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CHAIRMAN’S 
INITIALS

DARTFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE COUNCIL

MINUTES of the proceedings of the meeting of the General Assembly of the Council 
held on Thursday 30 November 2017.

PRESENT:

The Mayor Councillor R M Currans
The Deputy Mayor Councillor D J Mote

Councillor Mrs A D Allen, MBE
Councillor S H Brown
Councillor J Burrell
Councillor L A Canham
Councillor P F Coleman
Councillor P Cutler
Councillor M J Davis
Councillor D A Hammock
Councillor J S Hawkes
Councillor S R Jarnell
Councillor J Jones
Councillor K M Kelly
Councillor M B Kelly
Councillor P Kelly
Councillor J A Kite, MBE

Councillor E J Lampkin
Councillor R Lees
Councillor A R Lloyd
Councillor T A Maddison
Councillor J M Ozog
Councillor M I Peters
Councillor D J Reynolds
Councillor L J Reynolds
Councillor A S Sandhu, MBE
Councillor C J Shippam
Councillor Mrs R F Storey
Councillor D Swinerd
Councillor Mrs P A Thurlow
Councillor R J Wells

ABSENT:

Councillor I D Armitt JP
Councillor A Bardoe
Councillor B Garden
Councillor J A Hayes
Councillor D E Hunnisett
Councillor Dr B K Kaini
Councillor M A Maddison
Councillor C S McLean
Councillor Mrs J A Ozog
Councillor D Page
Councillor R S L Perfitt
Councillor B E Read
Councillor Mrs R L Shanks
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53. PRAYERS: REVEREND KENNETH CLARK 

The Mayor’s Chaplain led the Council in prayer.

54. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Armitt, 
Garden, Hayes, Hunnisett, Kaini, McLean, M A Maddison, J A Ozog, Page, 
Perfitt, Read and Shanks.  

55. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

There were no declarations of interests.
56. URGENT ITEMS 

There were no urgent items.
57. COUNCIL IN COMMITTEE 

It was moved by Councillor R M Currans, seconded by Councillor J A Kite and

RESOLVED:

That in accordance with Standing Order 11 (13) the General Assembly of the 
Council go into Committee and the rules of Procedures for Committees do 
apply.

THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL, COUNCILLOR J A KITE MBE, IN THE 
CHAIR

58. ELECTORAL REVIEW WARDING ARRANGEMENTS SUBMISSION 

The Leader of the Council explained the background to the review of 
Dartford’s electoral arrangements and that this had been triggered by 
electoral inequalities in 7 of the Council’s 17 wards which deviated from the 
average electorate per Councillor by 10% or more. The Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) had therefore initiated a review 
of the Borough’s electoral arrangements. The first stage in this had been to 
agree on the size of the Council. A cross-party Member Working Group had 
been established to take this work forward and there had been cross-party 
support for a reduction in the number of Councillors from 44 to 42 and this 
figure had been accepted by the LGBCE. The second stage was to determine 
the warding arrangements, the number of wards, how many Members should 
represent each ward, ward names and boundaries. It was open to anyone to 
make a submission to the LGBCE before its deadline on 4th December and 
the GAC had proposals before it for consideration as the Council’s submission 
to the LGBCE.  

The Leader drew attention to the recommendations contained in the report 
and also to clarification of certain matters detailed in the tabled errata sheet. 
He explained that it was likely that the proposed changes to electoral 
arrangements were likely to result in the need for a Community Governance 
Review to consider parish electoral arrangements and that because of timing 
issues it was important to start collecting data for the Community Governance 
Review as soon as possible so that it could be completed in time for 
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implementation at the May 2019 elections rather than waiting for the LGBCE’s 
decision on Borough warding. The Leader thanked Members and Officers for 
their hard work on the review and in producing the submission. 

A Member questioned the need for an electoral review simply to secure 
electoral equality and felt that it was a futile and upsetting process for local 
communities which had developed ties over many years. Another Member 
asked why the size of the Council had been determined first and also felt that 
the number of Members should have stayed at its current level. A Member 
also expressed concern that once boundaries had been revised some 
constituents might have to vote in two different polling stations in the event of 
combined elections taking place.

The Leader of the Council stated that if the original ward boundaries were 
right then there was an argument that any change should only take place in 
areas where there had been significant population growth or decline. However 
the LGBCE was charged with delivering electoral equality and this was a key 
aspect of the review. The LGBCE periodically reviewed every local authority 
and had determined that Dartford’s electoral arrangements needed to be 
changed to rebalance the numbers. In terms of polling stations there would be 
a review of polling districts and places after the ward boundaries were agreed.

A Member felt that the first draft submission considered by the Member 
Working Group which had proposed more single Member wards should have 
been put forward as the Council’s submission to the LGBCE. The Leader of 
the Council explained that this had been a first draft compiled by officers as a 
building block for the Working Group to consider and shape. It had not been 
complete and had contained a few errors and did not contain names for the 
wards. He contended that the Labour Group did not understand the rationale 
behind subsequent submissions and the final submission because they had 
not sent a representative to a crucial meeting of the Working Group and that 
this had been a lost opportunity to agree a submission with cross-party 
support.

The Shadow Leader said that his group had been consistent in their views 
and that each subsequent iteration of the submission had moved further away 
from the LGBCE’s aspirations for the outcome of the review. The first iteration 
had been produced by officers and had not been influenced by any political 
aspirations and he felt that this should have been the document for 
submission. The content had been strong and credible and had this been 
proposed for submission there would have been full cross-party support. The 
current proposals were flawed in particular he felt that the proposals for Stone 
failed to correct the omission of electors in Q Park and Bow Arrow Lane who 
shared a sense of community with Stone and that the Stone House Hospital 
community had been moved out of the ward. He also felt that the proposals 
for Hesketh ward were unlikely to be supported by local residents and that the 
separate communities of New Town and East Stone were being “shoe-
horned” together. He also questioned recommendation 2.3 proposing to give 
delegated authority to the Managing Director, in consultation with the Leader 
of the Council, to publish the terms of reference of a Community Governance 
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Review as he felt that this should have been a matter for Members. His Group 
would not be supporting the proposals and felt that they reflected the 
disproportionate views of the dominant political group. He asked whether it 
was possible and practical to amend the proposed submission at the meeting.

The Leader of the Council confirmed that it was possible to make 
amendments and that he would be proposing 3 amendments himself. 
However, any amended submission would have to be complete, clear and 
with a full rationale. In terms of the proposed delegation to the Managing 
Director this was wholly appropriate and necessary in order to enable a 
Community Governance Review to be carried out in the timeframe available 
and the preparation of the terms of reference would be a technical matter.

A Member compared the way that the current electoral review had been 
carried out with the last review in 2000. He said that the 2000 review had 
been independent and the groups had then had an opportunity to comment 
which is how cross-party support had been achieved. None of the proposals 
had been justified on the grounds of improving resilience unlike the current 
review where this was used to justify some of the, what he considered to be, 
most outrageous proposals.   The Shadow Leader felt that the first iteration of 
the submission had been a technical document produced by officers which 
was the better submission and would have been supported by all parties.

The Leader of the Council reminded the Shadow Leader that his group had 
had the opportunity to help shape the submission through the Working Group 
but had not taken this opportunity and he regretted the lack of consensus. The 
first submission had merely been a building block and had not been the 
finished article. If the Opposition did not support the Council’s submission it 
was open to them to make their own submission and ultimately the LGBCE 
would decide which to accept.  The Leader of the Council said that resilience 
was an important consideration and went beyond situations where a Member 
was unable to operate due to ill health. Multi-member wards not only provided 
cover but opportunities for new Members to be mentored by experienced 
Members and to benefit from sharing experiences and different views. In 
terms of political bias a Member pointed out examples of where revised 
arrangements were more likely to adversely affect the Majority Group.     

The Leader of the Swanscombe & Greenhithe Residents’ Association said 
that he was pleased to see the creation of a new ward to represent the rapidly 
growing area in Ebbsfleet and also welcomed greater representation for the 
north and east areas of Dartford to give more of a voice to the people living 
there. However there were some aspects that he found strange and did not 
support such as the removal of Swanscombe Marshes  from Swanscombe 
ward and the division of Knockhall and Greenhithe which had longstanding 
historic community ties. He was unconvinced by the rationale behind this and 
did not think that it was in the best interests of the local community. In terms 
of recommendation 2.3 he felt that a Community Governance Review was 
long overdue.

The Shadow Leader moved the following amendment:
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That “as cross party agreement on the proposal for revised boundaries 
submitted to GAC on 30 November 2017 will not be achieved, the proposal is 
withdrawn.

The proposal for revised boundaries submitted to Group Leaders on 5th 
October 2017 becomes the submission made to the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England.”

The motion was seconded by Councillor Jones.

The Leader of the Council said that the submission made to Group Leaders 
on 5th October was a starting point and was not a complete submission. It did 
not contain a supporting rationale or justifications. It could not be worked up 
as a credible submission by the LGBCE deadline. He noted that the Shadow 
Leader had not supplied any maps or ward boundary details in support of his 
amendment

A Member commented that they were being asked to vote on a submission 
that had only been given to the Members of the Working Group. Another 
Member stated that if proposals had been made to the meeting of the General 
Assembly of the Council on 20 November as originally planned there would 
have been time to modify the submission before the LGBCE’s deadline date.

The Leader of the Council said that he could not support the amendment and 
that the Opposition had had time to work on the first proposal either through 
the Working Group or with officer support but had not done so.

The amendment was put to the vote and was lost.

The Shadow Leader moved a further amendment:

That “as cross party agreement on the proposal for revised boundaries 
submitted to GAC on 30 November 2017 will not be achieved, the proposal is 
withdrawn.

Dartford Borough Council declines to make a submission to the Local 
Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE). Each political 
group represented on Dartford Borough Council will be able to submit their 
own proposals to LGBCE.”

The amendment was seconded by Councillor Jones.

The Shadow Leader said that in view of the failure to achieve consensus he 
believed that the Council should not make a submission and that the political 
groups should make their own submissions. He believed that any submission 
should be a technical document rather than a document dominated by the 
views of one political group.

The Managing Director advised Members that if the Council did not make a 
submission the LGBCE would determine the Borough’s electoral 
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arrangements based on any submissions that it had received and by 
effectively driving around the Borough and using maps which was unlikely to 
deliver good governance. He also clarified the process applied in the electoral 
review carried out in 2000 which he said was produced by the Administration 
in office at the time and which had been a less open process than the current 
review.

The amendment was put to the vote and was lost.

The Leader of the Council moved the following amendment:

“To amend the proposed Ward boundary between TOWN Ward (12) and 
WEST HILL (13) to include Stanham Farm in TOWN Ward (12).”

The amendment was seconded by Councillor Shippam.

The Leader of the Council said that this amendment was driven by local 
knowledge and reflected the practicalities of the access route to Stanham 
Farm.

The amendment was put to the vote and was carried.

The Leader of the Council proposed a second amendment:        

“To merge two proposed single Member wards FLEET (8) & POWDER MILLS 
(9) to form a single, two Member Ward to be known as BRENT.  To amend 
the boundary of BEAN & VILLAGE PARK  (7) to reflect the removal of land 
south of Fleet Estate to be included in the new BRENT Ward.

Detailed revisions

Appendix A

Maps:  To amend all maps to show the proposed wards of POWDER MILLS 
and FLEET merged to form a single ward to be known as BRENT.

To amend the Ward profile for Ward 7, BEAN & VILLAGE PARK (Annex 1) to 
reflect the removal of land south of Fleet Estate to be included in the new 
Brent Ward.

Ward Profiles:  To delete Ward Profile 8 (FLEET) and Ward Profile 9 
(POWDER MILLS ) 

Ward Profiles: To create a new Ward Profile ( BRENT ) (Annex 2) showing 
relevant community facilities and reorder community profiles appropriately

Executive Summary (table):  To amend the table of “number of wards 
proposed” to reflect the proposed configuration.

Warding and Representation: To amend references to “The proposed warding 
pattern” to reflect the proposed number of wards. 
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Appendix B 

Proposed Ward Names:  To delete Proposed Ward Names POWDER MILLS 
and FLEET

To create a new Proposed Ward Name, BRENT, with the following rationale: 

The name BRENT  is highly familiar to residents  - the name being an 
existing and longstanding ward name arising from a significant number 
of residents living on, or in roads connected to,  ‘Brent Lane’  or ‘The 
Brent’.  Alternative historic names ( such a POWDER MILLS ) have been 
considered but, whilst engaging and relevant to small parts of the ward, 
were thought to lack general appeal to large numbers of residents. “

The amendment was seconded by Councillor Shippam.

The Shadow Leader said that the proposal was unlikely to be supported by 
the residents of the Fleet Estate. However other Members felt that it would be 
supported and that the Brent had a long established sense of community.  

The amendment was put to the vote and carried (the 4 Labour Group 
Members present abstaining).

The Leader of the Council moved a third amendment:

“To merge two proposed wards LEYTON CROSS (17) & WILMINGTON & 
HAWLEY (18) to form a single, three Member Ward to be known as 
WILMINGTON & HAWLEY. 

Detailed revisions: 

Appendix A

Maps:  To amend all maps to show the proposed wards of LEYTON CROSS 
and WILMINGTON & HAWLEY merged to form a single ward to be known as 
WILMINGTON & HAWLEY.

Ward Profiles:  To delete Ward Profile 17 (LEYTON CROSS ) and Ward 
Profile 18 (WILMINGTON & HAWLEY ) 

Ward Profiles: To create a new Ward Profile ( WILMINGTON & HAWLEY ) 
(Annex 3) showing relevant community facilities and reorder community 
profiles appropriately

Executive Summary (table):  To amend the table of “number of wards 
proposed” to reflect the proposed configuration.
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Warding and Representation: To amend references to “The proposed warding 
pattern” to reflect the proposed number of wards.

Appendix B 

Proposed Ward Names:  To delete Proposed Ward Name LEYTON CROSS 

To adopt the proposed Ward Name WILMINGTON & HAWLEY to encompass 
the new combined ward with a revised rationale (Annex 3).”

The amendment was seconded by Councillor Shippam.

A Member felt that Hawley was a distinct entity and should have its own ward. 
Other Members spoke of the close community ties between Wilmington and 
Leyton Cross and felt that the amendment was a sensible reflection of this.

The amendment was put to the vote and carried (the 4 Labour Group 
Members present abstaining).

The Leader of the Council proposed that the recommendations contained in 
the report, with the amendments carried and the clarifications contained in the 
tabled errata sheet, should be agreed. The motion was seconded by 
Councillor Shippam.

Five Members requested a recorded vote on the motion.

Members voted on the motion as follows:

 

FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN
Councillor Mrs A D Allen, 
MBE
Councillor S H Brown
Councillor J Burrell
Councillor L A Canham
Councillor P F Coleman
Councillor P Cutler
Councillor M J Davis
Councillor D A Hammock
Councillor S R Jarnell
Councillor K M Kelly
Councillor M B Kelly
Councillor J A Kite, MBE
Councillor E J Lampkin
Councillor A R Lloyd
Councillor J M Ozog
Councillor Mrs M I Peters
Councillor D J Reynolds
Councillor L J Reynolds
Councillor A S Sandhu, 
MBE
Councillor C J Shippam
Councillor Mrs R F Storey

Councillor J S Hawkes
Councillor J Jones
Councillor P Kelly
Councillor T Maddison

Councillor R Lees
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Councillor D Swinerd
Councillor Mrs P A 
Thurlow
Councillor R J Wells
The Deputy Mayor, 
Councillor D J Mote
The Mayor, Councillor R M 
Currans
TOTAL:  26 TOTAL: 4 TOTAL: 1

 The motion was carried.

RESOLVED:

1. That the warding arrangements submission to the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England, as attached at Appendix A to the 
report as amended, be approved.

2.  That a name for each new ward is agreed as per Appendix B to the 
report, as amended.

 3.  That the Managing Director, in consultation with the Leader, be granted 
delegated authority to publish the terms of reference of a Community 
Governance Review, if triggered by the changed warding arrangements, 
and to start preliminary work on this review.

59. RE-CONVENING OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE COUNCIL 

It was moved by Councillor J A Kite, seconded by Councillor C J Shippam and

RESOLVED:

That in accordance with Standing Order 11 (14) the General Assembly of the 
Council now re-convene.

THE MAYOR, COUNCILLOR R M CURRANS IN THE CHAIR

The Mayor announced the end of the meeting.

The meeting closed at 8.44 pm

MAYOR


