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THE RT HON MICHAEL HOWARD QC, MP
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
REVIEW OF GREATER LONDON, THE LONDON BOROUGHS AND THE CITY OF
LONDON
LONDON BOROUGH OF BRENT AND ITS BOUNDARIES WITH THE LONDON
BOROUGHS OF BARNET, CAMDEN, BALING, HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM,
HARROW, THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA AND THE CITY
:
OF WESTMINSTER
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES OF OUR FINAL PROPOSALS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
BOUNDARY CHANGES
COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT AND PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION
1. On 20 May 1992, we submitted to you our Report No. 651, which
contained our final proposals for changes to the London Borough
of Brent's administrative boundaries. We stated our intention to
report separately on the electoral
consequences of our
recommended boundary changes, once we had conducted a further
round of consultations among interested parties.
2. Having considered the implications of the administrative
boundary changes we have proposed, and in accordance with section
47(1)(i) of the Local Government Act 1972, we wrote to all the
local authorities concerned to announce our draft proposals for
consequential electoral changes, and our interim decisions to
propose no changes in certain areas. Our draft proposals letter
was published on 30 June 1992, and copies were sent to all those
persons and bodies who had received a copy of our Report No. 651 .
3. We arranged the publication of a notice advertising our draft
proposals and interim decisions. The local authorities were
requested to post copies of the notice at places where public
notices are customarily displayed. They were also asked to place
copies of our letter on deposit for inspection at their main
offices for a period of eight weeks. Comments were invited by 25
August 1992.
4. In response to our draft proposals and interim decisions, we
received a total of 40 representations. They included comments
from the London Boroughs of Brent, Barnet, Ealing, Harrow, the
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Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and the City of
Westminster, Mr Paul Boateng HP, Mr Harry Greenway MP and Mr Ken
Livingstone MP. The remainder were from local councillors,
residents and organisations. In addition, we received 19 proforma letters and a petition containing 428 signatures. We have
considered all these representations, and this report now
contains our final proposals for consequential changes to
electoral arrangements. It should be noted that these proposals
do not affect the London Boroughs of Barnet and Camden, as we did
not recommend any changes to their respective administrative
boundaries with Brent.
5. During the course of this consequential electoral review, a
number of local authorities have brought to our attention the
disparities in councillor:elector ratios which exist both within,
and between, the London boroughs. These disparities were a matter
of some concern to us when we formulated our draft proposals. We
noted, for example, that the average number of electors per
councillor in Brent is 2564, while that in the City of
Westminster is 1829. Similarly, the number of electors per
councillor in wards within Brent currently ranges from 1704
(Queen's Park Ward) to 3259 (Kenton Ward). Section 50 of the
Local Government Act 1972 prohibits us from proposing substantive
changes in electoral arrangements in the course of this present
review, and we were therefore unable to make a comprehensive
attempt to reduce these wide variations in standards of
representation. However, they are clearly unsatisfactory, and we
had sympathy with Brent's request that a full review of electoral
arrangements in the Borough should be conducted at the earliest
opportunity.
BRENT'S BOUNDARY WITH HARROW
Oueensburv Ward

Map 1

Draft Proposal
6. Our administrative boundary proposal for this area would
involve the transfer of 1522 electors from Queensbury Ward, in
Brent, to Harrow. We proposed that these electors should be

absorbed into Harrow's Stanmore South Ward, and that the number
of councillors representing both this ward and the reduced
Queensbury Ward should remain unchanged.
Final Proposal
7. We received four individual representations, 19 pro-forma
letters and a petition containing 428 signatures, all in support
of our draft proposal. It was opposed by four respondents.
8. Harrow argued that our draft proposal would, leave its Stanmore
South Ward under-represented, compared with other wards in the
Borough, and would add unreasonably to the workload of the
councillors representing the ward. It noted that Canons Ward,
which adjoins Stanmore South Ward, would lose electors if our
final proposals for the Harrow/Hertsmere boundary were approved
by the Secretary of State. (The relevant recommendation was
approved by him on 6 March 1992). Harrow therefore suggested that
the boundary between Stanmore South Ward and .Canons Ward should
be moved southwards to the Edgware Brook, in order to make the
number of electors per councillor in the two wards more equal.
The Council suggested that the Edgware Brook would be a clearly
defined ward boundary. Its suggestion was supported by the Harrow
East Conservative Association.
9. In a joint submission, the three councillors representing
Stanmore South Ward also argued that our draft proposal would
cause the ward to be significantly under-representated. They
suggested that the ward should be divided into two 2-member
wards, with the new ward boundary following Camrose Avenue,
Constable Gardens and Oakleigh Avenue. In their view, this
arrangement would achieve greater equality of representation
between wards in East Harrow, whilst respecting communities of
interest.
10. A Brent councillor suggested that Queensbury Ward should be
enlarged, to take in polling district NHE of Brent's Kingsbury
Ward. His suggestion was intended make the electorates of these
two Brent wards more equal.

11 . Residents of Stanmore South Ward submitted 19 pro-forma
letters and a 428 signature petition, urging iis to confirm our
draft proposal and to reject Harrow's alternative suggestion.
Together with the Harrow East Labour Party, a Harrow councillor
and a local resident, they argued that the Edgware Brook was not
a prominent physical feature, and that its adoption as a ward
boundary would divide the Berridge Housing Estate. They
considered the under-representation resulting from our draft
proposal to be acceptable. Another respondent
analysed
councillor:elector ratios within Harrow, and throughout Greater
London, and concluded that our draft proposal would not result
in serious under-representation in Stanmore South Ward. He was
also sceptical of Harrow's claim that our proposal would put a
significant extra burden on the councillors representing the
ward.
12. We gave careful consideration to all the alternative
suggestions. We noted that Harrow's proposal had been heavily
criticised, chiefly on community grounds, and it seemed to us
that an alignment along the Edgware Brook, and the resulting
division of the Berridge Estate, would be unlikely to have local
support.
13. We took the view that the creation of two 2 member wards from
the existing Stanmore South Ward would cause unnecessary
disruption, and would be appropriate only if the degree of underrepresentation in Stanmore South Ward was intolerable. Having
studied the suggestion, we doubted whether the ward boundary
selected by the three Harrow councillors paid sufficient regard
to community considerations.
14. The suggestion to transfer a polling district from Kingsbury
Ward to Queensbury Ward seemed to us to go beyond what might be
regarded as a direct consequence of our final proposals for
administrative boundary changes. In any event, we doubted its
necessity, as the number of electors per councillor in the
reduced Queensbury Ward would be only 10% less than the average
for Brent as a whole; standards of representation in other Brent
wards currently vary by up to 33% from the borough average.

15. When devising our draft proposal, we were fully aware that
its implementation would cause some under-representation in
Stanmore South Ward. However, we considered
this to be
acceptable, in advance of a full electoral review. The response
to our draft proposal supported our view that a straightforward
enlargement of Harrow's Stanmore South Ward is the most suitable
option. We have therefore decided to confirm!our draft proposal
as final.
Sudburv Court Ward and Kenton Ward

Map 2

Draft Proposal
16. Our administrative boundary proposal in this area would
involve the transfer to Harrow of 610 electors from Brent's
Kenton Ward, and 468 electors from its Sudbury Court Ward. Our
draft proposal for consequential electoral changes was that these
electors should be incorporated into Greenhill Ward, with the
number of councillors in all affected wards remaining unchanged.
Final Proposal
17. Our draft proposal was supported by Harrow, Harrow East
Conservative Association, a Harrow councillor and a member of the
public. However, Brent suggested that polling district NGD of its
Kenton Ward should be transferred to its Kingsbury Ward, with the
number of councillors representing Kingsbury ward being increased
from two to three. The Council's intention was to bring
councillor:elector ratios in both these wards closer to the
borough average.
18. We received seven representations
opposing
Brent's
suggestion. Mr Ken Livingstone MP and Mr Paul Boateng MP both
considered it to be unnecessarily disruptive, and felt that the
suggestion might have been motivated by political considerations.
Other respondents doubted whether Brent's suggestion could be
justified either in community or electoral terms; in their view,
it would leave both Kenton and Kingsbury Wards oddly shaped,
without improving standards of representation in either.

19. We accepted that Brent's suggestion would reduce electoral
imbalances in Kenton and Kingsbury Wards; both would cease to be
under-represented and would become slightly over-represented.
However, our draft proposal would also achieve this in part, by
substantially reducing under-representation in Kenton Ward.
Kingsbury Ward was unaffected by our final proposals for
administrative boundary changes, and any modification of the
electoral arrangements in that ward could not therefore be
regarded as directly consequential to our Report No 651 .
Accordingly, we felt that it would be inappropriate to propose
changes to that ward at this time.
20. We reaffirmed our view that the transfer of the affected
electors into Greenhill Ward was sufficient by itself, and that
supplementary changes, of the sort suggested by Brent, were both
unnecessary and inappropriate at this time. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
BRENT'S BOUNDARY WITH BALING

Sudburv Ward, Barham Ward and Alperton Ward

Map 3

Draft Proposal
21 . We proposed that Perivale Ward, in Baling, should be divided
into two 2 member wards, to take account of the transfer of some
2100 electors from Brent. We suggested that one of the new wards
should be called 'Horsenden Ward 1 . In order to reflect community
ties, we also proposed that the western part of Barham Ward, in
Brent, should be transferred to Sudbury Ward, also in Brent;
Sudbury Ward would thereby gain a third councillor, while the
number of members representing Barham Ward would be reduced from
three to two.
Final Proposal
22. Baling did not object to our draft proposal, and Brent did
not comment. With one exception, the seven other respondents who
commented on this electoral change were critical of our draft
proposal.

23. Mr Harry Greenway MP opposed the division of Perivale Ward.
He felt that the ward's electors had been well-served by existing
arrangements, and that the re-creation of a Horsenden Ward in
Baling, 18 years after a previous ward of that name had been
abolished, would cause confusion. A member of the public
complained that the division of Perivale Ward would create two
wards with different socio-economic characteristics, in place of
the single, broad-based ward existing at present. However,
another respondent approved of our draft proposal for precisely
this reason; he believed that the area covered by the proposed
Horsenden Ward was sufficiently different in character from the
remainder of Perivale Ward to merit separate representation on
Baling Council.
24. Five respondents objected to our proposal to transfer the
westernmost portion of Barham Ward to Sudbury Ward. The Sudbury
Ward Branch of the Brent North Conservative Association argued
that the area west of the Maybank open space was cut off from
Sudbury Ward by the British Rail Chi 1 tern Line. Two local
residents took the view that consequential electoral changes in
this area were unnecessary, but expressed the view that if such
changes were to be recommended, then the boundary of Barham Ward
should be moved northwards to the Harrow Road, between Elms Lane
and Sudbury Court Drive.
25. Two Brent councillors also put forward
alternative
alignments, both involving the expansion of Barham Ward. One
suggested that even-numbered properties in Norton Road and oddnumbered properties in Maybank Avenue should.be transferred to
Barham Ward, from Wembley Central Ward and Sudbury Ward
respectively. The other suggested that Norton, Thurlby, Scarle
and Lincoln Roads should be transferred from Wembley Central Ward
to Barham Ward. It was argued that this latter suggestion would
rationalise
the pattern of polling districts along the
Barham/Wembley Central ward boundary, without requiring any
changes to existing levels of representation.
26. We remained of the view that Perivale Ward should be divided,
in order to avoid severe under-representation. Our draft proposal
would create two compact wards, with distinct environments; and

our suggested ward boundary - the Grand Union Canal - seemed to
us to be a clear dividing line between separate communities.
27. In our view, none of the suggested alternatives was an
improvement on our draft proposal for Barham Ward and Sudbury
Ward. We considered that our proposal could be justified in
electoral and community terms. It would bring councillor:elector
ratios in both wards closer to the borough average, while
eliminating under-representation in Sudbury Ward; and it would
respect communities of interest. The western part of Barham Ward
is clearly part of Sudbury (it takes in Sudbury and Harrow Road
Station) and logically belongs with the ward bearing that name.
Moreover, it is linked to Sudbury Ward by Maybank Avenue, which
crosses the British Rail Chiltern Line. By contrast, there is no
road link, south of this railway line, between the western part
of Barham Ward and the main part of Barham Ward.
28. Given these factors, and in view of the absence of opposition
from the local authorities, we have decided to confirm as final
our draft proposal for Perivale, Barham and Sudbury Wards.
29. We received no representations concerning our interim
decision to make no changes to electoral arrangements in Alperton
Ward. We have therefore decided to confirm our interim decision
as final.

Stonebridge Ward

Map 4

Draft Proposal
30. As a consequence of our final proposal for administrative
boundary changes, we proposed the transfer of some 300 electors
from Stonebridge Ward, in Brent, to Hanger Lane Ward in Ealing,
with no changes to the electoral arrangements in either ward. We
acknowledged
that
Stonebridge Ward
would
be
generously
represented, but considered that this imbalance, although
unsatisfactory, could only properly be redressed in the context
of an electoral review of the borough as a whole.
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Final Proposal
31. We received two radical suggestions in response to our draft
1
proposal for this area. Brent suggested the amalgamation of
Harlesden and Stonebridge Wards, in order to reduce disparities
in ward electorates.
A Brent councillor advocated the
i
dismemberment of Harlesden Ward; he proposed that two of its
polling districts should be added to Roundwood Ward, and the
third to Stonebridge Ward. He argued that this arrangement would
bring councillor:elector ratios in all three affected wards
closer to the borough average, as well as uniting the community
of Harlesden in one ward.
32. The remaining ten representations on this issue all urged us
to reject Brent's suggestion. Mr Ken Livingstone MP believed that
a merged Stonebridge/Harlesden Ward would cover too large an area
and that, as a corollary of this, councillors would become less
accessible to their constituents. He also felt that Stonebridge
and Harlesden were ill-matched in socio-economic terms. Mr Paul
Boateng MP and Harlesden Methodist Church shared these views, and
considered that the merged ward would be under-represented.
i
33. We gave careful consideration to both radical suggestions.
We acknowledged that they would reduce disparities in ward
f
electorates. Brent's suggestion, for example, would replace two
wards which are significantly over-represented (by 16.8% and
14.9%) with a single ward which would be under-represented by
8.1%.
34. However, we considered that both suggestions appeared to go
beyond what might be regarded as a direct consequence of our
final proposals for administrative boundary changes. Both would
cause avoidable disruption, by unnecessarily altering the total
number of Brent councillors. In addition, the Brent councillor's
i
suggestion would alter the boundaries of a ward (Roundwood) which
was not directly affected by our administrative boundary review.
We saw no reason to alter our initial view that change on this
scale should be considered only as part of a full electoral
review. Accordingly, we have decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.
:

BRENT'S BOUNDARY WITH HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM
College Park and Old Oak Ward

Maps 4 and 5

Draft Proposal .
35. Our final proposal for the administrative boundary between
Brent and Hammersmith and Fulham involved the transfer of 559
electors from College Park and Old Oak Ward (Hammersmith and
Fulham) to Brent. We proposed that the name of this ward should
be shortened to 'Old Oak 1 , but that it should retain its present
complement of three councillors.
Final Proposal
36. We received only one representation on this draft proposal.
The Hammersmith and Fulham Conservatives suggested that Old Oak
Ward should have only two councillors, in order to avoid serious
variations in standards of representation between wards in
Hammersmith and Fulham.
37. We accepted that, under our draft proposal, the reduced Old
Oak Ward would have an electorate equal to or smaller than that
of some other wards in Hammersmith and Fulham, and yet have one
more councillor. Nevertheless, we saw no advantage in removing
a councillor from Old Oak Ward: with three councillors, it would
be over-represented by less than 20%; with two councillors, it
would be under-represented by over 20%. On balance, the former
arrangement seemed to us to be preferable, not least because it
involved no change to the total number of Hammersmith and Fulham
councillors. We therefore considered our draft proposal to be
acceptable as an interim measure, and have decided to confirm it
as final.
Harlesden Ward and Kensal Rise Ward

Maps 4 and 5

Draft Proposal
38. We proposed that the 559 electors being transferred from
Hammersmith and Fulham to Brent should be incorporated into
Kensal Rise Ward, which would accordingly be renamed 'College
10

Park and Kensal Rise Ward1; we proposed that the ward should
retain its two members. In addition, we proposed that the area
i
west of Scrubs Lane, which contains no electors, should join
Harlesden Ward.
)
i
Final Proposal
39. In response to our draft proposal, Brentisuggested that the
i
proposed 'College Park and Kensal Rise Ward* should be merged
with Manor Ward, to create a new three member ward called 'Harrow
Road'. The Council's suggestion was intended to reduce
inequalities in councillor:elector ratios.
40. Seven respondents supported our draft proposal, mainly on the
grounds that it would cause minimal disruption. Mr Ken
Livingstone MP and Mr Paul Boateng MP were both critical of
Brent's suggestion; they argued that the merged ward would be an
artificial marriage of two distinct areas, and would suffer from
under-representation. In their view, such radical change would
be inappropriate in the context of this review.
41 . A Brent councillor and a member of the public suggested that
"College Park and Kensal Rise Ward' should instead be called
'College Park and Kensal Green Ward1. They pointed out that the
area of Kensal Rise is not located within the existing Kensal
Rise Ward, and asked that we take this opportunity to correct the
i
misnomer.
I
42. In reviewing our draft proposal, we noted that Brent's
suggestion had been ill-received by other respondents. We agreed
with Mr Livingstone and Mr Boateng that the merger of 'College
Park and Kensal Rise Ward' with Manor Ward could not be justified
as part of a consequential electoral review. It would affect
Manor Ward unnecessarily, and would alter the total number of
Brent councillors. Even then, the merged ward would be underrepresented by almost 10%.
i,
43. We also reconsidered the new ward name which we had proposed.
We noted that our draft proposal, i f implemented, would
effectively create a new ward; a substantial.part of the old
11

Kensal Rise Ward would be transferred to Westminster, and the
part remaining in Brent would be expanded to take in College
Park. We agreed that the name ' College Park and Kensal Green
Ward1 would more accurately reflect local identities and minimise
confusion. However, we did not feel that we would justified in
initiating a further round of consultations purely over the names
of wards. Nevertheless, in considering this report, you will
undoubtedly wish to take into account the comments we have
received on the name of this new ward, together with any further
representations on this issue which you may receive.
44. With this minor caveat, we have decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.

BRENT'S BOUNDARY WITH KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

St. Charles Ward

Map 5

Draft Proposal
45. Our final proposal for administrative boundary changes
involved the transfer of a narrow strip of land, containing no
electors, from St. Charles Ward in Kensington and Chelsea to
Brent. We proposed that this area should join the new 'College
Park and Kensal Rise1 Ward, with no changes to the number of
councillors in either ward.

Final Proposal
46. Kensington and Chelsea advised us that they had no comments
on our draft proposal. No other representations were received.
47. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as
final.
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BRENT'S BOUNDARY WITH WESTMINSTER
Carlton Ward and adjoining wards

Map 5

Draft Proposal
48. Our final proposals for administrative boundary changes
involved the transfer to Queen's Park Ward (Westminster) of 950
electors from Brent's Kensal Rise Ward, and some 400 electors
from its Carlton Ward. This would result in significant underrepresentation in Queen's Park Ward, and significant overrepresentation in Carlton Ward, if the present electoral
arrangements were not changed.
49. We therefore proposed the division of Queen's Park Ward
(Westminster) into two 2 member wards, to be called Queen's Park
and Kilburn Lane. We also proposed that Kilburn Ward in Brent
should be divided between Carlton Ward and Queen's Park Ward
(Brent). As a minor technical amendment, we proposed that the
southern boundary of Queen's Park Ward (Brent) should be
realigned to the southern edge of the railway embankment, between
Chamberlayne Road and Salusbury Road.
50. In addition, we proposed that electors being transferred to
Westminster from areas of Brent west of Malvern Road and south
of Oxford Road should be incorporated, respectively, into Harrow
Road Ward and Maida Vale Ward, with no changes to electoral
arrangements in either of these receiving wards.

Final Proposal
51. Twelve respondents commented on our draft proposals.
Westminster accepted that Queen's Park Ward should be split into
two 2 member wards, but argued that our proposed ward boundary
would leave 'Kilburn Lane Ward' over-represented and the reduced
Queen's Park Ward under-represented. In order to make the
electorates in the two wards more equal, the Council suggested
that CP polling district of Queen's Park Ward should be
incorporated into 'Kilburn Lane Ward* . Identical suggestions were
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submitted by a Westminster councillor and by a member of the
public.
52. The Westminster Labour Parties' Local Government Committee
argued that the division of Queen's Park Ward would split a
community centred on the Queen's Park housing estate. It
therefore suggested that the ward should remain intact, and be
allocated a fourth member to avoid under-representation.
53. A Brent councillor felt that Kilburn Ward, in Brent, had
little in common with either Queen's Park Ward or Carlton Ward
and should not, therefore, be divided between them. He suggested
that Kilburn and Queen's Park Wards should remain as currently
constituted, and that the rump of Carlton Ward should remain as
a separate, 2 member ward. The resulting over-representation in
Carlton Ward would, in his view, be acceptable in the short-term.
54. Westminster supported the incorporation of the Malvern Road
and Oxford Road electors into Harrow Road Ward and Maida Vale
Ward respectively. However, the Westminster Labour Parties' Local
Government Committee suggested that the Malvern Road electors
should also join Maida Vale Ward, on the grounds that their links
and affinities were with Kilburn Park Road.
55. Several respondents raised the question of ward names. Brent,
Mr Ken Livingstone MP, the Brent Labour Parties' Local Government
Committee, a Brent councillor and a member of the public all
suggested that Queen's Park Ward (Brent) should be renamed 'North
Kilburn Ward*, and that Carlton Ward should be renamed 'South
Kilburn Ward 1 . The councillor argued that residents of both wards
identified with Kilburn. He also claimed that the existence of
two Queen's Park Wards, one on each side of the Brent/Westminster
boundary, caused confusion. However, the Brent East Conservative
Association argued that changes to ward names tended to generate
confusion, rather than lessen it. It claimed that 'Queen's Park*
was a geographically accurate name for the Brent ward, and was
recognised by electors.
56. Westminster, a Westminster councillor and a member of the
public all suggested that our proposed new 'Kilburn Lane Ward'
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should instead be called 'Kensal Green Ward'. In their view, this
latter name would better describe the area covered by the new
ward, and would reflect the incorporation within Westminster of
i

the Kensal triangle.

',

57. We reassessed our draft proposal in the light of all the
views expressed by respondents. In formulating our draft
proposal, we had considered the suggestions i that Queen's Park
Ward (Westminster) should remain intact and become a four-member
ward, and that the residue of Carlton Ward should remain as a
separate, two-member ward. We had noted then; that the creation
of a four-member ward in Greater London ]would be without
precedent in recent times, and that Carlton Ward would be
seriously over-represented with two members. These disadvantages
remained, and we did not feel that they had been outweighed by
any new evidence which had been presented to us. We therefore
decided to reaffirm our rejection of these two suggestions.
i
58. We noted that Westminster had approved in principle our draft
proposal to divide its Queen's Park Ward; it objected only to our
proposed use of Fifth Avenue as a ward boundary. We acknowledged
that, in statistical terms, Westminster's alternative suggestion
could be seen an improvement on our draft proposal, in that it
would create two wards with more equal electorates. However, we
considered our draft electoral arrangements to be acceptable,
when viewed in the context of Westminster as a whole. There are
at present significant variations in standards of representation
within Westminster - five wards are over-represented by more than
15% and four wards are under-represented by more than 15%.
Although these variations are unsatisfactory; we take the view
that they can only properly be remedied as part of a full
electoral
review. In the meantime, they are not made
significantly worse by our draft proposal.
'
59. We believe that our proposed boundary between the smaller
Queen' s Park Ward and the new ' Kilburn Lane Ward' is welldefined, and is less complicated than the boundary suggested by
Westminster. It also respects communities of interest, so far as
it is possible to do so in a highly urbanised area.
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60. We also considered the suggestion from the Westminster Labour
Parties' Local Government Committee, that the western side of
Malvern Road should be incorporated into Maida Vale Ward instead
of Harrow Road Ward. In our view, this would be legistically
difficult, as the area in question is barely connected to the
main body of Maida Vale ward. We did not consider that the
suggestion could be justified, in either electoral or community
terms.
61 . As regards ward names, we drew a distinction between
recommending names for new wards (which is clearly necessary),
and seeking to alter the names of existing wards, even when their
boundaries were likely to be modified as a result of our final
proposals for administrative boundary changes. The suggestions
that Queen's Park Ward in Brent should be called 'North Kilburn
Ward 1 , and Carlton Ward should be called 'South Kilburn Ward 1 ,
seemed to us to come into this latter category. Even if they were
expanded to take in parts of Kilburn Ward, as we proposed,
Queen's Park Ward would still be recognisable as Queen's Park
Ward, and Carlton Ward would still be recognisable as Carlton
Ward. Taking this into account, we concluded that recommending
the suggested name changes would be inappropriate to a
consequential electoral review.
62. We did, however, accept Westminster's argument that the
proposed new 'Kilburn Lane Ward' could more appropriately be
called 'Kensal Green Ward 1 . In arriving at our draft proposal,
we had sought to reflect the importance of Kilburn Lane as a
thoroughfare (in the same way that Carlton Ward in Brent reflects
the importance of Carlton Vale), but we accept that the name
'Kensal Green1 would more accurately describe the location of the
proposed new ward. As with our final proposal for 'College Park
and Kensal Rise Ward' (paragraph 43 above), we felt that we would
not be justified in consulting further over this matter.
Nevertheless, in considering this report, you will no doubt wish
to take into account the comments we have received on the name
of this new ward, together with any further representations on
this issue which you may receive.
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63. Subject to this caveat, we have decided to confirm as final
our draft proposals
for the boundary between Brent and
Westminster.
CONCLUSIONS
64. We believe that our final proposals, which are summarised in
Annex B to this report, make equitable provision for those
electors affected by our review of administrative boundaries, and
we commend them to you accordingly.
PUBLICATION
65. Separate letters are being sent to the London Boroughs of
Barnet, Camden, Baling, Hammersmith and Fulham, Harrow, the Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and the City of Westminster,
asking them to deposit copies of this report at their main
offices for inspection for a period of six months. They are also
being asked to put notices to that effect on public notice
boards. Arrangements have been made for similar notices to be
inserted in the local press. The text of this notice will explain
that the Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in this
matter and that it now falls to you to make an Order implementing
the proposals, if you think fit, though not earlier than six
weeks from the date on which our final proposals are submitted
to you. Copies of this report, with the maps attached at Annex
A illustrating the proposed electoral changes, are being sent to
all those who made written representations to us in response to
our draft proposals letter of 30 June 1992.
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Signed

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON

Secretary
24 September 1992

(Chairman)
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CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

1

A
B

TO:

FROM:

Queensbury Ward

Brent LB

Harrow LB
Stanmore South Ward

A

Brent LB
Kenton Ward

Harrow ' LB
Greenhill Ward

B

Brent LB
Sudbury Court Ward

Harrow LB
G r e e n h i l l Ward

A

Ealing LB
Perivale Ward

Ealing LB
proposed Horsenden Ward

B

Brent LB
Barham Ward

E a l i n g LB
proposed Horsenden Ward

C

Brent LB

Barham Ward

Brent LB
Sudbury Ward

Brent LB
Alperton Ward

Ealing LB
Perivale Ward

A

Hammersmith and Fulham LB
College Park and Old Oak Ward

Brent LB
proposed College Park and
Kensal Rise Ward

B

Hammersmith and Fulham LB
College Park and Old Oak Ward

Brent LB
Harlesden Ward

C
E

Ealing LB
Victoria Ward

Brent LB
Stonebridge Ward

D

Brent LB

F

Stonebridge Ward

E a l i n g LB
Victori a Ward

G

Brent LB

o

0

D
E

4

Stonebridge Ward

E a l i n g LB
Hanger Lane Ward

A

Hammersmith and Fulham LB
College Park and Old Oak Ward

Brent LB
proposed College Park and
Kensal Ri se Ward

B

Kensington and Chelsea LB
St Charles Ward

Brent LB
proposed College Park and
Kensal Rise Ward

C

Brent LB
Kensal Ri se Ward

City of Westminster LB
proposed K i l b u r n Lane Ward

5

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

D

E
F

Carlton Ward

City of Westminster LB
proposed Kilburn Lane Ward

City of Westminster LB

City of Westminster LB

Queen's Park Ward

proposed Kilburn Lane Ward

Brent LB

City of Westminster LB
Queen's Park Ward

Brent LB

Carlton Ward
G

Brent LB

Carlton Ward
H
I
J

K

TO:

FROM:

City of Westminster LB
Harrow Road Ward

Carlton Ward

City of Westminster LB
Ma id a Vale Ward

Brent LB

Brent LB

Kilburn Ward

Carlton Ward

Brent LB

Brent LB

Brent LB

Kilburn Ward

Queen's Park Ward

Brent LB

Brent LB
Queen's Park Ward

Carlton Ward

