst & Sandhurst ward; part of Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst ward (Goudhurst parish)

Tunbridge Wells Rural
East

1

Brenchley & Horsmonden ward; Capel ward; Paddock Wood
East ward; Paddock Wood West ward; part of Goudhurst &
Lamberhurst ward (Lamberhurst parish)

Tunbridge Wells East

1

Pembury ward; St James’ ward; Sherwood ward

Tunbridge Wells South

1

Broadwater ward; Pantiles & St Marks ward; Park ward

Tunbridge Wells West

1

Culverden ward; Rusthall ward; Speldhurst & Bidborough ward

Tunbridge Wells North

1

St John’s ward; Southborough & High Brooms ward;
Southborough North ward

253 Tunbridge Wells Conservative Association also opposed our proposed The Weald
division, stating that ‘not only is the geographic area too large, but incorrect assumptions are
made about community identity and interests.’ It said that Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough
ward has always looked to Horsmonden, Brenchley and Tunbridge Wells, rather than to the east
of the borough. It also opposed the inclusion of Capel borough ward in the Tunbridge Wells
West division, citing that there is no community interest between it and the rest of the division. It
stated that Capel borough ward looks to ‘Paddock Wood for shopping or transport purposes’. It
was also concerned by the inclusion of Pembury borough ward in our proposed Tunbridge Wells
Rural East division again on the grounds that there is no community identity between it and the
remainder of the division. To amend this they proposed an alternative, using the existing
divisions and one new division, as detailed in Table 13. Its proposed two-member Town division
would have an electoral variance of 27% by 2006, which it considered acceptable, as ‘two
members would be able to represent the electorate effectively.’ It considered that all of its
divisions provided a better representation of community identity than our draft proposals.
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Table 13: Tunbridge Wells Conservative Association amendments for Tunbridge Wells borough
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

The Weald

1

Benenden & Cranbrook ward; Frittenden & Sissinghurst ward;
Hawkhurst & Sandhurst ward;

Tunbridge Wells Rural
West

1

Capel ward; Pembury ward; Sherwood ward

Tunbridge Wells Rural
East

1

Benenden & Cranbrook ward; Goudhurst & Lamberhurst ward;
Paddock Wood east ward; Paddock Wood West ward

Southborough

1

Southborough & High Brooms ward; Southborough North
ward; Speldhurst & Bidborough ward

Town

2

Broadwater ward; Culverden ward; Pantiles & St Mark’s ward;
Park ward; Rusthall ward; St James’ ward; St John’s ward

254 Councillor Bullock (Tunbridge Wells Central division) opposed the inclusion of Goudhurst
& Lamberhurst ward in our proposed The Weald division. He said that ‘the majority of links for
schooling and shopping for residents of all three villages [in Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough
ward] are westward not eastward’ and that ‘community links with Horsmonden, Matfield and
Brenchley are far stronger.’ He also opposed the inclusion of Capel borough ward in the
proposed Tunbridge Wells West division, and considered that Capel ward has better community
links with Paddock Wood and Pembury wards than with those borough wards to the west of it.
He argued that the links between Capel and Southborough are ‘severed by the A21’. Councillor
King (Tunbridge Wells Rural East division) and Ann Widdecombe MP were also of this opinion.
255 Capel Parish Council objected to the inclusion of Capel borough ward in the proposed
Tunbridge Wells West division. It said that ‘many people within the parish would certainly not
see any links with Southborough and Speldhurst and would not probably even be aware that
Southborough is next to us [Capel borough ward] as there are no road links.’ It also noted that
the A21 divided Capel parish from the remainder of our proposed division. It said that all
transport links are with Paddock Wood and Pembury, that these areas have community links,
and considered that Capel borough ward should be in a division with these areas.
256 Tunbridge Wells Liberal Democrats fully supported our draft proposals. Lamberhurst
Parish Council considered The Weald division to be ‘too large an area to be effective’. Pembury
Parish Council objected to our draft recommendations, believing the ‘changes are ill thought out’
and stated that it could not see the connections in the proposed groupings. Brenchley Parish
Council considered that Brenchley and Horsmonden parishes should remain in a division
together, and noted its affiliation with Paddock Wood and Goudhurst & Lamberhurst. A local
resident wanted to express his concern over the distance from his home to his nearest polling
station, and asked with whom he should bring this issue up.
257 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period. We note the concerns over the geographical size of the proposed The Weald division
and also the evidence given against Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough ward being included in
this division. We also acknowledge the community identity arguments in relation to the inclusion
of Capel borough ward in our proposed Tunbridge Wells West division. We considered the
alternative proposals put forward to us by Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Tunbridge Wells
Conservative Association and Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party, and recognise that
all these proposals attempted to provide divisions that better reflect community identities in the
area. However, we did not consider that the proposed divisions of either Tunbridge Wells
Borough Council or Tunbridge Wells Conservative Association would provide the best balance
between electoral equality, coterminosity and community identity for the area. While they
addressed the community identity issues of Capel and Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough
wards, their proposals resulted in divisions with high electoral variances (both schemes had
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divisions with variances over than 20% from the county average) and we do not consider that
we have received sufficient evidence for these high variances, especially in light of the
alternative available. We have therefore not been persuaded to adopt either of these schemes.
258 We also note the support we received for our draft recommendations. However, we have
been persuaded by the argumentation provided in relation to community identity that our draft
proposals do not provide the best balance between the statutory criteria.
259 We considered both of Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party’s borough-wide
schemes. As with Tunbridge Wells Borough Council and Tunbridge Wells Conservative
Association’s proposals, we consider that the electoral variances in two of the divisions in
Proposal B are too high to provide the best balance between the statutory criteria, when an
alternative that better achieves them is available. We are of the opinion that Tunbridge Wells
Constituency Labour Party’s Proposal C provides a better balance between community identity,
electoral equality and coterminosity than the draft recommendations or any of the other options
available and are therefore adopting it as part of our final recommendations. We consider that
this proposal accommodates the argumentation for community identity as discussed earlier, in
particular regarding Capel and Pembury borough wards. However, we note the argumentation
from Councillors Bullock and King that Goudhurst & Lamberhurst borough ward looks
westwards in the borough rather than towards Cranbrook. We have also not been persuaded
that this ward needs to be divided as in the Labour Party’s proposals. We are therefore
recommending transferring Goudhurst parish into Tunbridge Wells Rural East division as we
consider that this will provide a better reflection of community identity and will provide 100%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions.
260 We acknowledge that this will provide slightly worse electoral equality than the draft
recommendations. However, we consider that this is justified in light of the better reflection of
community identity and improved coterminosity provided. We are therefore recommending
Tunbridge Wells Constituency Labour Party’s Proposal C as final, with one amendment to the
Cranbrook and Tunbridge Wells Rural East divisions as discussed above.
261 Under our final recommendations, Cranbrook, Tunbridge Wells East, Tunbridge Wells
North, Tunbridge Wells Rural East, Tunbridge Wells South and Tunbridge Wells West would
initially contain 6% fewer, 8% more, 11% more, 24% more, 10% more and 7% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (14% fewer, 6% more, 4% more, 12% more,
9% more and 11% more by 2006). Our final recommendations would secure 100%
coterminosity between borough wards and county divisions. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Conclusions
262 Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in response to
our consultation report, we propose that:
•
•

There should be 84 councillors, as at present, representing 72 divisions, a reduction of 12;
Changes should be made to all of the existing 84 divisions.

263 We have decided to substantially confirm our draft recommendations subject to the
following amendments:
•
•

In Ashford borough, we propose transferring Bonnington parish into Ashford Rural East
division to unite the common parish council of Aldington & Bonnington and improve
electoral equality.
In Canterbury City, Dartford and Maidstone we are endorsing our draft recommendations as
final with the exception of two division name changes in each borough.
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•

In Dover district, we are proposing amended Dover North and Sandwich divisions as
proposed by the County Council to provide a better reflection of community identity.

•

In Swale borough we are recommending Kent County Council’s proposals for three
divisions to provide a better reflection of community identity, including a two-member Swale
Central division.

•

In Thanet district we are adopting Thanet Labour Party Local Government Committee’s
proposed two-member Broadstairs North & Sir Moses Montefiore and Ramsgate divisions in
the east of the district. We are also proposing one name change in the west of the district.

•

In Tunbridge Wells borough we are adopting Tunbridge Wells Labour Party’s borough-wide
Proposal C with one amendment to better reflect community identity in the borough.

•

In the remaining districts and boroughs of Gravesham, Sevenoaks, Shepway and Tonbridge
& Malling we are endorsing our draft recommendations as final.

264 Table 14 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on 2001 and 2006 electorate figures.
Table 14: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 electorate

2006 forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

84

84

84

84

Number of divisions

84

72

84

72

12,119

12,119

12,493

12,493

Number of divisions with a
variance more than 10% from
the average

36

20

44

14

Number of divisions with a
variance more than 20% from
the average

13

6

18

1

Average number of electors
per councillor

265 As Table 14 shows, our final recommendations would result in a reduction in the number
of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 36 to 20, with six divisions varying
by more than 20% from the borough average. By 2006, 14 divisions are forecast to vary by
more than 10%. However, in only one division would the variance exceed 20%. Our final
recommendations are set out in more detail in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large map
at the back of this report.
Final recommendation
Kent County Council should comprise 84 councillors serving 72 divisions, as detailed and
named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large map inside the back cover.
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6

What happens next?

266 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Kent and submitted our final
recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have fulfilled our statutory obligation under
the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended by SI No. 3692).
267 It is now up to The Electoral Commission to decide whether or not to endorse our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an Order.
Such an Order will not be made before 8 June 2004, and The Electoral Commission will
normally consider all written representations made to it by that date.
268 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters discussed in
this report should be addressed to:
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose.)
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